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COMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2002 DECISION-MAKING REQUIREMENTS 
Except as below, a statement of compliance and a completed decision checklist is required for any 
agenda item on a council committee or the council recommending that a decision be made. This will 
be the responsibility of the person signing off the agenda item. 
 
The compliance statement and checklist will not be used for: 
• Recommendations that information be received or that the Council make a decision.  
• Decisions taken under the Resource Management Act 1991 or the Biosecurity Act 1993 in relation 

to resource consents, decisions required when following the procedures set out in Schedule 1 of 
the Resource Management Act 1991, other permissions, submissions on plans, or references to 
the Environment Court. 

• Decisions taken to proceed with enforcement procedures under various primary or secondary 
legislation or regulations, including procedures under the Resource Management Act 1991, the 
Biosecurity Act 1993, the Local Government Act 2002, and Environment Canterbury Bylaws. 

• Administrative and personnel decisions that are entirely internal to Environment Canterbury.   
• Other decisions where the procedures to be followed are set out in Legislation. 

 
COMPLIANCE STATEMENT 

The council committee (or the council) must formally certify that: 
(a) It is satisfied that it has sufficient information about the options and their benefits and costs, 

in terms of the region's social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being and the 
effects on community outcomes, bearing in mind the significance of the decisions. 

(b) It is satisfied that it knows enough about and has given adequate consideration to the views 
and preferences of affected and interested parties bearing in mind the significance of the 
decision. 

INFORMATION CHECKLIST 
(a) A Statement of the Proposed Decision 

(b) A Statement of the Objective of the Proposed Decision and the Issue or Problem being addressed 

(c) A list of all reasonably practicable options, (including doing nothing). 

(d) For each option in (c): An evaluation of the Benefits and Costs, in terms of the region's social, 
economic, environmental and cultural well-being. 

(e) For each option in (c): A statement of the extent to which community outcomes would be promoted 
or achieved in an integrated and efficient manner. 

(f) For each option in (c): A statement of the Impact, if any, on Environment Canterbury's capacity to 
undertake its statutory responsibilities 

(g) If the Proposed Decision is a significant decision in relation to land or a body of water, a statement 
of how Maori values have been taken into account 

(h) A Statement of significant inconsistencies, if any, with any Existing Policy, Plan or Legislation 
arising from the Proposed Decision. 

(i) A statement how the views and preferences of affected or interested persons have been given 
adequate consideration during the definition of the problem or issue, the objective, the assessment 
of options and the development of the proposed decision, including the particular contribution of 
Maori to the decision-making process. 

Notes: 
The significance of proposals and decisions determines how much time, money and effort is put into 
exploring and evaluating options and obtaining the views of affected and interested parties.  The 
significance of proposals and decisions is determined through reference to criteria contained in the 
policy on significance. 
The policy on significance together with Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002 set out the 
Council's requirements in relation to decisions.  Some decisions can only be made through the 
Long-Term Council Community Plan, or after the Special Consultative Procedures set out in the Act 
have been used, (refer to the policy on significance and the Act). 
All decisions of Environment Canterbury are subject to the decision-making requirements of section 
76 of the Act unless inconsistent with specific requirements of other legislation. 
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ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY 
 

REGULATION HEARING COMMITTEE 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR, 
PEGASUS BUILDING, ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY, 58 KILMORE STREET, 

CHRISTCHURCH ON 18 NOVEMBER 2005 AT 9.30 A.M 
 

CONTENTS  
 
1. APOLOGIES  

2. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING  

3. MATTERS ARISING 

MATTERS FOR DECISION BY THE COMMITTEE 
 
4. RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION FOR CONSIDERATION 

5. QUESTIONS 

6. EXTRAORDINARY AND URGENT BUSINESS 

7. NEXT MEETING  

8. CLOSURE 

 
 
PRESENT  

Councillors A R McKay (Chairperson), R M Kirk and M E Oldfield. 
  
 
MANAGEMENT AND STAFF PRESENT 

Paul Sullivan (Senior Investigating Officer), Donald Fraser (Consents Hearings Officer) and 
Sarah Drummond (Consents Administration Officer (Hearings)). 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES 

Cr Oldfield for lateness. 
 

 
2. MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

The minutes of the previous meetings were confirmed as a true and accurate record. 
 
 

3. MATTERS ARISING 

Nil. 
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MATTERS FOR DECISION 

4.  RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION FOR CONSIDERATION  

C E E AND S E GLOVER CRC052139  
 
Cr Olfield disclosed that he grew barley which was sold to the applicant via a second 
party. 

 
The Committee was advised that this application was to discharge piggery effluent to 
air and onto land at Hedley Road, Seadown, Timaru.  
 
A total of 30 submissions were received to the notified application, three of which had 
reserved the right to be heard. 
 
A pre-hearing meeting was held on 25 August 2005 at Environment Canterbury’s 
Timaru office. The pre-hearing meeting was facilitated by Cr Oldfield. At the pre-
hearing meeting, the applicants amended their application by reducing the proposed 
duration of consent from 35 years to 10 years. This mitigation, together with the 
proposed conditions addressed the concerns of the submitters and all rights to be 
heard were withdrawn. 
 
Mr Sullivan referred to the assessment of actual and potential effects and said that 
the adverse effects included effects on groundwater quality; effects on surface water 
and effects on air. 
 
With respect to the effects on groundwater quality, Mr Sullivan said that the 
application details stated that the proposed nitrogen loading rate was less than 200 
kilograms per hectare per year and it was considered unlikely that the proposed 
discharge would result in the contamination of groundwater with nitrogen. Mr Sullivan 
said that he carried out a nitrate assessment of the area and determined that the 
application would not increase nitrate levels significantly.  
 
With respect to effects on surface water, Mr Sullivan said that as there would be no 
discharge within 20 metres of any water races, it was considered that any effects 
would be less than minor. 
 
With respect to effects on air, Mr Sullivan considered that any effects would be de 
minimis as the nearest dwelling was 200 metres from the piggery. 

 
The Committee was satisfied that consent be granted subject to a duration of 10 
years and subject to the conditions as recommended. The Committee was satisfied 
that the proposed activity did not conflict with the purpose of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

 
Resolved 

 
That the Committee acting pursuant to a delegation of the Council of 22 October 
2004, having had regard to the requirements of Section 104 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, grants consent, pursuant to Section 105 of the said Act, to the 
application subject to the conditions and duration of 10 years, and for the reason 
stated. 

Cr McKay/Cr Kirk 
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5. QUESTIONS  

Nil. 
 
 
6. EXTRAORDINARY AND URGENT BUSINESS  

6.1 GEORGE WESTON FOODS – CRC054177 
 

The Committee was advised that a hearing was scheduled for 2 December 
2005 and a hearing committee was required to be appointed. 

 
Resolved 

 
(a) That the Committee appoint Councillors Budd, Little and Carroll to hear 

and decide resource consent application CRC054177 on 2 December 
2005 and that Councillor Budd be appointed Chairperson of the 
hearing committee with the full powers of the Council as a consent 
authority. 

 
(b) That the Committee appoint Councillors McKay and Waters as 

replacement members to hear and decide resource consent 
application CRC054177 by George Weston Foods on 2 December 
2005 if one of the appointed members is unavailable and that 
Councillor McKay be appointed Chairperson if Councillor Budd is 
unavailable, with the full powers of the Council as a consent authority.  

Cr McKay/Cr Kirk 
 
 

6.2 MALVERN ABATTOIR – CRC055019 
 

The Committee was advised that a hearing was scheduled for 14 and 15 
December 2005 to hear and decide the application. 
 
The Commissioner recommended had satisfied Council staff he had the 
necessary criteria, including technical ability and availability to carry out the 
duties required. 

 
Resolved  

 
(a) That the Committee appoint Barry Loe as a Commissioner to hear and 

decide resource consent application CRC055019 by Malvern Abattoir 
with the full powers of the Council as a consent authority. 

 
(b) That the Committee appoint Barry Loe to deal with any preliminary 

matters associated with (a). 
Cr McKay/Cr Kirk 

 
6.3 HURUNUI DISTRICT COUNCIL – CRC052974 

 
The Committee was advised that a hearing was scheduled for 28 November 
2005 and a hearing committee was required to be appointed. 
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Resolved  
 

(a) That the Committee appoint Councillors Johnston, Kirk and McKay to 
hear and decide resource consent application CRC052974 on 28 
November 2005 and that Councillor Johnston be appointed 
Chairperson of the hearing committee with the full powers of the 
Council as a consent authority. 

 
(b) That the Committee appoint Councillors Oldfield and Cunningham as 

replacement members to hear and decide resource consent 
application CRC052974  by Hurunui District Council on 28 November 
2005 if one of the appointed members is unavailable and that 
Councillor McKay be appointed Chairperson if Councillor Johnston is 
unavailable, with the full powers of the Council as a consent authority.  

Cr Kirk/Cr Mckay 
 
 

6.4 WAIMAKARIRI DISTRICT COUNCIL – CRC970752.4 
 

The Committee was advised that a hearing was scheduled for 13 December 
2005 to hear and decide the application. 
 
The Commissioner recommended had satisfied Council staff he had the 
necessary criteria, including technical ability and availability to carry out the 
duties required. 

 
Resolved  

 
(a) That the Committee appoint Robert Batty as a Commissioner to hear 

and decide resource consent application CRC970752.4 by 
Waimakariri District Council with the full powers of the Council as a 
consent authority. 

 
(b) That the Committee appoint Robert Batty to deal with any preliminary 

matters associated with (a). 
Cr McKay/Cr Kirk 

 
 

6.5 TANK MAINTENANCE (1986) LIMITED – CRC042602 
 

The Committee was advised that a hearing would be scheduled for early 2006 
to hear and decide the application. 
 
The Commissioner recommended had satisfied Council staff he had the 
necessary criteria, including technical ability and availability to carry out the 
duties required. 

 
Resolved 

 
(a) That the Committee appoint Robert Nixon as a Commissioner to hear 

and decide resource consent application CRC042602 by Tank 
Maintenance (1986) Limited with the full powers of the Council as a 
consent authority. 
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(b) That the Committee appoint Robert Nixon to deal with any preliminary 
matters associated with (a). 

Cr Kirk/Cr McKay 
 

6.6 R D HUGHES DEVELOPMENTS – CRC054107  AND CRC054113   
 

The Committee was advised that a hearing was scheduled for 30 November 
and 1-2 December 2005 to hear and decide resource consent applications to 
discharge sewage and stormwater to land from a proposed subdivision at 
West Melton. 
 
Due to the location of this application the Councillors expressed some concern 
that the applications may be in the recharge zone of Groundwater One.  
Andrew Dickson, Investigating Officer, attended the hearing and confirmed 
that the area concerned was outside the recharge zone.  
 
The Committee noted that staff had found it difficult to find a technical expert 
to hear and decide the applications. Mr Fraser advised that the first three 
experts contacted had either prior commitments or a conflict of interest and 
were unavailable. Mr Barry Loe, who was the fourth choice, had confirmed his 
availability; had the necessary technical abilities and  had no conflicts with 
parties.  

 
Resolved  

 
(a) That the Committee appoint Roger Tasker and Barry Loe as 

Commissioners to hear and decide resource consent applications 
CRC054107  and CRC054113  by R D Hughes Developments with the 
full powers of the Council as a consent authority. 

 
(b) That the Committee appoint Roger Tasker and Barry Loe to deal with 

any preliminary matters associated with (a). 
Cr Kirk / Cr McKay 

 
 
6.7 WAIMAKARIRI – SELWYN GROUNDWATER ZONE – CRC970091.1, CRC041755, 

CRC042631, CRC042858, CRC042859, CRC042558, CRC042801, CRC042484 
AND CRC052839 

 
The Committee was advised that a hearing was scheduled for 14-16 
December 2005 to hear and decide nine consent applications to take and use 
groundwater in the Waimakriri-Selwyn Groundwater Zone. 
 
