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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Robert Brian Norton.  I hold the position of Planning Engineer 

(Stormwater) at Christchurch City Council (Council). I have been in this 

position since April 2010. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil Engineering from the University of 

Washington in Seattle, USA. For the last 15 years my work has been in the 

field of stormwater drainage, surface water management, flood mitigation and 

site development with the local government of King County in Washington 

State, with private consulting firms, and presently with the Council. 

 

1.3 As part of my role as Planning Engineer (Stormwater) at the Council I have 

been asked to provide evidence in relation to proposed subdivision activity 

status, outline development plans, and infrastructure rules within Chapter 8: 

Subdivision of the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). 

 

1.4 I have been involved in the development of various Council standards, 

procedures and guides relating to stormwater and stormwater planning in 

Christchurch City.  I have been providing the Council with my expertise in 

relation to the stormwater rules in the pRDP since the initiation of the process.  

I have also been involved in a number of plan changes, Council hearings and 

Environment Court hearings that relate to stormwater management, design 

and consenting. 

 

1.5 I have been involved in the hearings for the pRDP.  In particular I have 

prepared evidence for Chapter 14 (part) – Residential (18 March) and 

Chapters 15/16 - Commercial/Industrial (part) (14 April). 

  

1.6 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained 

in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to comply with it. 

I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I am aware of that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, and that this evidence is 

within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the 

evidence of another person.   
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1.7 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Chapter 8 (Subdivision) of the pRDP; 

 

(b) Section 32 Report of the pRDP; 

 

(c) Christchurch City Council Waterways, Wetlands and Drainage Guide 

(2003/2011) (WWDG);  

 

(d) Christchurch City Council Infrastructure Design Standard (2014) 

(IDS);  

 

(e) Christchurch City Council Surface Water Strategy (2009);  

 

(f) Christchurch City Council Waterways and Wetlands Natural Asset 

Management Strategy (1999) (NAMS);  

 

(g) Styx River Stormwater Management Plan Blueprint for Surface Water 

Management (Capital Programme Group – CCC, 2012); 

 

(h) South West Area Stormwater Management Plan (Golder Associates, 

2011); and 

 

(i) Avon River Stormwater Management Plan (Capital Programme 

Group – CCC, DRAFT 2014). 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific issues1 of the Subdivision Proposal that my evidence relates to 

are: 

 

(a) Subdivision activity status and how it can affect the Council’s ability to 

adequately manage stormwater effects of development and 

implement its Stormwater Management Plans (SMP).  (Issue 1) 

 

                                                                                                                                                              
1  These issues are set out in the Statement of Issues relating to the (part) Subdivision, Development and Earthworks 

Proposal, dated 25 February 2015. 
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(b) Compliance with Outline Development Plans (ODP) and whether it is 

appropriate for subdivisions to be in “accordance with” rather than 

“general accordance with” the ODP.  (Issue 2) 

 

(c) Scope of assessment matters and implied third party approvals.  

(Issue 6) 

 

(d) Whether the provisions adequately accommodate integration of 

sustainable/resilient infrastructure with new development (particularly 

in regard to low impact “soft” stormwater management solutions).  

(Issue 11) 

 

2.2 I will comment on these issues generally and then address the specific relief 

sought by various submitters on these provisions.   

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 Issues of stormwater servicing, operation of the network, water quality and 

flooding are effectively managed through the Council’s SMPs and their 

corresponding network discharge consents which have been obtained by the 

Council from Environment Canterbury through a publically notified consent 

process.  

 

3.2 It is critical that Council retain the ability to decline consents which do not 

adequately mitigate the stormwater effects of development or propose facilities 

which do not align with Council’s SMPs, while also allowing developers the 

flexibility to alter the implementation of stormwater systems or propose 

alternate acceptable solutions to best suit their development.  This is best 

achieved in my view by retaining a restricted discretionary status for all 

subdivisions, including in the New Neighbourhood zone. 

