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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

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

Stormwater Planning Engineer (Growth) 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 I have 

worked in the field of stormwater drainage, surface water 

management, flood mitigation and site development. During this time 

I worked 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 at the Council I have been asked to provide 

evidence in relation to the Chapter 6, Section 6.6 Water Body 

Setbacks (and 13.14.6)  of the proposed Replacement District Plan 

(pRDP). 

 

1.4 I have previously provided written and oral evidence at the hearings 

on the following proposals of the pRDP: 

 

(a) Residential Proposal - Stage 11;  

(b) Commercial and Industrial Proposals - Stage 12; 

(c) Subdivision Proposal - Stage 13;  

(d) Residential Proposal - Stage 24;  

(e) Commercial and Industrial Proposals - Stage 2
5
;  

(f) Papakainga Zone Proposal
6
; and 

(g) Residential New Neighbourhood Proposal - Stage 2
7
. 

 

 

 

 

 
 
1  Evidence in chief dated 11 March 2015; rebuttal evidence dated 25 March 2015. 
2  Evidence in chief dated 13 April 2015; rebuttal evidence dated 1 May 2015. 
3  Evidence in chief dated 21 May 2015, rebuttal evidence dated 15 June 2015. 
4  Evidence in chief dated 18 August 2015; rebuttal evidence dated 1 September 2015. 
5  Evidence in chief dated 2 September 2015; rebuttal and supplementary evidence dated 24 September 2015. 
6  Evidence in chief dated 13 October 2015. 
7  Evidence in chief dated 7 December 2015; rebuttal evidence dated 5 January 2016. 
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1.5 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. 

 

1.6 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view 

while preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Updated Statement of Issues for General Rules and 

Procedures Combined Stages 2 and 3 for Water Body 

Setbacks (6.6 & 13.14.6); 

(b) Christchurch City Council Waterways, Wetlands and 

Drainage Guide (2003/2011) (WWDG);  

(c) Christchurch City Council Infrastructure Design Standard 

(2014);  

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

(e) Christchurch City Council Waterways and Wetlands Natural 

Asset Management Strategy (1999) (NAMS);  

(f) Styx River Stormwater Management Plan Blueprint for 

Surface Water Management (Capital Programme Group – 

Christchurch City Council, 2012); 

(g) City Plan Waterways Setbacks Technical Report 

(Woodward-Clyde 1998); and 

(h) Water Body Setback Technical Report (Keller, 2016). 

 

1.7 My colleagues have visited the following sites on my behalf.  I have 

reviewed the information gathered including photos and descriptions 

of waterway features and hazards and consider this information 

sufficient to form my views on the associated submissions: 

(a) Styx River, Willowview Drive, 8 December 2015; 

(b) Clearwater Golf Club, 8 December 2015; 

(c) Kauri Street Drain, Riccarton Bush and St Teresa’s School, 8 

December 2015; 
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(d) Allandale Stream, 16 December 2015; 

(e) Bamfords Road Drain, 16 December 2015; and 

(f) Waiake Stream and Drain, 16 December 2015. 

 

1.8 I have read and agree with the evidence in chief compiled by Dr 

Margetts and Ms McLaughlin for this proposal, in the context of my 

expertise, except where specifically noted. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the proposal that my evidence relates to are 

section 6.6 Water Body Setbacks and section 13.14.6 Central City 

Water Body Setbacks, and the issues arising from submissions on 

those sections. 

 

2.2 My evidence first addresses the issues raised for discussion, followed 

by the specific relief sought by various submitters as listed below: 

 

(a) Submission #2214: Styx Living Laboratory Trust; 

(b) Submission #2354: Lyttelton / Mt Herbert Community Board;  

(c) Submission #2097: Fulton Hogan and Submission #2374: 

Olive; 

(d) Submission #2156: Cashmere Stream Care Group; 

(e) Submission #2019: Christ's College; 

(f) Submission #2098: Clearwater Golf Club Ltd; and 

(g) Submission #3266: Riccarton Bush Trust Board.  

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The City of Christchurch contains nearly 3000 kilometres of open 

waterways.  According to the Council's 2009 Surface Water Strategy:  

 

"The springs, streams, rivers and lakes of Christchurch are vital 

to the well-being of Christchurch residents and are one of the 

City's defining features.  Christchurch City Council has a 

responsibility to ensure these surface water resources are 

managed in a manner that supports the environmental, social, 
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cultural and economic well-being of current and future 

generations."   