The Commissioners recommended had satisfied Council staff they had the 
necessary criteria, including technical ability and availability, to carry out the 
duties required. 

 
The Committee noted that these were the first nine applications on a large list 
of applications to be heard and decided for this ground water zone. 
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Resolved  
 

(a) That the Committee appoint Alec Neill and Emma Christmas as  
Commissioners to hear and decide resource consent applications 
CRC970091.1, CRC041755, CRC042631, CRC042858, CRC042859, 
CRC042558, CRC042801, CRC042484 and CRC052839 with the full 
powers of the Council as a consent authority. 

 
(b) That the Committee appoint Alec Neill and Emma Christmas to deal 

with any preliminary matters associated with (a). 
Cr Oldfield/Cr Kirk 

 
7. NEXT MEETING  

 2 December 2005. Membership Councillors Neill, Kirk and Johnston. 
 
 
Cr McKay extended his thanks to Mr. Paul Sullivan for his concise presentation of his s42a 
report and wished the Consents staff and Regulation Hearing Committee members a Merry 
Christmas and Happy New Year. 
 
 
9. CLOSURE  

The Chairperson closed the meeting at 9.35 am. 
 
 

CONFIRMED 
 
 
 
 
DATE     CHAIRPERSON 
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4. RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE 
COMMITTEE 

The following resource consent applications are submitted for consideration and 
decision by the Committee without formal hearing. 
 
Applications Permit No. Page No. 
Rakaia Engineering and Contracting 
Limited 

CRC022159  

Blastcraft Limited CRC041119  

Motunau Properties Limited and Mark 
Butler 

CRC054036  

J H G Mensen CRC051728  

R E and J A Harwood CRC054136  
 
 
Report endorsed by: 
 
Leo Fietje, Principal Consents Advisor. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the Committee acting pursuant to a delegation of the Council of 22 October 
2004, having had regard to the requirements of Section 104 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991, grants consent, pursuant to Section 105 of the said Act, to 
the application subject to the conditions and expiry dates, and for the reasons stated. 
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APPLICATION CRC022159 
By Rakaia Engineering & Contracting Limited 

for a discharge permit to discharge contaminants to air. 
 
 
PART 1  ADVICE TO DECISION-MAKERS 
 
 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Rakaia Engineering & Contracting Limited (RECL) (the applicant) has applied for 
Resource Consent to discharge contaminants to air from abrasive blasting and spray painting 
at a shingle yard on an unnamed gravel road off Acton Road, Rakaia.   
 
Ms Sarah Smith of Glasson Potts Fowler Limited has made this application which 
includes an Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE).   
 
Consents Investigating Officer Ms Rachel Rait was the initial investigating officer for this 
application.  Ms Rait made a site visit on 2 October 2002.  A number of her findings and 
conclusions have been incorporated within this report.   
 
 
 
1.1  “Limited” NOTIFICATION 
 
The notice below was sent to the three three adjoining neighbours, as identified from the 
Canterbury Regional Council’s Geographic Information System (GIS).   
 
 
Applicant: Rakaia Engineering Limited 
Address: PO Box 25, Rakaia 
Attention: John Kuyf 
 
CRC022159 - to discharge contaminants to air from the operation of an outdoor abrasive 
blasting and spray painting business.  Blasting contaminants to be discharged include used 
blast media, paint particles, rust, base metal, and organic matter.  Spray painting 
contaminants to be discharged include solvents and over-spray paint particulates.  The site is 
located in a shingle yard on an unnamed gravel road off Aston Road, Rakaia, at or about 
map reference NZMS 260 L36:3239-1654. The applicant has requested a consent duration 
of 35 years. 
 
 
 
1.2  SUBMISSIONS 
 
Two submissions were received within the 20 working day period specified in the RMA.  Both 
are in opposition with neither wishing to be heard.  I note that the two submissions list the 
same address, 157 Michael Street.  There were no late submissions.   
 
So now the application comes before this Regulation Hearing Committee (RHC).   
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY 
 
The applicant proposes to:   
 
(1)  Discharge contaminants from a property on an unnamed gravel road off Acton Road, 

Rakaia, at or about map reference NZMS 260 L36: 3239–1654 (legally identified as 
Pt 6127);   

 
(2)  Discharge contaminants only from dry abrasive blasting and spray painting;   
 
(3)  Use garnet that does not contain free silica, as blast media;   
 
(4)  Outdoor dry abrasive blast only when it is impracticable to dismantle the structure so 

that it can fit into a blasting booth.  The main structures blasted are grain silos of 
which RECL “process” between 30 and 40 per year;   

 
(5)  Test for lead in paints to be blasted prior to blasting commencing.  Structures 

containing lead paint will not be blasted on site;   
 
(6)  Undertake blasting with respect to wind direction and speed such that no dust 

nuisance is caused to adjacent properties;   
 
(7)  Immediately following cessation of blasting, sweep up and dispose of blasting residue 

in an appropriate manner;   
 
(8)  Spray paint the prepared surfaces, with airless application, in the open air;   
 
(9)  Spray paint mix at a maximum of 16 L/hr;   
 
(10)  Not use any products containing isocyanates;   
 
(11)  Not cause offensive or objectionable odour or deposited particulates beyond the 

boundary of the propeerty;   
 
(12)  Maintain a record of complaints received and make this record available to 

Environment Canterbury;   
 
(13)  Seek a duration of 10 years.   
 
 
3.0 LEGAL AND PLANNING MATTERS 
 
3.1. Transitional Regional Plan (TRP) 
 
In Rakaia Part A & B activities, listed in Part A & B of The Clean Air Act, required a clean air 
licence.   
Part B(6) includes dry abrasive blasting, therefore a Resource Consent is required for these 
emissions.   
 
Under Section 369(1)(a) of the RMA, any provision deemed to be a provision of a Regional 
Plan, which authorizes anything subject to the obtaining of consent or approval of any 
person, is deemed to be a discretionary activity.  Part B processes as described in the 
Second Schedule to the Clean Air Act were all subject to licensing and are therefore 
discretionary activities.   
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3.2 The Proposed Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (NRRP) 
 
The proposed spraying activity appears to falls within the ambit of Rule AQL53 Small scale 
spray coating not within a spray booth – permitted activity provided certain conditions are 
met.  The activity is not small scale as up to 80 L/day will be used 
 
Therefore the proposed spraying activity falls within the ambit of Rule AQL57 Industrial or 
trade premises and processes not complying with Rules AQL38 to AQL56 or not otherwise 
identified anywhere in Canterbury - discretionary.   
 
The proposed blasting activity also falls within the ambit of Rule AQL57 - discretionary.   
 
So, a Resource Consent is required by both the operative plan and the proposed plan.   
 
 
4.0 CONSULTATION 
 
It is understood that RECL has sought written approval from neighbouring residents but no 
reply has been obtained.   
 
I consider that further consultation has effectively been undertaken through the limited 
notification process.   
 
 
5.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
The applicant states in the AEE that the location is a shingle yard on an unnamed gravel 
road, off Acton Road on the outskirts of Rakaia Township, adjacent to the Rakaia River bed.  
The immediate receiving environment is rural.  To the north of the yard is the Rakaia River 
bed, separated by a stand of trees.  The nearest residential property is said to be 400 metres 
away.   
 
Based on Environment Canterbury’s geographic information system (GIS) I agree with this 
general description.   
 
I note that land parcels of the submitters adjoin the shingle yard area and that the submission 
states that the residence has been measured at 250 metres away not 400 m.   
 
 
6.0 ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS 
 
6.1 Scoping 
 
The AEE states that the environmental effects of the discharges from the proposed activity 
are expected to be minor.  This conclusion is based upon mitigation measures taken by the 
applicant to reduce impact of its blasting and spray-painting discharges on the receiving 
environment.   
 
The following section audits the applicant’s findings on the adverse effects of the proposed 
discharges.  A checklist developed from previous similar activities that has been published by 
the Regional Council is used to determine whether all relevant matters have been 
considered.  I have presumed that measures outlined in Section 2 of this report will be 
implemented.   
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The following effects are considered relevant to this activity:   
• Adverse effects of the discharge of particulates on air quality;   
• Adverse effects of the discharge of solvents on air quality;   
• Cumulative adverse affects of the discharge of contaminants on air quality; and 
• Adverse effects of the discharge on the visual amenity of the area.   

 
6.2 Adverse Effects of the Discharge of Particulates on Air Quality 
 
RECL have operated at the site for the past six years restricting the activities on days the 
wind speed and strength may result in nuisance dust extending further than the property 
boundary.  Compliance with these conditions in the past mean RECL has a good consent 
compliance history.  RECL shall continue to undertake blasting and painting operations with 
respect to wind speed and strength.   
 
Further information to the AEE states that 350 kg of garnet is used per silo.  Each silo takes 
one hour to blast and RECL averages 30 to 40 silos each year.  The AEE notes that garnet 
settles quickly to the ground and does not generate a large amount of fine, suspended 
material.  It also notes that garnet has no silica present and is very low in heavy metals.   
 
The AEE indicates that spray-painting will only occur in wind conditions that do not produce 
odours and nuisance particulate past the property boundary. When conditions allow spray-
painting to occur, over-spray will be mitigated by the duration and distance from property 
boundaries.   
 
Given past experience, the outside nature of the activities, the scale of the activities, the 
frequency of use and the short duration (July to November), I agree with the AEE and 
conclude that any adverse effects of particulates from the abrasive blasting or spray-painting 
activities are likely to be minor.   
 
6.3 Adverse Effects of the Discharge of Solvents on Air Quality 
 
Different solvents have different odour characteristics.  Xylene is a chemical species with a 
sweet odour.  Although in high concentrations solvent odour may be found offensive by a 
proportion of the population, they do not generally pose a health issue.   
 
The AEE has indicated that the spray-paint application rate is to be up to about 80 L per day 
during a five day week.  This equates to a paint application rate of 16 L/hour for a five hour 
spraying duration.  No assessment of odour effects is included in the AEE.   
 
Given past experience, the outside nature of the spray-painting activity, the scale of the 
activity, its frequency of use and the short duration (July to November), I agree with the 
applicant and conclude that any adverse effects of odour from the discharge of solvents from 
this activity are likely to be minor. 
 
6.4 Cumulative Adverse Effects of the Discharge of Contaminants on Air Quality 
 
Given that the proposed discharge is: situated on the outskirts of Rakaia Township, is 250m 
away from the nearest residential dwelling, and the mitigation measured put in place by the 
applicant, the AEE concludes that the cumulative effects of the proposed discharge will be 
minor.   
 
I agree that it is unlikely that any significant adverse effects will occur as a result of the 
applicant’s emissions, in combination with any of these activities, given the mitigation 
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measures proposed, the scale of the activity, its frequency of use and the short duration and 
the location of the activity.   
 
6.5 Adverse effects of the discharge on the visual amenity of the area 
 
Fugitive dust from abrasive blasting and fine aerosols and odour may be generated from the 
applicant’s activities.  The AEE states that the proposed mitigation measures put in place 
(especially taking into account wind speed and direction when blasting) will ensure that the 
effects on amenity values will be less than minor.   
 
I agree that the effects on amenity values are likely to be minor due to the mitigation 
measures, especially limiting activity to days that the wind direction and speed results in no 
fugitive emission past the property boundary.   
 
6.6 Positive Effects of this Activity on People and Air Quality 
 
Abrasive blasting of metal structures is a cost-effective method of removing old paint and 
rust.  Re-painting increases the working life of the objects.  Thus there are economic benefits 
of allowing this activity to continue.   
 
Granting this consent will allow the applicant to abrasive blast and spray-paint at the shingle 
yard complex.   
 
