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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

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

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 

7 December 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.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My supplementary evidence is provided in response to questions 

raised by Mr Stokes at the Residential New Neighbourhood (RNN) 

hearing on 11 January 2016 about the Yaldhurst Outline 

Development Plan (ODP) (Appendix 8.6.28). 
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3. BACKGROUND  

 

3.1 The Yaldhurst ODP area was zoned for urban development 

("Living G Yaldhurst") through a Section 293 decision in August 

2006.  The primary developer, Noble Investments Ltd (NIL) lodged 

a resource consent application for subdivision in June 2007 and a 

subdivision consent was issued by the Council in 2009.  Since the 

original consent was issued, several variations to the consent 

have been lodged and granted by the Council through the 

resource consent process, the most recent of which has approved 

the stormwater catchment layout shown in Figure 1 below, with 

stormwater facilities to the west of the development area on rural 

land which lies partially within the 50dB airport contour: 

 

 

     Figure 1 - Current consented layout for Noble Village 

 

3.2 Most recently there has been another Section 127 application for 

change of conditions (RMA92025740).  This application includes 

some variations to lot arrangements and roading, and also 
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proposes minor changes to the layout of the western stormwater 

facilities in question.  This application layout is shown in Figure 2: 

 

 

Figure 2 - Proposed layout for Noble Village currently under application 
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3.3 While I can only speculate why the developer chose to relocate 

the facilities for Areas B and C (Area C in red on the proposed 

layout, Figure 2) in this location, I generally consider it a more 

efficient use of developable land to locate stormwater facilities in 

areas which are otherwise not suitable for housing (such as a 

transmission line corridor or rural land encumbered by the airport 

noise contour).  It may be then, that with no more available space 

under the transmission lines to serve future areas B and C, it 

made economic sense to the developer to utilise rural land for 

stormwater rather than valuable land suitable for subdivision into 

residential sections. 

 

4. RESPONSE TO MR STOKES' OBJECTION 

 

4.1 Mr Stokes raised several issues related to stormwater servicing of 

the Yaldhurst ODP RNN area. 

 

Omission of stormwater basins to the north 

 

4.2 The first issue was the omission of the stormwater basins to the 

north that are designed to provide service for the future 

commercial Key Activity Centre (KAC).   

 

4.3 I agree with Mr Stokes that basins serving Area A on Figure 1 and 

Figure 2 are indeed intended to service the KAC and I do not 

oppose their inclusion in the ODP. 

 

Facilities outside ODP area 

 

4.4 The second issue raised by Mr Stokes was the location of the 

facilities being outside of the ODP area, and within land not 

currently under control of the developer.   

 

4.5 This is not uncommon practice as many ODPs intersect land of 

varied ownership and often utilise land outside of the ODP area for 

stormwater servicing.  Furthermore, from a purely engineering 

perspective, the land issues are irrelevant.  If the developer is not 
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able to give effect to the stormwater facilities as indicated on the 

ODP, there is sufficient flexibility in the ODP and the resource 

consent processes to allow alternative solutions to be 

implemented.  I therefore do not consider that in this instance that 

it is necessary to show additional stormwater facilities in the 

vicinity of the transmission line corridor as has been suggested by 

Mr Stokes. 

 

Hydraulic engineering of stormwater facilities 

 

4.6 The third issue raised by Mr Stokes was the hydraulic engineering 

feasibility of stormwater facilities for Areas B and C, given that the 

natural ground at the facility locations lies at a higher elevation 

than the catchment it is designed to serve.   

 

4.7 On the issue of topography, the stormwater facility land currently 

lies at an elevation of RL 41.0m - 41.5m, whereas the catchment it 

is meant to serve lies between RL 41.25m - 41.5m.  A functional 

gravity system is able to be implemented in this case using a 

combination of earthworks and/or a stormwater drain that runs 

against the natural grade of the land.  This is not an uncommon 

practice, for example; the whole of the Highfield ODP area 

currently discharges against the natural grade of the land to the 

Styx River via Horners Drain.  In the case of drain blockage or 

extreme events, a suitable overland flowpath to Paparua Stream is 

provided via the internal roading system. 

 

4.8 As part of the application and review process for the latest Section 

127 variation, NIL's engineering consultant (Cardno) has provided 

conceptual-level calculations demonstrating the feasibility of the 

stormwater facilities for Areas B and C.  I have reviewed these 

calculations and agree with the engineer's conclusions. 

 

4.9 As is standard practice, implementation of the western facilities will 

require detailed engineering review as part of the resource 

consent process.  To ensure engineering design meets the 

Council's requirements, the following condition has been included 
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in the recommended decision on the current subdivision Section 

127 variation: 

 

Prior to the release of s224 approval for either of stages 16 or 

14B the consent holder shall provide proof of concept for the 

proposed Catchment C areas and the basin system to the west. 

Proof of concept shall confirm that the requirements of the 

remaining parts of Condition 9 (Stormwater) of this consent are 

able to be delivered. Should this not be proven, the consent 

holder shall demonstrate the location of an alternate solution, 

and demonstrate its functionality in terms of the remainder of 

Condition 9. 

  

4.10 I would like to note for the Panel's benefit, that a decision on the 

current Section 127 application is likely to be issued before the 

end of January.  It is therefore unlikely that any changes made to 

the ODP through this hearing will have any material effect on the 

progress of the subdivision.  

 

 

 

Robert Brian Norton 

13 January 2016 