 

3.2 My evidence sets out my views on the specific issues raised 

regarding waterway setbacks in the Updated Statement of Issues as 

well as responses to specific submissions on relevant matters.  My 

evidence is confined to issues of waterway operation, management of 

flooding, and access for maintenance. 

 

3.3 Implementation of the Council's various strategies, guidelines and 

standards which affect the treatment, operation and protection of 

water bodies relies on sufficient protection being implemented 

through the pRDP. 

 

3.4 The background and technical justification for the setbacks assigned 

under the notified version of the pRDP can be found in Ms Keller's 

"Water Body Setback Technical Report".   I have read and agree with 

the conclusions of this report where in the context of my expertise.  I 

have considered and agree with the setback distances and 

associated waterway classifications as notified by the Council. 

 

4. DISCUSSION OF ISSUES 

 

ISSUE 5(f): WHICH WATER BODIES REQUIRE SETBACKS? 

 

(a) Should the setback rules apply to artificial / highly modified water bodies? 

 

4.1 In my view, setbacks are required to protect artificial/highly modified 

water bodies such as Network Waterways.
8
  Although many smaller 

artificial waterways often have a minimal floodplain, a setback is still 

required for access to maintain and repair the waterway and to 

minimise the chance of blockage from obstructions. Obstructions can 

be caused by rubbish/debris, tree branches or leaves, fences, 

structures and earthworks. These blockages often occur in pinch 

points such as culverts and structures at crossings or other nodal 

points on the network. 

 

 
 
8 I have focused on these because the other five categories are generally natural (not manmade) waterways.  
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4.2 As many artificial Network Waterways are designed to convey the 

20% annual exceedance period (AEP) or "5 year" return period flow, 

it is essential to minimise obstructions within the overland flowpath 

adjacent to the channel should the waterway become overwhelmed 

or blocked.  

 

4.3 The absolute minimum physical corridor width for machine access is 

3 to 3.5 metres (a typical 12 tonne excavator is about 2.7 metres 

wide) and 5 metres provides additional space for manoeuvring, 

worker safety and those situations where other heavy equipment is 

needed such as a crane to lift concrete drain linings or culverts. 

 

(b) If so, should additional exemptions be provided (e.g. for irrigation canals, 

water supply races, farm drainage canal channels)? 

 

4.4 In my opinion, irrigation canals, water supply races and farm drainage 

canal channels, still require access for maintenance and repair, and 

may flood if obstructed.  These types of waterways should therefore 

be protected by setbacks. 

  

(c) Are the rules proposed to deal with the protection of springs appropriate? 

 

4.5 There are presently no proposed rules or policies in Chapter 6.6 

relating to springs.  In my view, springs need to be protected to 

control: 

 

(a) Nuisance flooding of land or buildings. The effects of 

flooding are similar to floods from waterways except the flow 

rate from the spring is affected by groundwater factors such 

as ground water recharge (from rain, snow melt and rivers), 

irrigation and well pumping.  

(b) Erosion and resulting silt discharge from adjacent 

earthworks. 

(c) Discharge of untreated stormwater to the springs. 

 

4.6 Identifying particular characteristics of known, fixed location springs is 

important so that a classification can apply to the spring, however I 
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note that some springs are unlikely to be easily classified as they may 

exist temporarily or are liable to appear in a new undefined location. 

 

4.7 I also note that springs have been addressed as in Chapter 8 as a 

Matter of Control in part 8.4.4.6(a) for new subdivisions, however I 

consider that springs are a surface water manifestation of shallow 

groundwater and therefore support inclusion of fixed location springs 

under the definition of water body. 

 

ISSUE 5(h): IS   THE   CLASSIFICATION OF   WATER   BODIES   

APPROPRIATE OR   SHOULD MORE/FEWER CLASSIFICATIONS BE 

PROVIDED? 

 

(a) Should the rules be simplified by providing only two classifications (e.g. 

“river” and “artificial waterway”)? 

 

4.8 In the proposed rules, water bodies are classified according to 

purpose, morphology, location, values and management.  The table 

below shows how the classification might look if it was to be 

"simplified" into two classifications as suggested: 

  

 Table 1 Suggested Classification 

 

Classifications 
Proposed by 
Submitter 

Current 
Classifications  

Comment 

River Environmental Asset 
Waterways (EA) 

Earthworks, building and maintenance 
restricted in city and settlement for all 
water body categories. 
  