6.7 Conclusion 
 
I agree that the adverse effects of these activities are likely to be minor, provided the 
proposed conditions are adhered to.   
 
Provided the information I have received is correct, and the mitigation measures are 
undertaken, I agree it is unlikely that any people will be adversely affected by the proposed 
discharges or that the effects on the environment will be more than minor.   
 
 
7.0 ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The applicant proposed a number of mitigation measures in the AEE, as outlined in section 
2.0 of this report.   
 
The applicant was sent a copy of the draft proposed conditions, as at the end of this report, 
on 6 December 2005.   
 
 
8.0 CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
The AEE states that the silos are too large for a purpose built enclosure and it is considered 
that the current process and mitigation constitute the best practicable option approach.   
 
 
9.0 POLICIES AND OBJECTIVES 
 
9.1 Regional Policy Statement (RPS) 
 
Chapter 13 of the RPS (CRC 1998) sets out policies and objectives relating to air.   
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Objectives and Policies that are relevant to this application:   
 

Objective 1.  
Maintain or improve ambient air quality so that it is not a danger to people’s health 
or safety, and to reduce the nuisance effects of low ambient air quality. 

 
Objective 2 
Avoid, remedy, or mitigate the adverse effects on people, flora and fauna, and other 
natural and physical resources resulting from discharges of contaminants into the 
air.  

 
Policy 3 
Set standards, conditions, and terms for discharges of contaminants into the air to 
avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse effects.  

 
Policy 5a. 
Activities which require resource consents to discharge contaminants into air should 
be encouraged to locate away from residential dwellings, educational facilities, 
hospitals, shops, and other similar public buildings unless adverse effects can be 
avoided or mitigated. 

 
Considered on their own, the discharges to air proposed in this consent application will 
clearly neither maintain nor improve ambient air quality.   
 
Objective 2 and Policy 3 require adverse effects to be avoided, remedied, or mitigated.  
There will be effects due to the proposed discharges and the applicant proposes a number of 
measures to minimise these.  However, it is difficult to see how they could be avoided, 
remedied, or mitigated, once the emissions are in the atmosphere.  So, measures need to be 
in place to minimise emissions before they get into the atmosphere.   
 
Regarding Policy 5a, the adverse effects can be mitigated and the activity is located in a 
shingle yard, beside a riverbed, in a rural setting, so the location of the discharges is 
considered appropriate.  Therefore, the proposed activity is consistent with this policy.   
 
9.2 Proposed Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (NRRP) 
 
Chapter 3 of the NRRP sets out policies and objectives relating to air, and the rest of this 
section should be read in conjunction with the NRRP.   
 
Objective AQL1 is that localised discharges of contaminants to air should not result in 
significant adverse effects on the environment, including adverse effects on human health 
and offensive or objectionable odours.  The applicant considers that the proposed discharges 
will not result in adverse effects.  However this is dependent on the proposed conditions 
being adhered to.   
 
Policy AQL5 is to avoid odour nuisance.  Policy AQL6 is to avoid dust nuisance.  This is to be 
done by location away from sensitive areas, promotion of best practicable options, and to 
avoid encroachment of sensitive activities on existing activities discharging odorous 
contaminants.  Given the site, the activity is consistent with this policy.   
 
Proposed condition <13> requires that the discharge not cause odour or deposited 
particulate that is offensive or objectionable.  If this is complied with, then the discharge will 
be consistent with Objective AQL1 and Policies AQL2, AQL5, and AQL6.  
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Objective AQL2 requires that ambient air quality that is below the "acceptable" level be 
brought up to that level, and that air quality currently above that level be maintained at that 
higher quality.  More specifically, Policy AQL9 requires specific management regimes.  The 
main component of this management regime seeks to significantly reduce particulate 
emissions from domestic solid fuel burning, as this is the main source of ambient particulate 
in and around Christchurch.  The ambient air of the area has not been measured for PM10, 
but it is highly likely to be low in this rural setting.  So, abrasive blasting and spray-painting 
discharges into this air-shed could be seen as in accord with this air quality management 
regime.   
 
As stated in section 3.2 above, the proposed abrasive blasting and spray-painting activities 
fall within the ambit of Rule AQL57.  This Rule and others are a second component of 
specific management regimes.   
 
9.3 National Environmental Standards (NES) 
 
The Ministry for the Environment (MfE) has instigated a process of improving New Zealand’s 
air quality.  The process requires that, by 2013, the concentration of a number of air quality 
parameters must be below certain stated maximums.  S17(1)(a) of the regulation states that 
Regulations 17A to 17C apply if “the concentration of PM10 in the airshed already breaches 
its ambient air quality standard;”   
 
Given that the proposed discharges are not into such an air-shed, NES Regulations 17A to 
17C do not apply.   
 
9.4 Duration 
 
Chapter 1 of the NRRP sets out definitions of terms and administrative processes.   
 
In particular Section 1.3.5 sets out guidance on factors relating to resource consent duration.   
Taking into account: 

a)  nature and sensitivity,   
a)iii)  level of knowledge,   
b)iv)  duration sought,   
b)vi)  permanence and economic life,   
b)vii)  costs and benefits,   
c)  case law,   

 
The applicant has requested 35 years.   
 
One reason for reducing a duration is that there could be changes in the receiving 
environment over time.  The area to the north of the site will remain as riverbed and it is 
unlikely that the surrounding rural land will not continue to be rural in use for the foreseeable 
future.   
 
Past applications for these discharges at permanent sites have been granted non-notified 
with 5-year durations.  This application has been “limited” notified and requests 35 years.  
The owners and occupier of the closest residence have indicated concerns.  After auditing, I 
consider there is no reason to grant less.   
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10. PART II MATTERS 
 
10.1  Purpose of the RMA (s5) 
 
Under section 104(1) the consent authority must consider applications ‘subject to Part II’ of 
the RMA.  The purpose of the RMA is to   

“  …  promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources …”  (s. 
5(1)).   

 
If it is seen that, when the mitigation measures described above are implemented, the activity 
can be undertaken such that the life-supporting capacity of air is safe-guarded and adverse 
effects are adequately mitigated in accordance with the purpose of the RMA, then, this 
proposal could be seen as consistent with this aspect of section 5.   
 
10.2  Matters of National Importance (s6) 
 
Sections 6 (a) to 6 (d) will not be affected by the discharge of contaminants from this activity.   
 
Section 6 (e) of the RMA requires the consent authority to recognise and provide for   

‘‘The relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral 
lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga.”   

 
Concerns of Tangata Whenua regarding air quality include the possible contamination of 
waterways, mahinga kai, wildlife and indigenous plants.  I consider that these matters should 
not be adversely affected by the proposed discharge.   
 
10.3  Other Matters (s7) 
 
Environment Canterbury is required to have particular regard to the matters set out in Section 
7 of the RMA.  Matters requiring consideration in this case include:   
 

(b) The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:   
(c) The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values: and…   
(f) Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment.”   

 
The emissions described, considered in isolation, will not enhance the quality of the 
environment.   
 
10.4  Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (s8) 
 
The principles of the Treaty of Waitangi form the basis of developing a relationship of 
partnership and communication.  Accordingly, the Arowhenua Runanga was advised of this 
application on 3 July 2002 and no communication was received on this.   
 
The Ngai Tahu resource management strategy for the Canterbury Region, (Tau et al, 1990) 
was referred to and shows there are no silent files in the area.   
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11.0 OTHER RELEVANT MATTERS 
 
11.1 Previous Council Decisions 
 
Environment Canterbury has previously granted resource consent for the discharge of 
contaminants to air from abrasive blasting and spray painting, with similar conditions to those 
proposed. (CRC012588 RD & EJ Medler, Redruth, Timaru)   
 
 
12.0 CONCLUSION OF ADVICE & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
I consider that the Committee could grant the application if it considers the effects 
acceptable.  Below are possible conditions, which I have reformatted from the mitigation 
measures, for the Committee’s consideration.   
 
 
PROPOSED RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
<1> The discharges shall be only from the abrasive blasting and/or spray painting near 
the intersection of Acton and Old Main South Roads at or about NZMS 260 L36: 3239-
1654.   
 
<2> Abrasive blasting and spray-painting shall only be undertaken when it is 
impracticable or unreasonable to move or dismantle or transport the object or 
structure to be cleaned into an abrasive blasting booth.   
 
<3> The abrasive blasting discharges shall only be from dry abrasive blasting using 
garnet.   
 
<4> A representative sample of the abrasive blast media shall not contain free silica 
exceeding five percent by weight.   
 
<5> Prior to commencement of any abrasive blasting, a representative sample of any 
paint to be removed shall be tested for lead.  If the paint contains lead, either in part or 
over the entire object or structure, outdoor dry abrasive blasting shall not be used to 
remove the paint. The test to be used for determining whether or not the paint 
contains lead shall be the five percent sodium sulphite solution test, with a minimum 
limit of lead detection of 100 parts per million.  Wet abrasive blasting of lead-based 
paint shall be undertaken.   
 
<6> All practicable measures shall be taken to minimise the discharge of particulate 
matter.  Such measures could include:   
(a) using screens, enclosed platforms, filters, covers, tarpaulins, cladding or other 
means to act as wind breaks, and enclosures to contain dust emissions;   
(b) using covers or filters to prevent blast debris from landing on exposed ground, 
vegetation, soil or entering surface waters;   
(c) carrying out dry abrasive blasting with regard to wind direction and wind speed, to 
minimise the discharge of any particulate matter and other contaminants into the air.   
 
<7> Abrasive blasting or spray painting shall only be carried out when wind direction 
and magnitude will prevent the emission of contaminants past the property boundary. 
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<8> At the end of each day and on completion of the abrasive blasting work, all 
practicable measures shall be taken to collect and remove blasting debris and 
accumulated blasting material from the surrounding area.   
 
<9> Waste material from any abrasive blasting shall be collected and shall be 
deposited into an authorised landfill.   
 
<10> Spray painting will be carried out using an airless spray application system.   
 
<11> Paints containing isocyanates, or other substances containing isocyanates, shall 
not be sprayed.   
 
<12> A record of the manufacturer, type and quantity of all paints and additives used 
shall be kept and made available to the Canterbury Regional Council upon request.   
 
<13>  The discharges shall not cause odour or deposited particulate material, which is 
offensive or objectionable beyond the boundary of the property on which the consent 
is exercised.   
 
<14> A record of any complaints relating to the discharge shall be maintained, and 
shall include:   
(a) the location where the discharge was detected by the complainant;   
(b) the date and time when the discharge was detected;   
(c) a description of the wind speed and wind direction when the discharge was 
detected by the complainant;   
(d) the most likely cause of the discharge detected; and 
(e) any corrective action undertaken by the consent holder to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate the discharge detected by the complainant.   
This record shall be provided to the Canterbury Regional Council by November each 
year, and otherwise upon request.   
 
<15> The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per year on any of the last five 
working days of April or October, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions 
of this consent for the purposes of:   
(a) dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the 
exercise of this consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage; or 
(b) requiring the adoption of the best practicable option to remove or reduce any 
adverse effect on the environment.   
 
 
 
 
Signed: _____________________   Date: _______________ 
 Investigating Officer 
 Kevin Swete 
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APPLICATION CRC041119 
By Blastcraft Limited 

for a discharge permit to discharge contaminants to air. 
 
 
PART 1  ADVICE TO DECISION-MAKERS 
 
 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
Blastcraft Limited (the applicant) has applied for Resource Consent to discharge 
contaminants to air from abrasive blasting at Lyttelton Dry Dock, Godley Quay, Lyttelton.   
 
The applicant has previously held consents to abrasive blast at this site (CRC000280) which 
expired on 8 October 2004.  This current application (CRC041119) was made on 28 
November 2003.   
 