 

3.3 ODPs can ensure that stormwater servicing outcomes align with the Council’s 

SMPs and avoid (for example): 

 

(a) proliferation of facilities; 

 

(b) deliberate exclusion of servicing for blocks within a catchment area 

but outside of a particular developer’s control; and 
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(c) construction of stormwater systems which are not consistent with 

Council standards or are costly to operate and maintain. 

 

3.4 For the reasons set out in my evidence I consider that subdivision should be in 

accordance with the ODPs in the pRDP, in particular as the ODPs should 

already make provision for fixed and flexible elements. 

 

3.5 Integration of infrastructure into subdivision is supported by the Surface Water 

Strategy, and is incorporated into development of the Councils SMPs.   

Infrastructure resilience including design and materials (particularly in terms of 

protection from earthquakes) is addressed in the Council’s Infrastructure 

Design Standard, which is referred to in the pRDP. 

 

4. BACKGROUND ON STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLANS 

 

4.1 The Council's integrated stormwater management approach has been 

advanced by the development of catchment management plans, called 

Stormwater Management Plans.  The South West Area SMP and the Styx 

River SMP have been developed and consented with the Canterbury Regional 

Council (ECan) through a publicly notified hearing process.  The Avon River 

SMP is complete in draft form and will be lodged as part of a citywide 

Comprehensive Stormwater Consent around the middle of 2015.   

 

4.2 The SMPs lay out the guidelines, techniques and objectives for mitigating the 

effects of urbanisation on surface water systems and receiving bodies.  The 

SMPs have been based on robust engineering design, modelling and a 

collaborative planning process with ECan, the local Runanga and various 

other key stakeholders.   

 

4.3 This integrated stormwater approach outlined in the SMP mitigates the effects 

of the future growth of residential and commercial subdivision developments 

and also identifies some existing developed areas to be mitigated with 

stormwater management devices (“retrofit”) where practicable. 

 

4.4 Subdivision development increases both the quantity of stormwater discharged 

and the concentrations of urban contaminants such as sediment, metals, 
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nutrients and hydrocarbons.  These discharges can have an adverse effect on 

flooding and ecosystem health. 

 

4.5 The stormwater treatment and attenuation/disposal options laid out in the SMP 

for the various stormwater catchments were selected based on their efficacy in 

achieving both the water quality and quantity objectives of the consents while 

minimising the potential to cause adverse effects on the receiving 

environment.  Additionally, they reflect the Council’s multi-value approach to 

stormwater management, i.e. designs that incorporate landscape, ecology, 

recreation, heritage and cultural values into the drainage function. 

 

4.6 Sufficient provision has been made in the planning of stormwater systems 

through the SMPs to be certain that, on a catchment-wide basis, new 

greenfield subdivision developments can be accommodated subject to the 

confirmation that site specific issues meet network discharge consent 

requirements.  In rare cases where developments bypass the City Council 

stormwater network or there is no relevant network consent held by the 

Council, an individual site resource consent will need to be sought from ECan. 

 

4.7 It is recognised that management of stormwater discharges from subdivision 

developments is a key issue in relation to protecting water quality and 

controlling flooding. 

 

4.8 This is only possible if appropriate measures and techniques are in place to 

provide treatment, to control the water quantity, and to mitigate floods.  

Integrated stormwater planning has made allowances for future Greenfield 

subdivision developments to be included in the general plans, and provides for 

some retrofit mitigation of existing developed areas. 

 

4.9 In Section 5 of my evidence for the Commercial/Industrial Chapters of the 

pRDP, I discussed Council’s overall Integrated Stormwater Management 

Strategy and the objectives and methods established and consented under the 

SMPs for Southwest Area, Styx River and Avon River catchments.  This 

general approach to commercial / industrial development also applies to 

residential subdivision development and should be used as additional 

background for the evidence provided here. 
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5. SUBDIVISION ACTIVITY STATUS (Issue 1) 

 

5.1 In the context of servicing, and in particular stormwater servicing, I am of the 

opinion that subdivisions should generally retain restricted discretionary 

activity status rather than being given controlled activity status.   