Setback widths vary between EA, UW, 
DW, EAS and H. Also between city, rural 
and natural. Width varies for flood plain, 
maintenance access requirements, 
obstruction controls, land slope, erosion 
potential, aesthetics and water ecology. 

Upstream Waterways 
(UW) 

Downstream 
Waterways (DW) 

Hill waterways (H) 

Environmental Asset 

Standing water body 
(EAS) 

Artificial Waterway Network  waterways 
(N) 

Width needed mainly for maintenance 
access.  
Restrictions needed mainly to prevent 
obstructions and keeping overland flow 
paths clear. 

 

4.9 Further to Table 1 above, one of the key reasons for variable setback 

widths between the categories is to provide for the anticipated 
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differences in the patterns of flooding.  Downstream Waterways, for 

example, are at the outfall end of a catchment and generally carry the 

most flow of the six waterways.  They are usually found on flat land 

because of their proximity to the coast.  The extensive floodplain of 

Downstream Waterways is best served by a large setback, 

particularly in the vicinity of the immediate floodplain area next to the 

channel, where flood waters are deepest and have the highest flow 

velocity which must be kept clear of obstructions in order to maintain 

conveyance (often referred to as the 'floodway' internationally
9
). 

 

4.10 Hill waterways on the other hand, tend to be steeper, with incised 

channels and smaller contributing catchments, which means their 

floodplains are usually narrow and usually confined within the 

channel.  Hill waterways may, however, be more prone to erosion due 

to the higher flow velocities and dispersive soils typical of the Port 

Hills and Banks Peninsula.  Wide setbacks in excess of 15 metres 

(from the banks) are typically not required to accommodate hill 

waterway floodplains.   

 

4.11 Following on from the Downstream Waterways discussion above, the 

only way to ensure that a catch-all ‘River’ category could be managed 

for width would be to set the setback at 30m.  A smaller setback width 

could compromise flood storage and maintenance of the flood 

conveyance capacity in Downstream Waterways.   

 

4.12 Furthermore, all planning controls and matters of discretion that 

currently cover Environmental Asset Waterways, Upstream 

Waterways, Downstream Waterways, Hill waterways, and 

Environmental Asset Standing water body categories would need to 

apply. 

 

4.13 In my view, reducing the number of water body classifications would 

frustrate rather than simplify the process by unnecessarily increasing 

setback widths for many waterways.  It would require more consents 

for water bodies that currently have a smaller setback; and if the 

 
 
9 The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in the United States, differentiates between the 'floodway' 

of a waterway and the 'floodplain' or 'flood fringe'.  Per www.fema.gov:  "A Regulatory Floodway" means the 
channel of a river or other watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge 
the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated height." 
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setback was reduced, it would not sufficiently represent the flooding 

risk on larger waterways. 

 

(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? 

 

4.14 The notified rules in the former Banks Peninsula District Plan area 

currently classify setbacks on major waterways and on waterways 

that fall into the definition or Hill or Network Waterways.  This leaves 

many waterways that have not yet been classified. 

 

4.15 I agree with the Council’s approach of proposing a catch-all Banks 

Peninsula waterway classification which would later be replaced as 

part of a plan change once appropriate classifications have been 

established.  

 

4.16 As with the discussion above, I do not support a blanket setback of 

20m for Hill waterways in Banks Peninsula.  This is because Hill 

waterways tend to be steep, with incised channels, and I consider 

that a 15 metre setback (from the centreline) is generally adequate to 

facilitate floodplains, overland flow paths, maintenance access and 

provides sufficient protection from bank erosion caused by human 

interference. 

 

4.17 For those Banks Peninsula waterways yet to be classified, I consider 

the proposed rule of 15 metres is appropriate.  There will be some 

waterways that would most closely fit the Downstream Waterway 

classification - where at least 30 metres setback would be ideal to 

protect the flood plain; however, given that these waterways are likely 

to be classified in a proposed Council plan change at a later date, I 

am comfortable with an interim Banks Peninsula waterway 

classification with a 15m setback. 
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ISSUE 5(j) ARE SETBACK DISTANCES APPROPRIATE? 

