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MAY IT PLEASE THE PANEL:

1. This memorandum of counsel is filed on behalf of Christchurch City Council

(Council). The purpose of this memorandum is to seek leave from the

Hearings Panel to file an updated expert conferencing statement on waterways

ecology for the water body setback part of the General Rules and Procedures

Proposal.

2. Expert conferencing on the topic of water body setbacks was held on Thursday

3 December 2015, and attended by waterways ecologists Katie Brassel for the

Crown and Dr Belinda Margetts for the Council. A conferencing statement was

filed with the Panel on 8 December 2015.

3. Since that conferencing statement was filed, the experts have entered into

further discussions and have produced an updated expert conferencing

statement.

4. Accordingly, the Council seeks leave to file the updated conferencing

statement. Should the Panel be minded to grant leave to file the updated

conferencing statement, it is attached as Attachment A to this memorandum.

DATED this 23~d day of December 2015

D J S Laing / M D Leslie / H P Harwood
Counsel for Christchurch City Council
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Attachment A —Water Body Setback Updated Conferencing Statement



In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch

Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource

Management Act 1991

And

In the Matter of Directions by the Independent Hearings

Panel pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order

EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT

GENERAL RULES PROPOSAL: CHAPTER 6

TOPIC:  WATER BODY SETBACK

Thursday 3 December 2015 (amended version of 11 December 2015)

1. EXPERT CONFERENCING

Expert conferencing for this topic was held on Thursday 3 December 2015 at the Hearings Venue,
348 Manchester Street, Christchurch. The session was facilitated by John Mills.

2. PARTICIPANTS

Name Representing
Katie Brasell Crown
Dr Belinda Margetts Christchurch City Council



3. ISSUES DISCUSSED

The issues discussed are those from the Statement of Issues that were identified to be relevant in Dr
Margetts' Will-Say.

3.1 Issue 5(d)(b) : should the functions for hill waterway include ecological and amenity values and
public recreational opportunities?

The experts agree that it is relevant to include these assessment matters for hill waterways, given
they form an integral part of a larger catchment and aquatic ecosystem.

3.2 Issue 5(f)(a) and (b): should the setback rules apply to artificial / highly modified water bodies? If
so, should additional exemptions be provided (e.g. for irrigation canals, water supply races, farm
drainage canal channels)?

The experts agree that artificial waterways can have ecological value and also often have effects on
downstream natural waterways. It is also difficult to define what the different types of waterways
are (i.e. water race versus irrigation canal versus waterway). As such, they consider the setback rules
should apply to all waterways.

3.3 Issue 5(f)(c): are the rules proposed to deal with the protection of springs appropriate?

The experts agree that springs have important ecological, cultural and amenity values and therefore
should have protection.

3.4 Issue 5(h)(a): should the rules be simplified by providing only two classifications (e.g. "river" and
"artificial waterway")?

The experts agree that artificial waterways can have ecological values and should therefore be
assessed on a case-by-case basis (as is the current approach), rather than setbacks being determined
by whether waterways are artificial or natural. There can also be issues with defining 'artificial'
compared to 'natural' waterways.

3.5 Issue 5(h)(b): should an additional 'catch-all' classification be included for Banks Peninsula water
bodies that have not yet been mapped and do not fall under the definition of hill or network water
body?

The experts both strongly support this, given there are significant intrusions occurring on high value
waterways, as they currently have no setback.

3.6 Issue 5(j)(a)-(g): are the proposed setback distances appropriate?

Ms. Brasell believes that setback distances should be as follows:



- Network waterways in rural and natural areas increased from 5m to 15 m;
- Hill waterways in rural areas increased from 10m to 15m; and
- Unidentified waterways in Banks Peninsula (Map 5) increased to 15m.

Dr Margetts does not disagree but needs to think about how these can be addressed in a planning
context.

3.7 Issue 5(m)(d), (e), (f), (i): what is the appropriate activity status for activities in the setbacks?

The experts agree that restricted discretionary activity status is appropriate, because the matters of
discretion as notified at 6.6.3.2 are sufficient to assess effects on sites of ecological significance.

3.8 Issue 5(n)(b), (d), (e), (g): how should activities in water body setbacks be managed?

Experts agree this issue is not relevant to the Crown's submission.

3.9 Issue 5(x): how should the origin point for the setbacks be determined?

The experts do not have any issues with the current measurement technique of the setbacks,
although Dr Margetts is aware this may need to be assessed in a planning context and to address
other submissions.

3.10  Issue 5(d)(a): should an additional function of all water body setbacks be to establish and retain
vegetation where possible as a continuous corridor?

The experts agree that this function is important, but are unsure where this fits in the planning
context (i.e. is this vegetation clearance, which is not covered by the water body setback rule?).

3.11 Additional item

Ms. Brasell believes that plantation forestry should be listed as at least a restricted discretionary
activity in natural areas as well as rural areas.

Dr Margetts agreed that the effects should be mitigated but cannot comment on the planning
context, as she does not believe this is covered by the water body setback rule.



We confirm that this Expert Conferencing Statement is a true and accurate record of the
conferencing session held on 3 December 2015 and we have complied with the Code of Conduct for
Expert Witnesses.

Signed:

Name Signature
Katie Brasell

Dr Belinda Margetts