 

5.2 Restricted discretionary status gives Council the ability to weigh any proposal 

against the relevant SMP while also providing the flexibility of developments to 

adjust location and orientation of stormwater systems, or to propose alternate 

types of systems that may still be consistent with the strategic water quality 

and flood mitigation outcomes sought in the SMP. 

 

5.3 It is critical to retain flexibility in design of stormwater mitigation systems 

throughout the investigation and design stage of a subdivision, because many 

issues and physical constraints (particularly related to geology, topography, 

hydrology) are only revealed at this detailed design phase. 

 

5.4 Also, restricted discretionary status would give Council the ability (in rare 

cases) to reject applications that: 

 

(a) are significantly non-compliant with the SMP; 

 

(b) propose public facilities which are unacceptable to the Council due to 

excessive maintenance, or renewal cost; 

 

(c) propose facilities that are not consistent with Councils integrated and 

multi-value approaches to stormwater management; or 

 

(d) otherwise fail to mitigate the effects of development.  

 

6. COMPLIANCE WITH OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLANS (Issue 2) 

 

6.1 I have been asked to consider whether it is appropriate to require development 

to be in “accordance with” or in “general accordance with” Outline 

Development Plans (Rule 8.3.9). 
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6.2 ODPs have an important role in that they establish certain critical elements of 

the urban fabric and require certain outcomes which are necessary to ensure 

the greater functioning of the area. 

 

6.3 While ODPs are useful to bridge the gap between the broad rezoning of land 

and the detail of a subdivision application, ODPs need to be flexible on some 

elements and remain inflexible on others. 

 

6.4 For stormwater servicing, specifically, the flexibility of particular elements 

varies between developments and is driven by wider environmental 

parameters such as hydrology, hydraulics, topography, soil types, etc.  It is 

therefore difficult to make blanket statements regarding the location, 

orientation and type of generic stormwater facilities.   

 

6.5 This is further complicated by the fact that stormwater planning at OPD stage 

is often done at a conceptual level, and is subject to change during detailed 

design.   Developers often use the detail (or lack thereof) in an ODP to justify 

adherence to a specific layout or sizing, even when detailed design has been 

revealed it to be infeasible or impractical.    

 

6.6 A recent example of the difficulties caused by overly detailed or outwardly 

inflexible ODPs is the Prestons Living G Plan Change.  The operative ODP for 

the Prestons development indicated a linear stormwater corridor containing 

waterways and basins to be located in a North-South alignment along the 

centre of the development.  It later became clear during earthworks phase that 

this was an impractical solution because it contradicted the natural grade of 

the land and required excessive filling at the boundaries.  It would have been 

more appropriate for stormwater management to have been shown specifically 

as a flexible element in the ODP. 

 

6.7 I would suggest that the use of “in general accordance” implies that all of the 

elements in the ODP are flexible and this is unlikely to be the case in any 

typical situation.  Therefore I consider “in accordance” is the appropriate 

terminology and that any flexible elements should be specifically identified in 

the ODP itself.  
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7. SCOPE OF ASSESSMENT MATTERS (Issue 6) 

 

7.1 I consider Restricted Discretionary Standards RD2 within 8.3.4.1 to be the 

minimum appropriate to ensure adequate stormwater servicing of new 

subdivisions. 

 

7.2 I also consider the assessment matters for servicing set out in 8.3.4.4 to be 

appropriate in scope to allow conditions of consent to be applied.   

 

8. INTEGRATION OF SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT WITH INFRASTRUCTURE 

(The Crown, Additional Issue 1) 

 

8.1 I have been asked to consider whether the provisions in the revised chapter 8 

proposal will adequately accommodate integration of sustainable/resilient 

infrastructure with new development.   

 

8.2 In terms of resilient infrastructure, acceptable construction techniques and 

materials are detailed in the IDS (February 2015) and Construction Standard 

Specifications (April 2014) (CSS).  This information has been updated for the 

post-earthquake environment.  The pRDP provides that in assessing an 

application for subdivision the Council is able to consider whether the proposal 

meets the requirements of the IDS and the CSS.2  I do not consider that any 

assessment matters are required other than those currently included in the 

pRDP to give effect to these documents to ensure the construction of 

infrastructure that is resilient to earthquake effects. 