 

(a)  Should the setback distances for Hill and Network Waterways in rural and 

natural areas be increased?  

 

4.18 The setback distances on Network Waterways are intended to restrict 

earthworks, buildings and other structures.  The existing setback 

distance for Network Waterways allows for maintenance access and 

narrow overland flow paths (if any).  The 5 metre width is usually 

adequate for maintenance, as a buffer against the placement of 

obstructions and for protection of the overland flow paths, whether in 

an urban or rural environment.   I therefore do not consider that 

widening of the setback for Network Waterways in rural and natural 

areas is required for maintenance and floodplain protection. 

 

4.19 Rural Hill waterways have a proposed 10 metre setback (from the 

waterway centreline) while natural Hill waterways have a proposed 20 

metre setback.  Intensive development is not anticipated in rural or 

natural areas so there is less likely to be pressure for earthworks or 

structures near waterways, and flooding is unlikely to increase 

significantly due to widespread new impervious surfaces when 

compared to urban areas.  Because Hill Waterways are often steep 

with incised banks, the floodplain is not such a driver of the setback 

width, but very steep banks can be prone to erosion or land 

slips.  Therefore, I do not consider any particular need for different 

setback widths on the same classification of waterways within urban 

versus rural or natural areas in the context of maintenance access 

and flood protection.  I do not oppose the relief sought by the 

Crown,
10

 however, to widen Hill Waterway setbacks in rural areas to 

15 metres, as I understand there is additional reasoning for support of 

this submission from Dr Margetts' evidence. 

 

 
 
10 Submission #2387, addressed below in paragraphs 5.25 - 5.28. 
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(b) Should the current Banks Peninsula District Plan distances (20m for 

streams with an average channel width over 3m) be retained? 

 

4.20 As discussed above, in Banks Peninsula most waterways are Hill 

waterways with a few that would most closely fit the Downstream 

Waterways classification.  I therefore consider that classification of 

Banks Peninsula Waterways as either Hill Waterways, Environmental 

Asset Waterways or Downstream Waterways (as appropriate) will 

adequately address those waterways with an average channel width 

of over 3m without creating an unnecessary additional category. 

 

(c)  Should the setback distance for Downstream Waterways be decreased?  

 

4.21 Downstream Waterways are at the coastal end of a catchment and 

generally carry the most flow of the six waterways.  They are usually 

found on flat land.  This means that these waterways have a much 

larger flood plain requiring a large setback.  The lower Avon and 

Heathcote also have stopbanks which require frequent and 

sometimes extensive maintenance.  Therefore, I consider 30m 

appropriate for Downstream Waterways. 

 

(d)  Should the setback distance for Upstream Waterways be increased or 

decreased? 

 

4.22 Proposed setbacks are 10 metres for city and settlement and 20 

metres for rural and natural Upstream Waterways. While there may 

be a case for reducing the width to 15 metres for natural and rural 

Upstream Waterways when the floodplain is narrow, I do not favour 

this approach for two reasons: 

 

(a) As discussed in Ms Keller's Water Body Setback Technical 

Report (page 7) current setback distances are needed to 

ensure a functioning riparian margin and therefore an 

aquatic ecosystem. 

  

(b) Because there is wide variation in these waterways across 

the network, it is better to leave the proposed setback and 

allow assessment through the resource consent process.  
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(e)  Should setbacks be larger for some specific catchments (e.g. the Styx 

River catchment)? 

 

4.23 From a maintenance access and flooding perspective, the Styx River 

is not unique compared to the Avon or Heathcote Rivers, and 

therefore in my opinion there are no specific catchments which 

require a larger setback than that assigned to downstream rivers. 

 

(f)  Should Wairewa (Lake Forsyth) and Waihora (Lake Ellesmere) have larger 

setbacks for earthworks and buildings? 

 

4.24 From a maintenance access or obstruction perspective, the 20m 

setbacks provided to Lake Forsyth and Lake Ellesmere are sufficient.  

Although significant filling within the floodplain of the lakes may have 

an adverse effect on natural ponding areas where the floodplain 

extends beyond the setback, I consider this issue is otherwise 

managed sufficiently by rules about floor level and fill management in 

the Natural Hazards Chapter. 

 

ISSUE 5(m)  WHAT  IS  THE  APPROPRIATE  ACTIVITY  STATUS  FOR  

ACTIVITIES  IN  THE SETBACKS? 