Mr John Iseli of Specialist Environmental Services Limited produced the 42A audit report 
(attached in Appendix 1) for CRC000280, which should be read in conjunction with this 
report.   
 
Mr Mike Small of Blastcraft Limited has prepared the application and Assessment of 
Environmental Effects (AEE).  Due to the minimal character of the AEE provided with this 
application it appears the applicant has relied on the earlier AEE provided with application 
CRC000280.   
 
Mr Myles McCauley of Aurora Pacific Limited was the initial investigating officer for this 
application.  A number of his findings and conclusions have been incorporated within this 
report.   
 
 
 
1.1  “Limited” NOTIFICATION 
 
Given that this application is for:   

• Discharges from outside abrasive blasting;   
• A requested duration of 10 years; and 
• A site which has a history of contamination of the surrounding harbour sediments;   

 
I considered that it had not been shown that the discharge from the activity, while it may be 
minor, would not further affect the surrounding harbour sediments.   
 
I considered that the application did not need public notification under section 93(1)(b) of the 
RMA, but I recommended that under section 94(1) Rapaki Runanga should be notified of the 
application.   
 
Below is a draft notice sent to the Runanga and to Community & Public Health (CPH) on 18 
October 2005.   
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Applicant: Blastcraft Limited 
Address: P.O. Box 767, Timaru – 
Attention: Mr Mike Small 
 
CRC041119 - To discharge contaminants into air from abrasive blasting at the Lyttelton dry 
dock, Godley Quay, Lyttelton, at or about map reference NZMS 260, M36: 8670-3345.  
Blasting contaminants to be discharged include used blast media, paint particle, rust, base 
metal, and organic matter such as algae, seaweed, and shellfish from ship hulls.  A consent 
with a duration of 10 years is sought.   
 
 
1.2  SUBMISSIONS 
 
Rapaki Runanga did not make a submission in response to the “limited” notification letter.  
CPH are opposed but do not wish to be heard.  So now, the application comes before this 
Committee.   
 
 
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY 
 
The applicant proposes to:   
 
(1)  Discharge contaminants from a property at Lyttelton Dry Dock, Godley Quay, 

Lyttelton, at or about map reference NZMS 260 M36: 8670–3345 (legally identified as 
Pt Lot 3 DP4467).   

 
(2)  Discharge contaminants only from dry abrasive blasting with garnet or crushed glass.   
 
(3)  Inform the Canterbury Regional Council of the time and duration of any proposed 

abrasive blasting to be carried out in the Dry Dock, at least two days prior to the 
commencement of abrasive blasting.   

 
(4)  Inform the Canterbury Regional Council at least 24 hours in advance of the expected 

completion of each abrasive blasting job carried out in the Dry Dock.   
 
(5)  Keep a record of all occasions when abrasive blasting is being carried out in the Dry 

Dock. This record will include the following details:  
(a) the quantity of abrasive used and the number of blasting guns used, on a daily 
basis;  
(b) the hours of operation each day;  
(c) the approximate wind speed and wind direction at the time of blasting; and  
(d) a description of the apparatus used to minimise the discharge of contaminants into 
the air and into the sea.  
This record shall be made available to the Canterbury Regional Council upon request.   

 
(6)  Immediately following abrasive blasting, take all practicable measures will be taken to 

collect and remove blasting debris and accumulated blasting material from the 
surrounding area.  The application documents state that the work area is vacuum 
cleaned following the completion of abrasive blasting activities.   

 
(7)  Ensure that abrasive blasting will not cause suspended particulate or deposited 

particulate to occur within any residential properties.   
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(8)  Ensure that notwithstanding condition (7) above, the discharge will not cause 
deposited particulate material, which is offensive or objectionable beyond the Dry 
Dock area.   

 
(9)  Take all practicable measures to minimise the discharge of particulate matter. Such 

measures could include:  
(a) using screens, enclosed platforms, filters, covers, tarpaulins, cladding or other 
means to act as wind breaks and enclosures to contain dust emissions;  
(b) using covers to prevent blast debris from landing on exposed ground, vegetation, 
soil or entering the sea;  
(c) using covers or filters over surface drains or drains from the Dry Dock in the 
vicinity of the blasting operation; and  
(d) carrying out dry abrasive blasting with regard to wind direction and wind speed, to 
minimise the discharge of any particulate matter and other contaminants into the air.   

 
(10)  Take all reasonable steps, prior to any blasting taking place on a vessel, to determine 

whether the paint to be blasted contains lead, tributyl tin, or mercury. Such steps may 
include patch testing of a representative sample of the paint to be blasted, or written 
evidence that the paint currently on the vessel does not contain lead, tributyl tin, or 
mercury.   

 
(11)  Ensure that conventional abrasive blasting will not be carried out on coatings 

containing tributyl tin, lead, or mercury.  Any vacuum blasting of these coatings will be 
via filtration removing at least 99.9 percent by mass of particulate matter from the 
discharge, prior to discharge into air.   

 
(12)  Keep a record of any complaints relating to particulate matter and odour, and will 

include:  
(a) location where the particulate matter or odour was detected by the complainant;  
(b) date and time when the particulate matter or odour was detected;  
(c) a description of the wind speed and wind direction when the particulate matter or 
odour was detected by the complainant;  
(d) the most likely cause of the particulate matter or odour detected; and  
(e) any corrective action undertaken by the consent holder to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate the particulate matter or odour detected by the complainant.  
This record shall be provided to the Canterbury Regional Council by 30 September 
each year, and otherwise upon request.   

 
(13)  Agree that the Canterbury Regional Council may, on the last working day of 

September each year, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of this 
consent for the purposes of:   
(a) dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the 
exercise of this consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage; or  
(b) requiring the adoption of the best practicable option to remove or reduce any 
adverse effect on the environment; or  
(c) complying with the requirements of a relevant rule in an operative regional plan.  

 
(14)  Pay charges, set in accordance with section 36 of the Resource Management Act 

1991, will be paid to the Regional Council for the carrying out of its functions in 
relation to the administration, monitoring and supervision of resource consents and for 
the carrying out of its functions under section 35 of the Act.   

 
(15)  Seek a duration of 10 years.   
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3.0 LEGAL AND PLANNING MATTERS 
 
3.1. Transitional Regional Plan (TRP) 
 
In Lyttelton Part A & B activities, listed in Part A & B of The Clean Air Act, required a clean air 
licence.   
Part B(6) includes dry abrasive blasting, therefore a Resource Consent is required for these 
emissions.   
 
Under Section 369(1)(a) of the RMA, any provision deemed to be a provision of a Regional 
Plan, which authorizes anything subject to the obtaining of consent or approval of any 
person, is deemed to be a discretionary activity.  Part B processes as described in the 
Second Schedule to the Clean Air Act were all subject to licensing and are therefore 
discretionary activities.   
 
3.2 The Proposed Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (NRRP) 
 
The proposed blasting activity falls within the ambit of Rule AQL57 Industrial or trade 
premises and processes not complying with Rules AQL38 to AQL56 or not otherwise 
identified anywhere in Canterbury - discretionary.   
 
So, a Resource Consent is required by both the operative plan and the proposed plan.   
 
 
4.0 CONSULTATION 
 
The applicant has not provided evidence of having consulted with people.   
 
I consider that consultation has effectively been undertaken through the limited notification 
process.   
 
 
5.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
These matters are addressed in the previous application and officer report, with the officer 
report concluding that the neighbouring land has a relatively low sensitivity to the proposed 
discharge.  However, the adjacent marine environment “is considered sensitive to further 
contamination”. .  Since CRC000280 was granted, the matter of contaminated seafloor 
sediments, in the area of the Dry Dock, has become better understood.  As a general 
comment these sediments are highly contaminated and future remediation may be 
undertaken.  I consider that the comments made in the previous officer report continue to be 
applicable.   
 
 
6.0 ASSESSMENT OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
The applicant assessed the actual and potential adverse effects of the discharge as being 
minor, in their application for CRC000280.  The investigating officer at the time, Mr John Iseli 
of Specialist Environmental Services Limited, agreed with this assessment (see report 
attached in Appendix 1).  There have been no changes in our knowledge of the adverse 
effects of discharges from abrasive blasting since that time.  The only significant change to 
the activity is that the applicant is proposing is to use glass as well as garnet.  While that may 
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increase the amount of dust discharged from the activity the applicant is committed to a 
consent condition that requires that no offensive or objectionable deposited dust occurs 15 
metres beyond the vessel being worked on.  In effect, the applicant’s AEE therefore remains 
the same.   
 
6.2 Adverse Health Effects of Abrasive Blasting 
 
The garnet or crushed glass consists of relatively large and heavy particles that are expected 
to settle close to the blasting site.  An Abrasive Blasting Industry Report, prepared in 1992, 
notes that where screening is used correctly almost all of the blast media will be confined to 
the screened area.   
 
The AEE states that screening will be used where appropriate.   
 
Garnet is a naturally occurring substance with negligible silica content.  The silica in glass is 
bound in amorphous form and does not result in free silica (see proposed condition <9>).  
So, silicosis from dust inhalation is not likely to be a concern.   
 
The majority of paint, rust, and organic fragments produced by blasting will be relatively 
heavy and likely deposit close to the source within screened areas.  Moderate winds would 
be required to transport it some 200 m to residential areas.   
 
Modern paints used on ships’ hulls typically consist of epoxy resins with an outer coating of 
copper based anti-fouling paint.  Lead based paints have not been sold in New Zealand for 
over 20 years and thus unlikely to be found on ships (paints having a short life in the marine 
environment).   
 
Tributyl tin (TBT) anti-fouling paints have been used on ships in the past.  There is concern 
about TBT effects in the marine environment.  The sale of TBT paints has been banned in 
New Zealand for over 10 years, considerably longer than the typical life of paint on a ship 
being 2 years.  However, some foreign ships subject to blasting could be covered with such 
coating.   
 
Given the location of the abrasive blasting and the mitigation measures proposed, I agree 
that abrasive blasting discharge is unlikely to cause adverse health effects.   
 
6.3 Adverse Amenity Effects of Abrasive Blasting 
 
Dust from abrasive blasting can cause nuisance to people working around, or living near, the 
blast site.   
The AEE states that screens will be used etc. Significant quantities of dust are unlikely to 
reach residences 200 m away, provided screening is used appropriately and regularly.   
 
I consider that adverse effects on amenity values, in this industrial area, are likely to be 
minor.   
 
6.4 Adverse Effects of Abrasive Blasting on Marine Ecosystems 
 
High concentrations of toxic contaminants have been measured in harbour bed sediments 
adjacent to the Dry Dock.  The applicant proposes to minimise any further contamination by 
screening, observance of wind conditions, removal of blast debris at the conclusion of 
blasting etc.   
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Provided the proposed mitigation measures are implemented, I consider that the contribution 
from the blasting discharge to marine sediment contamination is likely to be adequately 
minimised.   
 
6.5 Cumulative Effects 
 
While a number of companies hold resource consent to abrasive blast at the Dry Dock, it is 
considered unlikely that any significant number will be operating on a single vessel within the 
complex.   
 
6.6 Complaint History 
 
Environment Canterbury’s Enforcement Administrator, Ms Jackie Jones reports that since 
1994, 27 complaints have been received regarding the applicant, however these all seem to 
relate to other consents held, especially at Timaru, with none relevant to abrasive blasting in 
the Dry Dock.   
 
6.7 Positive Effects of this Activity on People and Air Quality 
 
Abrasive blasting of ships is a cost-effective method of removing old paint and rust.  Re-
painting increases the working life of the vessel.  Thus there are economic benefits of 
allowing this activity to continue.   
 
Granting this consent will allow the applicant to abrasive blast within the Dry Dock complex.   
 