 

8.3 Further to these comments about resilient infrastructure, I consider that 

Council’s surface water management philosophy strongly encourages 

‘daylighting’ (i.e. turning a buried pipe system into an open waterway) of piped 

waterways, and creation of naturalised open stream channels wherever 

feasible.  This philosophy permeates many of Council’s adopted strategies and 

guidelines relating to surface water management.  According to the Waterways 

Wetlands and Drainage Guide (WWDG, 2003):  

 

 “it is now recognised that waterway piping on a large scale unsustainable 

because the pipes need to be replaced within approximately 100 years.  

Not only is waterway naturalisation more affordable in the long-term, but it 

                                                                                                                                                              
2  Refer to 8.3.4.3(1) Matters for discretion: Servicing. 
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also provides opportunities to realise a wide range of environmental and 

social values as well.”   

 

8.4 The Council’s Waterways and Wetlands Natural Asset Management Strategy 

(NAMS, 1999) also states:  

 

“The sustainable management of the natural and physical resources that 

make up Christchurch’s system of waterways and wetlands can be 

expressed simply in two ways: ‘Working with nature rather than against 

her’, and ‘managing the system for all its values’.” 

 

8.5 Open waterways have been shown to be more resilient to earthquake effects 

than piped systems.  Bank destabilisation of open waterways due to seismic 

events, while problematic, rarely caused full blockage of the waterway.  The 

waterways often continued to function adequately for weeks, months or years 

until they can be repaired.  Earthquake damage to open waterways was 

relatively easier to locate and repair, and at lesser cost to Council than piped 

systems. 

 

8.6 While not achievable in all situations, I believe Policy 8.1.3.4 and 

Rule 8.3.4.3(1), (14) and (15) of the pRDP adequately promote the use of ‘low 

impact’ multi-value approaches for new stormwater systems, particularly for 

collective systems in greenfield subdivisions. 

 

9. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS 

 

9.1 I have assessed the specific relief sought by submitters and further submitters, 

insofar as it relates to my area of expertise.  As a result of this assessment I 

have come to conclusions as to where I consider that it is appropriate for the 

relief sought to either be accepted or rejected in part or in whole.  

 

Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA) - #495 

 

9.2 The submitter seeks (page 144-145) to amend Policy 8.1.3.4 by adding the 

following clauses: 

 

j.  In greenfield residential growth areas, ensure that stormwater 

management utilises “soft” engineered solutions that limit stormwater 
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loads on waterways and enable the development of multi-purpose 

amenity areas that integrate with the parks and open space networks. 

 

k.  Ensure that stormwater management measures do not increase 

the potential for bird strike to aircraft. 

 

l.  Ensure there is sufficient capacity to meet the required level of 

service in the infrastructure design standard. 

   

9.3 I consider that the intent of (j) as proposed is sufficiently covered by the 

wording of Policy 8.1.3.4(a).  I therefore recommend that this proposed 

amendment be rejected. 

 

9.4 Some clarity would in any case be needed about the intended meaning of 

these terms and I would be hesitant to support use of the term “soft 

engineering” in a policy without context or definition.  There is, however, ample 

support in Council’s Surface Water Strategy for stormwater mechanisms which 

provide for a range of values beyond drainage, and for “…management of 

surface water using natural processes such as vegetation and soil that add 

value to urban environments through enhancing habitat, biodiversity, 

landscaping amenity, recreational opportunities and cultural identity.” (Surface 

Water Strategy, 2009)   

 

9.5 Proposed clause (k) has been accepted in the revised proposed chapter 8. 

 

9.6 I agree in principle with the proposed amendment (l), but suggest additional 

wording to deal to situations where there the downstream network does not 

have sufficient capacity, but that the development provides onsite mitigation to 

ensure that their effects are not worsening the problem: 

 

8.1.3.4 Policy – Stormwater disposal 

  

 l.  Ensure there is sufficient capacity to meet the required level of service in the 

infrastructure design standard., or if sufficient capacity is not available, 

ensure that developments mitigate their effects on site. 

