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INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Robert Brian Norton.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 13 October 

2015.   

 

1.2 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.  The Council, as my employer, has agreed to me 

giving expert evidence on its behalf in accordance with my duties 

under the Code of Conduct. 

 

1.3 I was excused from the Papakāinga hearing by  way of a Minute 

issued on 20 November 2015 on the basis that I would provide written 

answers to several questions from the Panel.  

 

1.4 The Panel issued a Minute dated 23 November 2015, which posed 

questions for me to answer.  I respond to the questions below.  

 

2. What mitigation would be desirable at Ōpukutahi, absent the constraints 

identified in paragraphs 3.3 and 4.4 [of Mr Norton's evidence]? 

 

2.1 Mitigation would primarily involve capture and attenuation of 

stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces to mitigate peak flows 

into gullies and waterways in an attempt to reduce erosion and 

sediment discharge into the ocean.  Large-scale retention of 

stormwater on steep land is difficult and can be hazardous. 

 

3. What mitigation is possible at Ōpukutahi if the proposed Papakāinga / 

Kāinga Nohoanga Zone there were to be fully developed?  

 

3.1 The extent of mitigation required would be directly proportional to 

the amount of impervious surface to be constructed.  Every 

building constructed would likely require some amount of rainwater 



 

27078406_1.docx  3 
 

storage, probably in the form of an above or below-ground rain 

tank.  Extensive sealed roading networks may also require some 

kind of stormwater storage.  The need to provide for these 

mitigation measures would act as an effective limit on the 

proportion of the proposed Papakāinga / Kāinga Nohoanga Zone 

that is able to be developed. 

 

3.2 In my evidence in chief1 I explain my concerns about large scale 

development at this location as it would be extremely difficult to 

control erosion and sediment discharges into the harbour caused by 

large scale disturbance of land and the increased concentrated 

stormwater discharges caused by impervious surfaces.  

 

4. What are the environmental effects associated with stormwater discharges 

at Ōpukutahi that would arise if the proposed Papakāinga / Kāinga 

Nohoanga Zone there were to be fully developed utilising the mitigation 

measures identified in b) [in this memorandum, 3] above?  

 

4.1 As stated above, the extent of mitigation required would be directly 

proportional to the amount of impervious surface to be 

constructed.  Even if the mitigation I have suggested, which 

includes stormwater storage, is implemented the environmental  

effects of stormwater discharges resulting from the development 

could still include increased erosion of hill waterways, flooding of 

land, and discharge of contaminants such as sediment, metals, 

nutrients and hydrocarbons into receiving water bodies.   

 

4.2 These effects can be reduced using best practice stormwater 

mitigation such as attenuation and treatment, but large scale 

development will require capture of proportionally large stormwater 

volumes, which is a difficult and hazardous practice on steep hill 

sites. 

 

 
 
1  Statement of Evidence of Robert Brian Norton dated 13 October 2015 at paragraph 4.4.  
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4.3 However, I am not able to say with certainty what environmental 

effects there will be without having a particular development in front of 

me.  

 

 

 
 
Robert Brian Norton 
27 November 2015 

 