6.8 Conclusion 
 
In my opinion, the proposed activity is essentially the same as the existing one, and provided 
the information I have received is correct, and the mitigation measures are undertaken, I 
agree it is unlikely that any people will be adversely affected by the proposed discharge or 
that the effects on the environment will be more than minor.   
 
I agree that the adverse effects of these activities are likely to be minor, provided the 
proposed conditions are adhered to.   
 
 
7.0 ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The applicant proposed a number of mitigation measures in the AEE, as outlined in section 
2.0 of this report.   
 
I have taken the main points of the applicant’s proposal, which is framed by the consent 
conditions of CRC000280, and incorporated these into recommended conditions attached to 
this report.  I have made changes to align with recent consents granted for abrasive blasting 
at the Dry Dock.   
 
The applicant was sent a copy of the draft proposed conditions, as at the end of this report, 
on 6 December 2005.   
 
 
8.0 CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
The application does not discuss alternative methods of discharge.   
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9.0 POLICIES AND OBJECTIVES 
 
9.1 Regional Policy Statement (RPS) 
 
Chapter 13 of the RPS (CRC 1998) sets out policies and objectives relating to air.   
 
Objectives and Policies that are relevant to this application:   
 

Objective 1.  
Maintain or improve ambient air quality so that it is not a danger to people’s health 
or safety, and to reduce the nuisance effects of low ambient air quality. 

 
Objective 2 
Avoid, remedy, or mitigate the adverse effects on people, flora and fauna, and other 
natural and physical resources resulting from discharges of contaminants into the 
air.  

 
Policy 3 
Set standards, conditions, and terms for discharges of contaminants into the air to 
avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse effects.  

 
Policy 5a. 
Activities which require resource consents to discharge contaminants into air should 
be encouraged to locate away from residential dwellings, educational facilities, 
hospitals, shops, and other similar public buildings unless adverse effects can be 
avoided or mitigated. 

 
Considered on it’s own, the discharge to air proposed in this consent application will clearly 
neither maintain nor improve ambient air quality.   
 
Objective 2 and Policy 3 require adverse effects to be avoided, remedied, or mitigated.  
There will be effects due to the proposed discharges and the applicant proposes a number of 
measures to minimise these.  However, it is difficult to see how they could be avoided, 
remedied, or mitigated, once the emissions are in the atmosphere.  So, measures need to be 
in place to minimise emissions before they get into the atmosphere.   
 
Regarding Policy 5a, the adverse effects can be mitigated and the activity is located in a Port 
zone so the location of the discharge is considered appropriate.  Therefore, the proposed 
activity is consistent with this policy.   
 
The objectives and policies contained in the RPS were considered at the time of processing 
CRC000280, and no matters of non-compliance or inconsistency were identified.  I consider 
that this remains the case.   
 
9.2 Proposed Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (NRRP) 
 
Chapter 3 of the NRRP sets out policies and objectives relating to air, and the rest of this 
section should be read in conjunction with the NRRP.   
 
Objective AQL1 is that localised discharges of contaminants to air should not result in 
significant adverse effects on the environment, including adverse effects on human health 
and offensive or objectionable odours.  The applicant considers that the proposed discharges 
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will not result in adverse effects.  However, I consider that this is very dependent on the 
proposed conditions being adhered to.   
 
Policy AQL6 is to avoid dust nuisance.  This is to be done by location away from sensitive 
areas, promotion of best practicable options, and to avoid encroachment of sensitive 
activities on existing activities discharging odorous contaminants.  Given that the site is 
zoned for Port use it is consistent with this policy.   
 
Proposed condition <4> requires that the discharge not cause suspended or deposited 
particulate that is offensive or objectionable.  If this is complied with, then the discharge will 
be consistent with Objective AQL1 and Policies AQL2 and AQL6.  
 
Objective AQL2 requires that ambient air quality that is below the "acceptable" level be 
brought up to that level, and that air quality currently above that level be maintained at that 
higher quality.  More specifically, Policy AQL9 requires specific management regimes.  The 
main component of this management regime seeks to significantly reduce particulate 
emissions from domestic solid fuel burning, as this is the main source of ambient particulate 
in and around Christchurch.  So, the industrial abrasive blasting activity could be seen as in 
accord with this air quality management regime.   
 
As stated in section 3.2 above, the proposed abrasive blasting activity falls within the ambit of 
Rule AQL57.  This Rule and others are a second component of specific management 
regimes.   
 
Since the time of processing CRC000280, the NRRP has been has notified.  I do not 
consider that the application conflicts with any of the objectives and policies contained in that 
document. 
 
9.3 National Environmental Standards (NES) 
 
The Ministry for the Environment (MfE) has instigated a process of improving New Zealand’s 
air quality.  The process requires that, by 2013, the concentration of a number of air quality 
parameters must be below certain stated maximums.  S17(1)(a) of the regulation states that 
Regulations 17A to 17C apply if “the concentration of PM10 in the airshed already breaches 
its ambient air quality standard;”   
 
Given that the proposed discharge is not into such an air-shed, NES Regulations 17A to 17C 
do not apply.   
 
9.4 Duration 
 
Chapter 1 of the NRRP sets out definitions of terms and administrative processes.   
 
In particular Section 1.3.5 sets out guidance on factors relating to resource consent duration.   
Taking into account: 

a)  nature and sensitivity,   
a)iii)  level of knowledge,   
b)iv)  duration sought,   
b)vi)  permanence and economic life,   
b)vii)  costs and benefits,   
c)  case law,   

 
The applicant has requested 10 years.   
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Past applications for these discharges at the Dry Dock have been granted non-notified with 
5-year durations.  This application has been “limited” notified and requests 10 years.  After 
auditing, I consider there is no reason to grant less.   
 
 
10. PART II MATTERS 
 
10.1  Purpose of the RMA (s5) 
 
Under section 104(1) the consent authority must consider applications ‘subject to Part 2’ of 
the RMA.  The purpose of the RMA is to   

“  …  promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources …”  (s. 
5(1)).   

 
If it is seen that, when the mitigation measures described above are implemented, the activity 
can be undertaken such that the life-supporting capacity of air is safe-guarded and adverse 
effects are adequately mitigated in accordance with the purpose of the RMA, then, this 
proposal could be seen as consistent with this aspect of section 5.   
 
10.2  Matters of National Importance (s6) 
 
Sections 6 (a) to 6 (d) will not be affected by the discharge of contaminants from this activity.  
6 (a) specifically refers to the preservation of the natural character of the coastal 
environment.  It could be suggested that this natural character has been lost over a long 
period of time due to the use of the area as a modern, working port.   
 
Section 6 (e) of the RMA requires the consent authority to recognise and provide for   

‘‘The relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral 
lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga.”   

 
Concerns of Tangata Whenua regarding air quality include the possible contamination of 
waterways, mahinga kai, wildlife and indigenous plants.  I consider that these matters should 
not be adversely affected by the proposed discharge.   
 
10.3  Other Matters (s7) 
 
Environment Canterbury is required to have particular regard to the matters set out in Section 
7 of the RMA.  Matters requiring consideration in this case include:   
 

(b) The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:   
(c) The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values: and…   
(f) Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment.”   

 
The emissions described, considered in isolation, will not enhance the quality of the 
environment.   
 
10.4  Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (s8) 
 
Rapaki Runanga was advised of this application on 28 June 2004.  A reply was requested by 
6 July.  No communication is on file in response to this.   
 
No submission was received in respect of the “limited notification”.  This is somewhat 
surprising given that the Runanga has concerns about these activities at this site and that 
submissions have been made for past applications.   
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The Ngai Tahu resource management strategy for the Canterbury Region, (Tau et al, 1990) 
was referred to and shows there are no silent files in the area.   
 
 
11.0 OTHER RELEVANT MATTERS 
 
11.1 Previous Council Decisions 
 
Environment Canterbury has previously granted resource consent for the discharge of 
contaminants to air from abrasive blasting, with similar conditions to those proposed. 
(CRC042857 Nicholson Protective Coatings Limited)   
 
 
12.0 CONCLUSION OF ADVICE & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
I consider that the Committee could grant the application if it considers the effects 
acceptable.  Below are possible conditions, which I have reformatted from the mitigation 
measures, for the Committee’s consideration.   
 
 
PROPOSED RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
<1> The discharge shall be only from the abrasive blasting, with garnet or crushed 
glass, of vessels in the Lyttelton Dry Dock.   
 
<2> The consent holder shall inform the Canterbury Regional Council: Attention 
Compliance Monitoring section, not less than 12 hours prior to the commencement of 
any abrasive blasting.  The notification shall include the time of commencement of 
blasting, and likely duration of the activities.   
 
<3> All practicable measures shall be taken to minimise the discharge of particulate 
matter.  Such measures could include:   
(a) using screens, enclosed platforms, filters, covers, tarpaulins, cladding or other 
means to act as wind breaks and enclosures to contain dust emissions;   
(b) using covers or filters to prevent blast debris from landing on exposed ground, 
vegetation, soil or entering the sea;   
(c) using covers or filters over surface drains or drains from the Lyttelton Dry Dock in 
the vicinity of the blasting operation; and 
(d) carrying out dry abrasive blasting with regard to wind direction and wind speed, to 
minimise the discharge of any particulate matter and other contaminants into the air.   
 
<4> The discharge shall not cause suspended particulates or the deposition of 
particulate matter that is offensive or objectionable, beyond a distance of fifteen 
metres from the vessel being worked on.   
 
<5> (a) Prior to any blasting taking place on a vessel, the consent holder shall take all 
reasonable steps to determine whether the paint to be blasted contains lead, tributyl 
tin, or mercury. Such steps may include patch testing of a representative sample of 
the paint to be blasted, or written evidence that the paint currently on the vessel does 
not contain lead, tributyl tin, or mercury.   
(b) A record of the steps taken in accordance with a) shall be kept, and made available 
to the Canterbury Regional Council upon request.   
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<6> Conventional abrasive blasting shall not be carried out on coatings containing 
tributyl tin, lead, or mercury.  Any vacuum blasting of these coatings shall be via 
filtration removing at least 99.9 percent by mass of particulate matter from the 
discharge, prior to discharge into air.   
 
<7>  Blasting shall be suspended whenever the average wind speed, measured at the 
Port of Lyttelton meteorological station, exceeds 30 kilometres per hour over a 10 
minute period.   
 
<8> The Canterbury Regional Council shall be informed at least 24 hours in advance of 
the expected completion of each abrasive blasting job carried out in the Lyttelton Dry 
Dock.   
 
<9> A representative sample of the abrasive blast media shall not contain free silica 
exceeding five percent by weight.   
 
<10> Immediately following abrasive blasting, all practicable measures shall be taken 
to collect and remove blasting debris and accumulated blasting material from the 
surrounding area.   
 
<11> A record shall be kept of all occasions when abrasive blasting is being carried 
out in the Lyttelton Dry Dock.  This record shall include the following details:   
(a) the quantity of abrasive used and the number of blasting guns used, on a daily 
basis;   
(b) the hours of operation each day; 
(c) the approximate wind speed and wind direction at the time of blasting; and 
(d) a description of the apparatus used to minimise the discharge of contaminants into 
the air and into the sea.  This record shall be made available to the Canterbury 
Regional Council upon request.   
 
<14> A record of any complaints relating to the discharge shall be maintained, and 
shall include:   
(a) the location where the discharge was detected by the complainant;   
(b) the date and time when the discharge was detected;   
(c) a description of the wind speed and wind direction when the discharge was 
detected by the complainant;   
(d) the most likely cause of the discharge detected; and 
(e) any corrective action undertaken by the consent holder to avoid, remedy or 
mitigate the discharge detected by the complainant.   
This record shall be provided to the Canterbury Regional Council by November each 
year, and otherwise upon request.   
 