 

9.7 The submitter seeks (page 145) to amend Policy 8.1.3.4(a) to correct the term 

“impervious surfaces” with “porous surfaces”.  I agree this appears to be an 
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oversight in the proposed wording and should be corrected using the term 

“porous” or “pervious”. 

 

9.8 The submitter seeks further amendment to Policy 8.1.3.4(a) to require 

treatment of stormwater to be via lined (impervious) retention basins prior to 

discharge.  Lining of stormwater basins is an engineering design matter, not a 

policy matter.  In many cases, lining of basins should be avoided.  Lining of 

basins should only be used where it is desirable to prevent infiltration through 

the basin, i.e. basins designed with a permanent pool water which have been 

built over porous soils or facilities built over contaminated soils.  Otherwise, 

lining of ponds adds unnecessary cost and complexity to construction and 

maintenance.  In addition, the policy as written appears to restrict treatment 

methods to retention basins, whereas Council often considers a variety of 

treatment systems (infiltration, soil adsorption, wetlands, sometimes 

proprietary devices) to be acceptable.  Therefore I do not support this 

proposed amendment as it would interfere with the detailed design of 

stormwater mitigation systems required for implementation of Council’s SMPs. 

 

9.9 Submitter #495 seeks (page 145-146) to amend Policy 8.1.3.4 to encourage 

on-site stormwater collection where possible.  I do not disagree with the intent 

of such a clause; however, it should be qualified that on-site stormwater 

collection for stormwater mitigation purposes is only necessary or useful (to 

the network operator) when: 

 

(a) a collective stormwater system is not available;  

 

(b) there are local network capacity constraints; and  

 

(c) the on-site collection scheme is implemented in a coordinated 

manner.   

 

9.10 Ad-hoc stormwater storage and release within a subdivision where there is no 

coordinated mitigation strategy could actually worsen flooding (if, say, rain 

tanks fill up and spill to the network coinciding with the peak of the storm or the 

receiving waterbody).  Collection of stormwater for back-up water supply 

purposes is not a stormwater issue and would be better placed under Policy 

8.1.3.3: Water Supply.  I therefore recommend that this proposed clause be 

rejected.   
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9.11 The submitter seeks (page 145-146) to amend Policy 8.1.3.4 to encourage a 

development wide approach to stormwater consents for significant 

developments.  It is unclear what outcome is sought by adding the proposed 

clause.  Stormwater consenting is a Regional Council (ECan) issue.  If a 

development is not operating under one of City Council’s network discharge 

consents (already a “catchment wide” approach to manage development), a 

development will typically seek a regional discharge consent which covers 

their entire development.  As this involves a regulatory framework outside the 

scope of the pRDP (ECan consenting), I recommend that the relief sought by 

the submitter be rejected. 

 

9.12 The submitter seeks (page 152) to have 8.3.4.3: Matters for Discretion: 

Servicing revised to firstly consider if there is a Stormwater or Integrated 

Management Plan and the extent to which the proposal is consistent with the 

Plan.  I agree that the list of assessment matters may overlap with matters 

covered in Council SMPs. Specifically, Matters 15, 16 and 17 overlap with 

issues typically addressed under a relevant SMP.  Matter 14 requires 

consideration of the extent to which the proposed management systems are 

consistent with the relevant SMP.  However, to deal with the situation where a 

subdivision is not consistent with an SMP or is in an area not covered by an 

SMP, the other assessment matters should remain.  I therefore recommend 

that the relief sought by the submitter be rejected. 

 

9.13 The submitter seeks (page 155) to delete 8.3.8.1 Notes - Natural and other 

hazards and replace it with two rules, one regarding liquefaction assessment 

or slope instability and one regarding subdivision within the Floor Level and Fill 

Management Areas (FLFMA).  I support the submitter’s proposed 

amendments as it will tie subdivision activities to the Natural Hazards Chapter. 