 

(a) Should building and earthworks in some parts of the setback have more 

restrictive activity status (e.g. non-complying in the first half of the setback and 

restricted discretionary in the second half)? 

 

4.25 While I agree with the general principle behind this approach, in my 

view this would lead to unnecessary complication of the rules. 

 

ISSUE 5(n) HOW SHOULD ACTIVITIES IN WATER BODY SETBACKS BE 

MANAGED? 

 

What is an appropriate amount of impervious surfacing to permit in water body 

setbacks? Should certain zones be exempted from this standard? 

 

4.26 Impervious surfaces include paving, outdoor patios, driveways and 

car parks. During rain events, these surfaces generate additional 
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runoff compared to grass or planted areas, which increases the peak 

runoff and volume of runoff into the waterway. 

 

4.27 In terms of significance, the Council’s current practice of requiring 

onsite attenuation on some developments discharging into flood 

prone waterway catchments is a good starting point. This requires 

new developments to attenuate runoff from their sites to pre-

development levels. 

 

4.28 It is very difficult to produce a hard and fast rule about the amount of 

impervious area that would become significant because the 

waterways and catchments vary in terms of their susceptibility to 

flooding.  However, if we were to apply a similar standard as above, 

any additional hardstand over and above the proposed allowable 

impervious ratio of 10% would be significant in the Avon, Heathcote, 

Halswell and Styx catchments. Therefore, I do not favour relaxing this 

standard. 

 

4.29 Some Hill catchments present a lower flood risk (than Downstream 

Waterways).  However, there is still a need for restrictions because as 

the imperviousness increases the volume of runoff increases which 

increases the potential for channel and bank erosion within the 

waterway. For these reasons I do not favour reducing the 

imperviousness in Hill waterway setbacks either.  

 

4.30 Runoff falling within the setback also has the effect of generating 

contaminants (particularly from impervious surfaces used by vehicles 

or used to store hazardous materials).
11

  In many cases, runoff from 

impervious surfaces in close proximity to waterways is difficult to 

capture and will often discharge directly to the waterway without 

treatment.   

 

4.31 Based on the above, I consider it important to control the amount of 

impervious surface allowed within water body setbacks.  My 

recommendations described above are adequate to mitigate the 

 
 
11 Other sources of contaminants such as contaminate storage and industrial processes are not covered by this 

consent. 
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effects of contaminants generated by vehicle accessible impervious 

areas. 

 

4.32 The reasoning above also applies to the question of whether certain 

zones should be exempt from this standard. For the reasons above, I 

recommend that this rule is extended to cover all waterways 

categories. 

 

Should private landowners and community groups be permitted to undertake 

work in water body setbacks? 

 

4.33 This issue relates to the activities described as water body bank 

maintenance and enhancement works, which are currently only 

permitted by Councils. The risks to flooding and water quality if 

private landowners and community groups were permitted to carry 

out the work (without restrictions) would be as follows: 

 Margin and berm planting: inappropriate plants selected. 

Blockages and obstructions in the waterway, flood plain or 

overland flow path – flooding exacerbated.  

 

 Bank excavation and regrading; bank and toe protection and 

beach formation: erosion of banks - sediment generation. 

Potential for floodplain storage loss (if filling) – flooding 

exacerbated. 

 

 Temporary and permanent channel realignment, placement 

of geotextiles, gabions and other features that provide 

hydraulic variation for ecological purposes and rock 

placement for the purposes of habitat improvement; and 

amenity features such as public artworks, interpretation 

panels and seating along or around water bodies: as above, 

these works increase the risk of bank erosion, sediment 

generation, loss of floodplain storage, and obstructions that can 

exacerbate flooding. 

 

 

4.34 While the Council relies on private property owners managing and 

maintaining their own drains, there are risks that the types of works 

listed above will have adverse effects on the functioning of water 

bodies and their floodplains.  I consider there is sufficient scope within 

the proposed rules to allow private landowners and community 

groups to undertake maintenance and enhancement works within 

private waterways without requiring resource consent. 
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ISSUE 5(x) HOW SHOULD THE ORIGIN POINT FOR THE SETBACKS BE 

DETERMINED?   

 

(a)   How should the origin point for the setbacks be determined? 