<15> The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per year on any of the last five 
working days of April or October, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions 
of this consent for the purposes of:   
(a) dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the 
exercise of this consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage; or 
(b) requiring the adoption of the best practicable option to remove or reduce any 
adverse effect on the environment.   
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Signed: _____________________   Date: _______________ 
 Investigating Officer 
 Kevin Swete 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
Investigating Officer’s Report for Application CRC000280 
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IN THE MATTER OF the Resource Management Act 
1991 

AND  

IN THE MATTER OF application by Motunau 
Properties Limited and Mark 
Butler for a Discharge Permit to 
discharge contaminants to land. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1 My name is Jocelyn Douglas and I have been employed by Environment 

Canterbury (ECan) as a Consents Investigating Officer since January 2005. I 
have a BSc Hons degree with 1st class Honours in Chemistry from Otago 
University, a Postgraduate Diploma in Planning from Massey University, a 
Postgraduate Diploma in Education from Canterbury University and various 
teaching qualifications. Prior to working for ECan I taught in the secondary and 
tertiary education sector for about 25 years. 

 
2 Motunau Properties Ltd and Mark Butler seek consent to discharge stormwater 

from roof areas, hard-stand areas and roading to land via a system of detention 
tanks, kerb and channel, sumps and a grassed gully, from two proposed 
subdivisions in Motunau.  One subdivision, at 20 Hall Street, Motunau, is for 
Mark Butler.  The other, at 15 Hall Street, Motunau is for Motunau Properties 
Limited.   

 
3 Mr Mark Butler was granted a subdivision consent on 28 January 2004 to 

subdivide the property at 20 Hall Street into six lots. This consent was subject to 
three conditions controlling stormwater runoff.  On 4 May 2004 Motunau 
Properties Limited applied for a subdivision consent to subdivide the property at 
15 Hall Street into eight lots. This consent has not yet been granted because the 
Hurunui District Council (HDC) decided to consider this application alongside the 
already granted Butler consent as it included roading and services which would 
be shared between the two subdivisions.  In effect, Mr Butler’s consent is on hold 
pending their consideration of the combined application. 

 
4 Alan Stevens, Consulting Engineer, was engaged by the applicant to prepare an 

Assessment of Effects on the Environment (AEE) resulting from the discharge of 
stormwater.  

 
5 Survus Consultants prepared the plans for the application.  Plan CRC054036A 

and Plan CRC054036B show the general location and layout of the subdivision. 
 
 
NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS 
 
6 Pursuant to section 94(1) of the RMA the application was Limited Notified on 28 

September 2005 as follows:   



CRC054036  Motunau Stormwater  2

 
CRC054036 – to discharge stormwater containing contaminants onto land, in 
circumstances which may result in these contaminants (or others emanating as a result 
of natural processes from these contaminants) entering water. 
The discharge of stormwater will be from roofing, hard-standing areas and roading within 
a 3.14 hectare residential subdivision, located on Hall Street, Motunau Beach.  
Stormwater will be discharged to land, at or about map reference NZMS 260 N34: 156-
956 via a system of detention tanks, kerb and channel, sumps and a grassed gully.  
Contaminants in the discharge may include suspended sediment, nutrients, heavy 
metals, hydrocarbons and micro-organisms. The applicants have requested a consent 
duration of 35 years. 
 
7 The Hurunui District Council and 13 residents were notified of the application.  
 
8 Seven submissions were received in opposition to the proposal.  They were from 

residents Mr & Mrs R Thain, Ms N Smith, Mr A Smith, Mr & Mrs IB & SDL Tait, 
Mr S Carstairs, Ms M Andrew and Mr & Mrs RRC & TH Donaldson.  Of these Mr 
& Mrs R Thain and Mr & Mrs RRC & TH Donaldson wished to be heard. 

 
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTIVITY 
 
9 Motunau Properties Ltd and Mark Butler seek consent to discharge contaminants 

to land.   
 

1. The discharge will only be stormwater from roofs, hard-stand areas and 
roading from two proposed residential subdivisions totalling 14 lots.  Lot 2 
DP83509 at 20 Hall Street, Motunau, is 1.7988ha and is being subdivided 
into 6 lots.  Lot 1 DP83509 at 15 Hall Street, Motunau, is 1.3492ha and is 
being subdivided into 8 lots. The subdivision is at or about map reference 
NZMS 260 N34: 156-955 as shown on Plan CRC054036A.   

 
2. Stormwater from roof areas of future proposed dwellings on the 12 new 

allotments (Lots 1 to 4 and 6 to 13) will be collected in on-site stormwater 
detention tanks of minimum volume 10 cubic metres, with slow release of 
the collected stormwater.   

i. For Lots 1 to 4 and 6 to 8 inclusive, stormwater from the detention tanks 
will discharge to the kerb and channel of the proposed new road.  

ii. The dwelling on Lot 5 currently discharges across the proposed road. 
This will be re-routed into the kerb and channel of the proposed new road 
after first being collected in a detention tank.   

iii. For Lots 9 to 13 inclusive, stormwater from the detention tanks will 
discharge directly to the gully which lies along the northern side of these 
allotments.  

iv. The dwelling on Lot 14 has an existing discharge to land that could 
remain.  

 
3.  i    Stormwater from hard-stand areas on Lots 1 to 4 and 6 to 8 inclusive,    

                        will discharge either directly to the kerb and channel of the proposed   
                        road or discharge overland to the kerb and channel (as these lots are  
                        in the Coastal Hazard Zone, stormwater needs to be controlled and   
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                        discharged away from the cliff face). The owner of Lot 5 advised that  
                        he intends to discharge in the same way as Lots 1 to 4 and 6 to 8. 
                    ii  Stormwater from hard-stand areas on Lots 9 to 13 inclusive, will  
                        discharge: 

     a   Into the kerb and channel, or 
     b   Be collected and piped to the bottom of the gully. 

 
4.   There will be some minor individual discharge points for Lots 9 to 13 into  

              the gully. 
 
5. Stormwater from the proposed road will be collected in the kerb and channel    
      and piped directly to the bottom of the gully at two points: 

i. One down the boundary between Lots 12 and 13, and 
ii. The other one down the eastern boundary of Lot 9.  

 
6. Any stormwater discharge into the bottom of the gully will be in a controlled   
      manner so as not to cause erosion.   

i. Energy dissipation will be provided by sumps and concrete aprons as 
shown on Plan CRC054036D.  

ii. The sumps will be designed for a flow capacity of 50 litres per second 
and will be positioned to the side of the bottom of the gully so as not to 
interfere with the normal flow path from the upper catchment during 
storm events.  

 
7. Stormwater in the gully will discharge into a 900mm culvert under the main   
      road.  The stormwater will then cascade down a natural rock (or siltstone)  
      face to a plunge pool from where it will discharge through a 600mm diameter,  
     approximately 60 metre long, culvert into the Motunau River.  

 
10 A 35 year consent duration is requested. 
 
 
LEGAL AND PLANNING MATTERS 
 
Resource Management Act 1991  
 
11 Part III of the RMA sets out duties and restrictions. Where the RMA or a Plan 

requires authorisation for an activity, that authorisation can only be derived from 
a rule in a plan or resource consent. 

 
12 Section 15(1) of the Act states that “no person may discharge any –  (b) 

Contaminant onto or into land in circumstances which may result in that 
contaminant…entering water; …..unless the discharge is expressly allowed by a 
rule [in a regional plan and in any relevant proposed regional plan], a resource 
consent or regulations.” 

 
13 The activity is a new activity, therefore is not covered by section 20A. 
 
14 The proposed activity involves the discharge of contaminants onto land where it 

may enter a river…or artificial watercourse.  The discharge is to a grassed gully 
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which very occasionally flows with water. The proposed activity must therefore be 
authorised by a regional plan or consent. 

 
Transitional Regional Plan (TRP) 
 
15 The TRP contains rules (General Authorisations - GA) permitting the discharge of 

stormwater under certain conditions.   
 
16 If one considers that the discharge into a grassed gully with intermittent flow 

when raining is a ‘discharge to water’ then: 
o Condition 2 states that: ‘‘The discharge of stormwater to surface 

waters….from all existing buildings , structures, hard-standing surfaces…” 
is authorised.  As Lot 5 and Lot 14 have an existing discharge to surface 
water, discharge from these allotments is a permitted activity under the 
TRP. 

o Condition 3 states that: ‘The discharge of stormwater to surface 
waters…., from residential or rural-residential subdivisions made after 28 
September 1991, involving fewer than 30 allotments’  is authorised.  As 
there are fewer than 30 allotments the discharge from roading, hard-stand 
areas and roof areas from Lots 1 to 4 and 6 to 13 is a permitted activity 
under the TRP.  

 
17 If the discharge into a grassed gully with intermittent flow when raining is not 

considered a ‘discharge to water’, the application does not fall within the ambit of 
any conditions or rules in the TRP and can therefore be classified as an 
innominate activity.  It is then assessed as a discretionary activity and resource 
consent is needed.  

 
 
Proposed Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (PNRRP) 
 
18 Chapter 4 was notified on 03 July 2004. Chapter 4: Water Quality, provides a 

framework for managing the impacts of land use and discharges on the quality of 
water and aquatic ecosystems. 

 
19 Rule WQL6 in the PNRRP authorises the discharge of stormwater containing 

contaminants into (a) a river, lake or artificial watercourse; or (b) onto land where 
it may enter a river, lake or artificial watercourse. 

  
20 The applicant applied for a consent to discharge stormwater to land.  However if 

the discharge to the grassed gully with intermittent flow when raining is a 
‘discharge to water’, the application needs to be considered under Rule 
WQL6(a).  If it is a ‘discharge onto land where it may enter a river ..or artificial 
watercourse’, it needs to be considered under RuleWQL6(b).  I have considered 
the application under Rule WQL6(b).  

 
21 Rule WQL6 allows for the discharge of stormwater containing contaminants onto 

land where it may enter a river….or artificial watercourse,  as a permitted activity 
if the discharge complies with 11 conditions in the Rule.  
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22 Condition 5 (c) states that: ‘The discharge shall be via a treatment system that 
removes at least 75 percent of total suspended solids where the discharge is 
from a new or proposed stormwater collection system with a collection area of 
between two and four hectares…  The total area to be subdivided is 3.1468ha.  
Discharge from Lot 14 is a permitted activity as it is an existing discharge.  
Excluding Lot 14, the collection area for the proposed system will be 2.2888ha.  
As the system has not been designed to remove at least 75% of total suspended 
sediment this condition is not met. (It should be noted that the owner of Lot 5 
intends to connect into the proposed disposal system).  

 
23 Condition 9 states that: ‘The discharge from a roof shall be via a system that 

prevents entry of surface runoff into the stormwater system.’  While initially roof 
stormwater will be collected in detention tanks, ultimately this will join the surface 
runoff into the gully.  Therefore the proposal does not meet this condition.   

 
24 As the discharge is unable to comply with conditions 5(c) and 9 of Rule WQL6 in 

the PNRRP, the application needs to be assessed as a discretionary activity 
under Rule WQL56 of the PNRRP and resource consent is needed.   

 
  
CONSULTATION, NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS 
 
25 Te Tuahuriri Rūnanga was contacted by Environment Canterbury and an 

electronic copy of the full application was sent to them. On 12 May 2005, Te 
Tuahuriri Runanga replied stating that they expect Environment Canterbury 
agents to ensure that contaminants do not enter the Motunau River. I consider 
that the design and recommended conditions for the proposal should mitigate the 
possibility of contaminants entering the Motunau River.  

 
26 Other people I consulted at various times during my audit were Bruce Yates 

(Engineer HDC), Judith Batchelor (Planner HDC), Michael Singleton (HDC) and 
Tony Oliver (Hazards Analyst ECan). 