 

 Christchurch International Airport Limited (CIAL) - #863  

 

9.14 The airport has made a general submission across several chapters with 

regard to the threat of birds colliding with aircraft (birdstrike).   

 

9.15 According to CIAL, the threat of birdstrike in the stormwater management 

context is linked to the creation of water bodies, presumably because 

waterfowl are attracted to open water.  CIAL suggests that international 
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studies have identified a distance of 13km to be the critical area within which 

such risk needs to be managed, but gives no reference to the studies or what 

specific types of management should be considered.    

 

9.16 Whilst CIAL requests relief across several chapters, the specific stormwater-

related relief can be summarised in the suggested addition of a Built Form 

Standard with Restricted Discretionary Status (page 19): 

 

Within 13km of the end of Christchurch International Airport runways, there 

shall be no creation of waterbodies that form a Bird Strike Risk Activity, except 

for stormwater facilities for the disposal and/or treatment of stormwater. Any 

stormwater facilities must be designed, operated and managed (including the 

margins and plantings) to avoid attracting bird species which constitute a 

hazard to aircraft. The stormwater system shall be certified by a suitably 

qualified person to the following standards:  

 

a. The design, operation and management of the stormwater system shall 

avoid attracting bird species which constitute a hazard to aircraft;  

b. Stormwater infiltration basins are designed to fully drain within 48 hours 

of the cessation of a 2% AEP storm event;  

c. Rapid soakage overflow chambers in sufficient numbers and with 

sufficient capacity to minimise any ponding of stormwater outside of the 

infiltration basin areas;  

 d. The use of plant species within the basin (including its margins) that 

 are suitable for inundation by stormwater and are not attractive to birds;

 and  

e. Basin size and side slope dimensions that are suitable for stormwater 

management and are not attractive to birds.  

 

Any application arising from non-compliance with this rule will only require 

written approval from Christchurch International Airport Limited. 

 

9.17 A 13km radius measured from the end of CIAL runways encompasses a 

significant portion of Christchurch City (excluding Banks Peninsula), and I can 

reasonably assume that the majority stormwater management areas around 

the city would be subject to the suggested rules.  This is problematic for many 

reasons, and would, in my view, jeopardise Council’s ability to effectively 

manage stormwater citywide in accordance with its SMPs and corresponding 



 

16 
26185078_4.doc 

Network Discharge Consent(s), particularly with regard to a requirement to 

have stormwater basins fully drain down within 48 hours.  

 

9.18 Stormwater facilities in the Southwest Area, for example, are required to drain 

down over a minimum of 96 hours in order to mitigate flooding in the 

Heathcote and Halswell Rivers, and Hendersons Basin.  Designing (or 

redesigning) these basins to drain down over 48 hours would not adequately 

mitigate the flood hazard in these areas and would cause Council to be non-

compliant with its network discharge consent..    

 

9.19 Rapid soakage chambers (or trenches) are water quantity control devices that 

typically consist of underground rock-filled storage areas used to hold 

stormwater and facilitate infiltration into the natural soils.  According to Council 

guidelines and best practice in general, they should only be used to dispose of 

stormwater that arrives AFTER the first flush
3
 because this stormwater is 

expected to carry a significantly lower concentration of pollutants and hence 

poses lower risk of contaminating groundwater.   

 

9.20 While the Council utilises rapid soakage systems in their infiltration designs, 

they also require a minimum volume of above-ground storage to compensate 

for the expected (and unavoidable) loss of infiltration capacity in the rapid 

soakage systems.  I consider CIAL’s proposal c) is already addressed in 

Council stormwater designs and design guidelines, however there is no clarity 

about what CIAL considers to be “sufficient numbers” and “sufficient capacity”. 

 

9.21 In terms of CIAL’s proposal d), I am not opposed to the use of plant species 

within stormwater basins and margins which are unattractive to birds so long 

as they are indigenous and appropriately chosen for the expected water 

environment. 