 

4.35 I support the newly proposed approach of measuring from top of the 

banks in all categories except Hill waterways, where the width is 

measured from the centreline. The reason for centreline 

measurements is because Hill waterways are often ephemeral and 

situated within deep gullies.  The tops of bank are therefore often very 

difficult to identify and in some cases can overstate the actual width of 

the waterway. This is less of an issue in the five other waterways 

categories, which are better defined by the top of their banks.  In 

some cases, the top of bank will be difficult to define. I agree with Ms 

Margetts' proposed structure
12

 for the definition of 'bank' because it 

details how they should be determined with all types of waterways. 

 

5. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS - ISSUE 5(z) 

 

 Submission #2214 - Styx Living Laboratory Trust 

 

5.1 The submitter seeks reclassification of the Styx River from Upstream 

Waterway (10m setback) to Downstream Waterway (30m setback) for 

the reach bounded by the current end of the downstream 

classification (20 Selkirk Place) to Main North Road. 

 

5.2 This waterway is most consistent with an Upstream Waterway based 

on my observations of moderate width, continuous flow and it is 

outside the tidal zone.  The floodplain of the Styx River along this 

reach is generally confined to the channel of the river. 

 

5.3 From a maintenance and flooding perspective, I consider this stretch 

of the Styx River to be most consistent with those characteristics of 

an Upstream Waterway; however I would not oppose reclassification 

 
 
12    Evidence in chief of Belinda Margetts at section 11. 
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to a Downstream Waterway if considered warranted by experts 

considering other water body values (such as ecology or amenity).13 

 

 Submission #2354 - Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board 

 

5.4 The submitter seeks to reclassify Allandale Lane Drain, Bamfords 

Road Drain, Waiake Stream and Waiake Drain as Environmental 

Asset Waterways. 

 

5.5 The Allandale Lane Drain has a bed slope over its length which is 

consistent with the definition of Hill Waterway. I therefore consider, 

from a maintenance and flooding perspective, that the classification of 

Hill Waterway is most appropriate.  I understand, however that 

additional reasoning for support of a Downstream Waterway 

classification has been put forward by from Dr Margetts in her 

evidence.14 

 

5.6 The majority of Bamfords Road Drain and branches are consistent 

with the definition of a Hill Waterway.  I understand, however that 

additional reasoning for support of a Downstream Waterway 

classification has been put forward by from Dr Margetts in her 

evidence.15 

   

5.7 The majority of the Waiake Stream and branches have values 

consistent with a Hill Waterway to a point where the grade drops 

below 5% slope.  Below that point, I consider the characteristics of 

the stream to match that of a Downstream Waterway. I understand, 

however that additional reasoning for support of a Downstream 

Waterway classification for the entire waterway has been put forward 

by Dr Margetts in her evidence.16 

 

5.8 Although I do not support the submitter's proposed classification of 

Environmental Asset for these waterways, I note that classification as 

Downstream Waterways (or Hill Waterways for that matter) will apply 

setbacks larger than the 7m setback applied to Environmental Asset 

 
 
13  Evidence in chief of Belinda Margetts at paragraph 12.2(b). 
14  Evidence in chief of Belinda Margetts at paragraph 12.2. 
15  Evidence in chief of Belinda Margetts at paragraph 12.2. 
16  Evidence in chief of Belinda Margetts at paragraph 12.2. 
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Waterways.  I expect that Downstream Waterway classifications may 

satisfy the submitter's concerns, as well as mine and those of Dr 

Margetts. 

 

Submission #2097 - Fulton Hogan and #2374 - John Gregory Keith Olive 

 

5.9 The submitter seeks deletion of part of Knights Stream on Planning 

Map 44 that is not consistent with the Outline Development Plan for 

Halswell West. 

 

5.10 The area shown as Upstream Waterway does not meet the criteria of 

the classification. I therefore do not oppose the relief sought by the 

submitter. 

  

 Submission #2156 - Cashmere Stream Care Group 

 

5.11 The submitter seeks "more protection" for valuable spring heads.  I 

address issues of identifying and protecting springs in my paragraphs 

4.5 - 4.7 above where I recommend that springs be included in the 

definition of water body. 

 

 Submission #2188 - Christ's College 

 

5.12 The submitter seeks a reduction in the water body setback of the 

Avon River adjacent to the Christ's College campus from 30m to 5m. 

 

5.13 I agree with the submitter's statement point #12 of their submission 

that "Christ's College is set on a terrace well above the Avon River".  