 
27 On 26 July 2005, draft conditions were sent to the consultant, applicants and 

HDC.  The HDC were invited to comment on the conditions.  They considered 
that some downstream neighbours were potentially affected by the proposal and 
I agreed. The affected neighbours were identified as the owners of the properties 
at 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 23 and 25 Caverhill Crescent and 45 
Lindsay Terrace.  As no written approvals were available from these parties, 
ECan notified them and also the HDC under section 93(1) of the RMA.  Seven 
submissions in opposition to the application were received.  Of these, two wished 
to be heard. 

 
28 The following submissions were received. 
 
Submitter Reason for Submission Decision requested 
Mr & Mrs R Thain 
–wish to be heard. 

Apprehensive about the  
water problems in Caverhill 
Crescent as the HDC has 
only partially dealt with 
them.  Crossings installed 
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by HDC are breaking away. 
MJ Andrew Concerned about toxic 

runoff going onto their land 
and affecting the 
surrounding environment.   

Serious consideration be given to the 
negative effect that toxic stormwater would 
have on the ecosystem. No contaminants to  
discharge onto their land. 

Mr AA Smith Live directly below the 
proposed subdivision. Past 
history has shown a 
tendency to flood on their 
property when drains are 
not maintained properly.   

Refuse permission to discharge onto land. 

NS Smith Live in a direct line.  
Concerned that flooding 
could occur as it has in the 
past. 

Refuse permission to discharge onto land. 

IB & SL Tait The gully is a very sensitive 
waterway that has already 
been disturbed by 
machinery. The clay cliff 
(not natural rock or 
siltstone) above the plunge 
pool would soon erode.  
The gully flows only in very 
heavy continuous rain but 
the proposed scheme would 
cause it to flow in all rain 
events because of the extra 
water discharged directly to 
the bottom of the gully.    

The road and Lots 1 to 8 to discharge 
stormwater down Hall Street and Lots 9 to 13 
not be developed or used for any type of 
building. 

SM & JA Carstairs Concerned about the 
potential to speed up 
erosion of the clay cliff at 
the top of their property 
because they predict a 
continuous flow of water 
down the gully in most rain 
events as a result of the 
proposed development.  In 
its natural state it flows only 
in heavy rain. 

Stormwater from Lots 1 to 8 and the road 
discharge down Hall Street.  No development 
on Lots 9 to 13. 

RRC & TH 
Donaldson  - wish 
to be heard. 

Previous consent for part of 
the land involved in this 
application has been 
identified as a threat to 
landowners in Caverhill 
Crescent due to potential 
flooding and erosion.  
Exerpts from David Bell’s 
Engineering Geology 
Assessment (1995) were 
included to back up his 
submission. 

All other reasonable options for disposal of 
stormwater be evaluated before any potential 
discharge from hard surfaces is allowed. 
If there are no practical alternatives, impose 
strict conditions on the design of stormwater 
retention tanks for each building, and hard-
stand and sealed road areas. 
If consent is granted, to minimise risk in the 
gully it should be subject to the developer 
installing professionally designed flow 
restriction structures in the bottom of the 
gully in the section of the gully seen from the 
main road.     
If consent is granted there must be 
conditions that require all property owners to 
have joint and continuing liability for the 
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maintenance of the stable gully bed and the 
sides from the top of the subdivision through 
to the road culvert and then the channel, 
collection pool and pipe to the river. 

 
29 My response to comments from submitters who did not wish to be heard is as 

follows: 
o MJ Andrew – I consider that the small size of the subdivision and the 

treatment provided in the gully will ensure that stormwater is not toxic.  There 
will be no discharge onto their land.  

o Mr AA Smith and NS Smith – the application is not to discharge onto their 
land.  Advice from Fiona Cox, Engineer with Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd 
(PDP), indicates that flooding should not be an issue. 

o IB & LS Tait and SM & JA Carstairs – advice from Fiona Cox and Bruce 
Yates (HDC Engineer) is that the stability of the cliff is not an issue of 
concern.  

 
30 At the request of the applicants I then organised a meeting at the HDC Offices in 

Amberley on 1 December.  Those in attendance were Bruce Yates and Judith 
Batchelor (HDC), myself and Yvette Rodrigo (ECan), Alan Stevens (consultant), 
Terry Donaldson (submitter) and the applicants. Prior to the meeting I sent out a 
new set of recommended conditions.  Because of concerns about who would be 
responsible for the monitoring and maintenance of the stormwater system, I re-
organised the original draft conditions into one for roading, one for each of Lots 1 
to 8 and one for each of Lots 9 to 13.  These conditions were discussed at the 
meeting and a few minor alterations made, the only one of real significance being 
the addition of sumps with submerged outlets in the kerb and channel prior to 
discharge to the gully. On sighting the proposed conditions, submitter Terry 
Donaldson accepted that his concerns had been addressed and withdrew his 
right to be heard. The HDC agreed that they would be willing to take over 
responsibility for the roading consent.  They also advised that Land Titles and 
LIMs would be tagged with a note regarding the consent for each individual lot. 
As a Lot was sold, the new owner would take over the consent for that Lot.  
Submitters Mr & Mrs Thain did not attend the meeting but later withdrew their 
right to be heard.   

 
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
Applicant’s Description 
 
31 The consultant described the physical environment that could be affected by 

discharges of stormwater from the proposed subdivisions.  For part of his 
description he used information from the Engineering Geological Assessment by 
David Bell of Canterprise (1995).  He did not state how he obtained other 
information. Information that I consider to be relevant to the scale and size of the 
proposed development are: 
o The site is roughly rectangular being approximately 270 metres long and 120 

metres wide and is located atop the Motunau Beach cliff top at between 30 
and 50 metres above mean sea level.   
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o Lots 1 to 8 and part of Lot 14 to the south of the proposed road, is a plateau 
with a flat ridge through the middle, more or less parallel to the cliff edge.  
Lots 9 to 13 to the north of the proposed road, and a small part of Lot 14, 
form the steep north facing slope of a natural gully. 

o This natural gully has good grass cover.   
o Information from the Geological Report shows that the soil profile consists of 

200mm of silty loam topsoil overlying 3 to 4 metres of well compacted loessial 
soils, overlying approximately 1 metre of beach gravels on the base of 
cemented Greta siltstone.  

o The gully which lies to the north of the site has been cut into the underlying 
formation and overlain with silts and topsoil.  

o Information from the Geological Report shows that the cliff-top has been 
stable for 100 years while there has been up to 20 metres of shoreline retreat 
in this period.  The cliff face is still protected by about 75 metres of talus 
debris overlain with vegetated dune sands. 

o The loessial soils on the steep northern slope of Lots 9 to 13 and part of Lot 
14, have an existing minor erosion problem with some local tunnel-gully 
formation of up to 3.0 metres wide and 1.5 metres deep, with loose soil a 
further 1.0 metres deep in the bottom of these gullies.  

o In the 40 years that he had lived in Motunau, one applicant said he had only 
seen water seeping in the gully in extreme conditions.  

 
Audit of Applicant’s Description 
 
32 Based on the information presented in the application and available on GIS, and 

that gained from a site visit, I verified the description provided by the consultant. I 
also consider the following information to be relevant to the application. 
o The gully to the north, which is the proposed disposal area, is heavily grassed 

and slopes gently towards the main road where it feeds into a culvert which 
ultimately feeds into the Motunau River.  

o The Motunau River at the point of discharge is very tidal and at low tide has 
muddy shores. 

o The Motunau River is the closest waterbody to the proposed subdivision and 
at its closest point is approximately 140 metres to the north.   

o There are no wells, no borelogs and no community water supplies within 
1.5km of the site.  

o Depth to groundwater is unknown, but the proposed subdivision is elevated 
30 to 50 metres above the Motunau River and Motunau Beach.  

o The land use in the immediate area is a seaside village of homes and 
baches.  Beyond the Motunau Beach settlement is farmland.  

 
 
AUDIT OF ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
Applicant’s Scoping 
 
33 The consultant initially submitted an assessment of effects based solely on the 

effects of the increase in discharge flow rates on the existing stormwater system. 
He did not consider any effects on the ultimate discharge point into the Motunau 
River.  In response to a request for further information using a section 37 
decision for waivers and extensions of time the applicant and consultant both 
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provided further information which could be considered under the following 
effects. 
o Adverse effects on the natural character of the gully (energy dissipation at the 

point of discharge). 
o Adverse effects on the flood carrying capacity of the receiving water. 
o Adverse effects of the discharge of contaminants on surface water quality.  
o Adverse effects of the discharge of contaminants (nutrients, pathogens, 

hydrocarbons, metals) on groundwater quality. 
 
Audit of Applicant’s Scoping 
 
34 There are a number of adverse environmental effects that can arise from the 

discharge of stormwater to land where it may enter water. I have used a checklist 
developed from previous similar activities and published by the Council to scope 
out the relevant effects that could arise from the proposed activity. I agree that 
after the request for extra information, the consultant has addressed the effects 
likely to be of greatest concern, but I would like to add the following effect: 
o Adverse effects of the discharge on tangata whenua values. 

 
 
Adverse effects on the natural character of the gully (energy dissipation at the point 
of discharge).  
 
Applicant’s Assessment 
 
35 The consultant states that the loessial soils on the steep northern slope of Lots 9 

to 13 and part of Lot 14 have an existing minor erosion problem.  There has been 
some tunnel-gully formation of up to 3.0 metres wide and 1.5 metres deep with 
loose soil a further 1.0 metres deep in the bottom of these gullies.  He predicts 
however that long term effects of the discharge on the gully will be less than 
minor because: 
o The gully has a good grass cover of about 50mm in height. 
o Energy dissipators will be used in the gully. These will be sumps with 

concrete aprons similar to those used successfully on Huntsbury Hill, 
Christchurch, and will spread stormwater out in the gully and minimise the 
risks of scour and erosion.  

 
36 During the construction period there could be short term effects on the natural 

character of the gully.  The consultant suggested there should be strict controls 
on the runoff during this period as recommended in David Bell’s Geological 
Report on 1995. Provided these strict controls are implemented and effective, he 
considers that the effects on the gully should be less than minor.  He noted that 
the gully has good grass cover of 50mm minimum height.   

 
Audit of Applicant’s Assessment 
 
37 The gully is heavily grassed and currently drains the farmland through which it 

runs.  It does not appear to have any significant instream values.    
 
38 I acknowledge that erosion in the gully is a potential problem.  Once the site is 

developed, given that roof stormwater will be stored then released at a controlled 
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rate, that energy dissipators to prevent erosion and scour will be used in the 
gully, and given the small size of the subdivision, I consider that potential erosion 
problems may be less than at the moment and that the effects on the natural 
character of the gully will be no more than minor.  However I recommend that the 
kerbs and channels, pipes, storage tanks and the gully continue to be inspected 
and maintained regularly to reduce any effects arising from the accumulation of 
sediment.  

 
39 During the construction period I consider that the risks to the natural character of 

the gully will be high due to the potential for erosion and scour. In mitigation I 
recommend that the kerbs and channels, pipes, sumps and the gully be 
monitored frequently, sediments removed if necessary and that a Sediment 
Control Management Plan, which clearly sets out the measures to be undertaken 
to prevent erosion and discharge of sediment during construction, be supplied. 
With such mitigation measures in place, I consider the effects of any discharge 
during the construction period will be no more than minor.  

 
 
Adverse effects on the flood carrying capacity of the receiving water 
 
Applicant’s Assessment 
 
40 Currently the undeveloped land at the site of the proposed subdivision sheds 

water with approximately 50% going towards the cliff top, 50% towards the 
natural gully to the north, and a small amount finding its way into Hall Street.  
Lots 9 to 13 at the moment drain directly into the natural gully.  The culvert under 
the main road to which the gully discharges was increased in size from 600mm 
diameter to 900mm a few years ago after a washout.  It is understood that the 
washout was a result of a flush joint in the 600mm culvert moving sufficiently to 
allow water to seep out and scour a hole which subsequently collapsed the 
culvert and road.  
 