 

9.22 While CIAL has not indicated how basin size affects attractiveness to birds, I 

assume that larger basins are generally more attractive.  For a given design, 

the size of a stormwater basin is directly proportional to the size of the 

catchment it services.  Making basins smaller for a given catchment size would 

therefore imply that they need to either be deeper, or greater in number.  Both 

                                                                                                                                                              
3  The first flush is the initial surface runoff during a storm event.  During this phase, pollutants entering storm drains are 

typically more concentrated compared to the remainder of the storm.  For greenfields development, the Council considers 
the first flush to be the volume of stormwater generated from the first 25mm or rain falling on impervious surfaces within 
the catchment. 
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of these characteristics are less desirable and are not supported by the 

Council’s strategies and design standards.   

 

9.23 Deeper basins are not always achievable due to groundwater conflicts and 

outlet constraints.  Deeper basins are also generally less effective at removing 

suspended solids because they require longer periods for sediment to settle 

out.  Higher numbers of small basins are more costly to manage and maintain, 

and are a less efficient use of land.  Additionally, while CIAL has not indicated 

whether steeper or flatter batter slope dimensions are less attractive to birds, I 

note that Council recommend batter slopes 1 (vertical) in 3 (horizontal) or 

flatter for safety and maintenance reasons.  Batter slopes in excess of 1:3 are 

not recommended design. 

 

9.24 Based on the above, I consider the relief sought by the submitter to be either 

lacking in clarity or unreasonable and impractical to implement.  I therefore 

recommend that it be rejected.      

 

 Canterbury Sustainable Homes Working Party - #1160 

 

9.25 The submitter (page 6) refers to the use of rain tanks on individual lots 

primarily as a back-up water supply, but also mentions that rain tanks will have 

the additional benefit of buffering peak flows of stormwater into the network.  

While this may be the case in some situations, I note the concept of a water 

tank for the purposes of back-up supply (which needs to always hold water) is 

diametrically opposed to the concept of a water tank for stormwater mitigation 

purposes (which needs to be emptied between storms).   

 

9.26 While rain tank systems can be set up to cater to both uses to some degree, 

this generally requires more overall storage availability and/or increased 

complexity of system operation.  While I am not opposed to the use of rain 

tanks for either purpose, careful wording and implementation of any policy in 

this regard is needed.  The submitter also discusses on page 6 of their 

submission the benefits of “decentralised and more resilient infrastructure”.   

 

9.27 I do not consider that these two descriptions necessarily go hand-in-hand.  In 

many cases, I consider collective management of stormwater to be more 

resilient than individual site systems because of reduced reliance on (variable) 

individual maintenance and operational input for the system to function 
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properly.  I therefore recommend that the relief sought to amend Objective 

8.1.3 be rejected. 

 

 Beacon Pathway - #1183 

 

9.28 The submitter (page 6) expresses disappointment that Objective 8.1.3 fails “to 

recognise that a resilient and sustainable Christchurch would have a lesser 

reliance on centralised infrastructure.”  In terms of stormwater, the submitter 

states that onsite stormwater systems could provide significant benefits for the 

resilience and sustainability of Christchurch.  The submitter asserts that “By 

requiring in all circumstances connection to reticulated systems this 

opportunity is lost, and potentially costs to the community and City are 

increased.”  No support for this statement is given.   

 

9.29 I disagree that a connection to a reticulated stormwater system and 

implementation of an onsite stormwater system are mutually exclusive.  It is 

extremely difficult (if not impossible) for an individual site stormwater system to 

cater for all possible severities of storm events.  It is therefore critical that even 

where onsite stormwater systems are used that there is a robust stormwater 

network available for discharge purposes.   

 

9.30 The submitter has not sought specific relief with regard to Objective 8.1.3, but 

opposes RD2 of Rule 8.3.4.1 which allegedly “requires site stormwater to be 

collected and discharged by a piped system to a Council owned reticulation 

system”.  While Rule 8.3.4.1 requires that a piped outfall be provided for new 

allotments in a subdivision, it does not preclude the use of onsite stormwater 

management.  Furthermore, in situations where infiltration to ground soakage 

is feasible and a stormwater network is not available, this rule does not 

prevent individual sites from disposing of stormwater to ground within their lot 

boundary.  I therefore recommend the relief sought by the submitter to delete 

Rule 8.3.4.1 RD2 be rejected. 