Flood modelling indicates that the Christ's College campus is above 

the 50 and 200-year return interval floodplain of the river. 

 

5.14 Although I agree with the submitter's statement (point #14) that the 

"College land is privately owned, and as such there is no right of 

public access or thoroughfare along the river bank", there is still the 

prospect that the Council would need vehicular or equipment access 

for maintenance, rubbish removal or works within the bed and banks 

of the river.   
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5.15 For consistency, I recommend that the setbacks along the Avon River 

remain 30m for the portion designated as Downstream Waterway.  

From a maintenance and flooding perspective, I consider that a width 

in excess of 5m (a minimum of 15m in my opinion) is necessary to 

provide sufficient width to undertake major bank works or emergency 

tree removal given the size and flow of the waterway at this location.  

I therefore recommend that relief sought by the submitter be rejected. 

 

Submission #2098 - Clearwater Golf Club Ltd 

 

5.16 The submitter seeks a reduction in the setback widths for a number of 

Upstream Waterways on the property to 7.5m.  

 

5.17 During discussions with the submitter, Council noted that the streams 

of concern were classified as Environmental Asset Waterways and 

only had a 7m setback.  The only Upstream Waterway on the 

property is the Otukaikino which is primarily on land owned by the 

Canterbury Regional Council. The submitter was not concerned about 

a 10m setback for the Otukaikino and was therefore happy to 

withdraw their submission. 

 

5.18 I recommend that the submission be rejected and that the notified 

classifications and setback distances be retained. 

 

Submission #3266 - Riccarton Bush Trust Board 

 

5.19 The submitter is seeking reclassification of an open section of Kauri 

Street Drain adjacent to 154 and 154A Riccarton Road to 

Environmental Asset Waterway.  

 

5.20 From a maintenance and flooding perspective, I do not consider that 

a setback in excess of 5m is required to accommodate this section of 

waterway. 

 

5.21 My recommendation is that this submission is rejected and the 

Network Waterway classification is retained. 
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Submission #2249 - Canterbury Regional Council and Submission #2365 - 

Silver Fern Farms 

 

5.22 The Canterbury Regional Council seeks to have artificial 

watercourses defined in the District Plan and Silver Fern Farms 

submitted seeking clarity around how policies relate to highly modified 

water bodies. 

 

5.23 In response, Ms McLaughlin has proposed the following definition for 

Network Waterway: 

 

  Network Waterway  

means any man-made open channel in the ground, whether 

containing a continuous flow of water or not:  

a. for the purposes of capturing and/or directing water; and 

b. which forms part of or drains into the public stormwater 

network; and 

c. that has not otherwise been classified under the District 

Plan.    

 

Note: For the avoidance of doubt, this definition includes water races 

not otherwise classified. 

 

5.24 I agree with this proposed definition of a Network Waterway because 

it adds clarity, creates a catch-all for waterways not otherwise 

classified and addresses water races specifically. 

 

Submission #2387 - The Crown 

 

5.25 The submitter seeks (page 75 of its submission) to have setbacks for 

Hill Waterways within the rural areas increased from 10m to 15m, and 

to have setbacks of Network Waterways increased from 5m to 15m in 

rural areas.  This was supported in further submissions by Mahaanui 

Kurataiao Limited.  The submitter also seeks to have setbacks of 

Network Waterways increased from 5 m to 15m within Natural Areas. 

 

5.26 The submitter considers larger setbacks for Hill and Network 

Waterways in rural areas necessary to protect their values and refers 
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to the likelihood of "more diffuse contaminants entering into 

waterways in rural areas". 

 

5.27 I address the issue of rural and natural Hill Waterways in paragraphs 

4.19 above where I consider, from a flooding and maintenance 

perspective only, that additional setback width is not necessary.  I do 

not oppose the relief sought by the submitter, however, as I 

understand there are additional reasoning for support of this 

submission from Dr Margetts in her evidence. 

 

5.28 I do not support an increase in Network Waterway setbacks to 15m in 

rural and natural areas from a flooding and maintenance perspective.  

While I accept that contaminant generation in rural areas may be 

more "diffuse" than that of urban areas, I consider the risk of adverse 

effects from urban development on waterways is much greater than 

that of rural use, on average. 

 

 

Robert Brian Norton 

4 February 2016 
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