 

Lyttelton/Mt. Herbert Community Board - #762 and Canterbury Regional Council - 

#342 

 

9.31 Both submitters (Lyttelton/Mt. Herbert Community Board - Specific Relief page 

2 (dated 19 December 2014) and Canterbury Regional Council Submission – 

Schedule page 2) seek to amend Matters of Discretion 8.3.4.3: Servicing #17 
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to specify adverse effects “within and downstream of the site.”  As written, the 

rule does not qualify the location at which effects must be assessed.  It is 

therefore inherent in the currently proposed language that effects must be 

considered wherever they may occur.  I consider the relief sought by the 

submitter to be confusing and unnecessary, and recommend it be rejected. 

 

Lyttleton/Mt Herbert Community Board - #762 

 

9.32 The Lyttelton/Mt. Herbert Community Board seeks (Specific Relief page 2) to 

amend Matters of Discretion 8.3.4.3: Servicing to include: “The degree to 

which the proposal could contribute to sediment discharge from the site to 

waterways and harbours.”  I consider the issue of erosion and sediment 

contamination of stormwater is covered indirectly in Matters of Discretion #5 

and #16 but acknowledge that the effects of sediment discharge are not 

specifically addressed.  I suggest rather than adding another Matter for 

discretion that #5 be amended as follows:   

 

8.3.4.3 Matters for discretion: Servicing 

 

5.  Whether the proposed servicing is adequate for the development, including 

the appropriate treatment of contaminants and control of erosion and 

sediment discharge.   

 

9.33 The submitter seeks (Specific Relief page 2) to amend Assessment Matter 

8.5.1  – Surface Water Management #9 similarly to that of Matters of discretion 

8.3.4.3: Servicing #17.  For the reasons stated in paragraph 9.31 above, I 

consider it is inherent in the currently proposed language that effects must be 

considered wherever they may occur.  I consider the relief sought by the 

submitter to be confusing and unnecessary, and recommend it be rejected. 

   

 Waterloo Business Park - #920 

  

9.34 The submitter (page 10) has been ‘frustrated and disappointed’ that Council’s 

water asset officers have opposed designing stormwater basins for multiple 

use, “for example through the inclusion of amenity planting and pathways”, 

due to the higher maintenance costs of such features.  The submitter seeks to 

have Policy 8.1.3.4(f) amended to require Council to “support and accept 

vesting of multi-purpose stormwater areas.”   
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9.35 As I have outlined earlier in my evidence, the Council strategies and guidance 

documents do support a “multi-value” approach to stormwater design which 

encompasses a much wider range of characteristics than the narrow definition 

offered by the submitter (planting and pathways).  However, I believe there is 

limited benefit in promoting excessive amenity planting and extensive 

recreational infrastructure in an industrial development on the city fringe (such 

as Waterloo Business Park).   

 

9.36 The Council must of course balance its aspirations for ‘multi-value’ stormwater 

designs with the cost burden to the ratepayer for maintaining such a system.  

The Council must retain the ability to weigh the costs and benefits of the 

manner in which its own public infrastructure is designed and implemented.  

The submitter seems to advocate for this judgement on the cost/benefit of 

public infrastructure to be shifted to the developer.  I disagree with this 

position, and therefore consider that the relief sought by the submitter to 

amend Policy 8.1.3.4(f) should be rejected.  

   

 Hasson - #979 

 

9.37 The submitter seeks (page 1) an amendment to 8.3.4.1 Restricted 

Discretionary Activities: Servicing to include a provision for a stormwater 

management plan to include the Halswell River Basin.  The Council already 

has a Stormwater Management Plan which includes all parts of the Halswell 

River catchment within Christchurch City.  This Stormwater Management Plan 

has undergone a public notification process and has been consented by 

Environment Canterbury.  I therefore recommend that the relief sought by Ms 

Hasson be rejected. 

 

 

 

Robert Brian Norton 

21 May 2015 