41 To support his prediction that the adverse effects of the discharge on the flood 
carrying capacity of the receiving water will be less than minor, the consultant 
assessed the pre-development flow for a I in 5 year event with one hour duration 
(rainfall intensity 25mm/hr, runoff coefficient 0.15), a 1 in 20 year event with one 
hour duration (rainfall intensity 40mm/hr, runoff coefficient 0.25), and a 1 in 50 
year event with 1 hour duration (rainfall intensity 50mm/hr, runoff coefficient 
0.35), getting 170L/s, 450l/s and 780L/s respectively for the total catchment.  

 
42 He then assessed the post-development flow using a time of concentration for 

roadways and hard-stand of 10 minutes.  He advised that the runoff for a 1 in 5 
year storm with duration of 10 to 15 minutes would be 40L/s for the 3000m2 
impervious surface.  He did not state what runoff coefficient or rainfall intensity he 
used. The consultant predicts that this runoff could result in a flow in the gully 
that is 1m wide by 40mm deep flowing at a velocity of 1m/s, and that a total 
volume of 24m3 could be stored in the vegetation in the gully.   

 
43 The consultant also reports that post-development the runoff from the 1 in 50 

year storm with a duration of one hour would be 27L/s. He did not state the 
rainfall intensity or runoff coefficient.  This 27L/s from the developed impervious 
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areas would result in an additional 2.8% to the total pre-development catchment 
flow of 780L/s.  

 
44 Once the stormwater leaves the gully it enters a 900mm diameter culvert which is 

part of the Hurunui District Council’s reticulated stormwater system.  The 
consultant predicts that this culvert has the capacity to convey up to 2000L/s.  
The flow then drops down a natural cliff to a surge pool.  From here it discharges 
to the Motunau River via a 600mm diameter pipe.  The applicant predicts that 
this pipe can convey up to 1000L.  

 
45 Using the 1 in 50 year 1 hour duration storm he found that roof stormwater runoff 

could be in the order of 7.5-10m3 per property.   The proposal includes the use of 
10m3 on-site containment tanks for the storage of roof water with a system that 
would release the water to the gully once the tanks are approximately half full 
using a siphon.  He assumes the tanks will contain 60mm of rain from a 150m2 

roof.  To provide buffer storage for the next storm event, these would need to be 
discharged.  He noted that the 10m3 tanks would not allow longer storage for 
irrigation or other purposes.  Larger tanks would have increased benefits, 
including fire fighting and water supply.  These would need to be in the order of 
25m3 capacity.   

 
46 The consultant concludes that the effects of the discharge on the flood carrying 

capacity of the receiving water will be less than minor because: 
o Short term effects will be mainly associated with construction activity and 

will be mitigated if the strict controls on runoff during these activities 
recommended by him are implemented. 

o Long term effects of the proposed discharge will be mitigated because: 
i. The capacity of the system is significantly greater than required.  
ii. The existing stormwater system has the capacity to cater for the 

proposed subdivision without buffer storage. 
iii. Detention storage then slow release of stormwater from roof areas 

will be used to ensure that stormwater discharge from the 
proposed subdivision will be similar to pre-development rates. 

iv. The proposed system has the capacity to accept the runoff from 
roofs without storage so the effect of any overflow from an 
individual detention storage facility in the event of a blockage 
would be less than minor.  

v. The natural gully will detain stormwater in smaller storm events. 
vi. Energy dissipation will be used in the gully. 

 
 
Audit of Applicant’s Assessment 
 
47 I checked the calculations provided by the consultant. I also consulted Tony 

Oliver (Hazards Analyst, ECan).  After notification, because the main concern of 
downstream neighbours was flooding potential, Fiona Cox (Engineer PDP) 
checked the design calculations and my assessment.  My audit of this effect is 
based on my checks and the memorandum provided by Fiona Cox. 
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48 Tony Oliver agreed that flooding should not be an issue, but that erosion in the 
gully could be. It was subsequent to this advice that the consultant advised that 
sumps and weirs would be used in the gully to protect against erosion.  

  
49 For the pre-development calculations, Fiona Cox advised that the consultant may 

have over-estimated the pre-development flow as the rainfall intensity data used 
is up to twice that of NIWA HIRDSV2 data (13.7mm/hr, 19.8mm/hr, 25mm/hr for 
the respective storm durations).  However as comments made by local people 
imply that the rainfall at Motunau can be heavier than neighbouring areas, the 
rainfall data used may, in fact, be a good representation of the actual rainfall at 
Motunau.  The applicant has not stated the source of his rainfall data but the 
runoff coefficients are similar to those recommended in the CCC Drainage Guide 
(CCC, 2003), which recommends 0.1 for a 5 year event, 0.24 for a 20 year event 
and 0.3 for a 50 year event. 

 
50 For the post-development runoff calculations from impervious surfaces and a 1 in 

5 year event of 10 to 15 minutes duration, (the consultant did not report runoff 
coefficients and rainfall intensity), if the runoff coefficient is assumed to be 0.9, 
then the rainfall intensity the consultant would have used would be 53mm/hr, 
more than twice as much as the 22mm/hr in HIRDSV2. The times of 
concentration used for roading and hard-stand areas is consistent with the CCC 
Drainage Guide.  The consultant’s calculation that 24m3 of water could be stored 
in the gully means that the gully will experience ponding during short term and 
long term events. 

 
51 For a 1 in 50 year event and impervious surfaces, using the consultant’s rainfall 

intensity of 50mm/hr, runoff coefficient of 0.9 and impervious area of 3000m2, the 
runoff is 37.5L/s, not 27L/s as calculated by the consultant.  This gives an 
additional  3.5% (using the consultants 27L/s) or 4.8% (using the flow of 37.5L/s), 
not the 2.8% to the total catchment flow as advised by the consultant. Either way 
the contribution of the developed area to the overall flow for a 50 year storm is 
small.  Note that this assessment assumes that the roof water is contained on-
site and released at a later time and require tanks to have been emptied after the 
previous rainfall event.    

 
52 Regarding the roof stormwater detention tanks, the tank volume proposed is 

consistent with the CCC Stormwater Tank Installation Guides.  With regard to the 
tanks, Michael Singleton of HDC advised that part of the coast can get heavy 
rainfalls.  However the 50mm/hr rainfall used by the consultant is 30% higher 
than the Christchurch rainfall data so I consider that the 10m3 tanks are an 
appropriate size. Their use should minimise the potential for flooding and 
erosion. However I agree with the consultant that future lot owners could be 
encouraged to install tanks larger than 10m3 at building consent stage.    

 
53 Fiona Cox advised that the existing HDC 900mm culvert could convey up to 

2000L/s if the slope is 1 to 100.  The slope was not provided in the application.  
And the 600mm culvert could convey up to 1000L if the slope is 1 to 50. The total 
predicted flow from the gully post-development during a 1 in 50 year storm with 
duration 1 hour is 817.5L/s (780L/s from the whole catchment plus an additional 
37.5L/s from the roading and hard-stand areas).  Fiona Cox considers that both 
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the 900mm culvert and the 600mm pipe will have sufficient capacity to convey 
this flow to the Motunau River.  

 
54 Bruce Yates, HDC, advised that downstream neighbours were concerned that silt 

and sediment from any subdivision could clog the pipes and the plunge pool and 
cause flooding.  However the installation of energy dissipation, in the form of 
sumps and concrete aprons in the gully, plus appropriate maintenance 
conditions, especially during the construction phase, should mitigate any 
potential effects caused by sediment. And I agree that some of the discharge 
could be stored in the thick vegetation in the bottom of the gully and that the 
culvert under the main road at the end of the gully should have a capacity in the 
order of 2000L/s.  I note that the HDC is willing to accept the proposed discharge 
into their stormwater system. 

 
55 In summary, the main concern expressed in the submissions is related to the 

potential for flooding of the properties in Caverhill Crescent. Fiona Cox noted that 
flooding could occur if the flow is greater than the capacity of the pipe or if there 
is a blockage in the pipe.  The pipe could block if large debris entered the surge 
pool and became stuck in the 600mm pipe.  The key source of blockage that has 
been identified are the plants growing on the sides of the natural cliff upstream of 
the 600mm pipe.  If these were to break they could block the pipe.  Mr Bruce 
Yates, HDC, agrees that this would be the key source of material that could 
cause a blockage but stated that the cliff face was well weathered and in his 
opinion the additional flow and frequency of flow from the proposed subdivision 
would not increase the risk of any plants or other large debris breaking free.  

 
 
Adverse effects of the discharge of contaminants on surface water quality  
 
Applicant’s Assessment 
 
56 The consultant states that there will be little, if any, environmental effect on the 

Motunau River, the ultimate point of discharge.  For lesser rainfall events, the 
major pollutants will be absorbed or captured by vegetation in the gully.  In major 
storm events the pollutants are likely to be washed out to the Motunau River and 
out to sea in a short period of time, with negligible effect on the environment. 

 
Audit of Applicant’s Assessment 
 
57 With the change from rural to residential land, nutrient levels in the stormwater 

should decrease and the natural gully into which the stormwater initially 
discharges, should act as a swale and capture some contaminants and 
sediment.  After passing through the gully, the stormwater discharges down a cliff 
face into a pipe and then the Motunau River. On a site visit I noted that the river 
runs through farmland and at the point of discharge is very tidal, being close to 
the sea.  At low tide the shores are very muddy.  

 
58 Given the small scale of the development, I consider that in most storm events, 

the treatment provided in the natural gully, plus the tidal nature of the river, will 
mean the river will not be degraded.  In fact the increase in water flow may 
improve its quality.  
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59 In an extreme storm event, if the stormwater is not detained in the gully long 

enough to provide significant treatment, there should be significant dilution of the 
contaminants before they reach the Motunau River, and even more dilution in the 
Motunau River.    

 
60 During the construction period, the main contaminants will be silt and sediment.  

To mitigate any adverse effects from these, as stated in paragraph 39, I have 
recommended conditions to mitigate these.  

 
 
Adverse effects of the discharge of contaminants on groundwater quality 
 
Applicant’s Assessment 
 
61 The consultant did not specify the contaminants likely to be of concern and he 

did not assess the risk of a spill. But he considers that the long term effects of 
contaminants in the proposed discharge, will be minor for the following reasons:  
o Treatment of stormwater from the proposed subdivision will occur both in the 

roof stormwater storage tanks and in the natural gully to the north.   
o Storage tanks will be desludged on a regular basis.                      
o The natural gully will act as a natural swale for treatment.  It has good grass 

cover of 50mm minimum height and in most small short duration storms the 
discharge is likely to be detained in the vegetation in the bottom of the gully 
for some time prior to reaching the 900mm diameter culvert under the road.     
It would also provide significant natural treatment of the first flush runoff from 
the road and other hard-stand areas.   

o Some hard-stand areas may also discharge across vegetated areas prior to 
entering the kerb and channel. This has not been allowed for in the design 
but would give additional treatment benefits.   

 
Audit of Applicant’s Assessment 
 
62 Stormwater contains contaminants which persist in the environment and can 

accumulate over time.  This may lead to concentrations of these contaminants in 
water exceeding guidelines values designed to protect human and ecosystem 
health. Principal contaminants include suspended sediments, hydrocarbons, 
nutrients such as nitrate-nitrogen and phosphorus, heavy metals and pathogenic 
microorganisms.  

 
63 As the proposed subdivision is small, the level of contaminants should generally 

be low.  
 
64 It is recognised that roof stormwater will have low levels of contaminants and that 

the change from rural to partly developed land will mean nutrient levels and 
pathogens in the stormwater should decrease.   

 
65 Being a small subdivision I consider there should generally be low levels of 

hydrocarbons in the stormwater.  However in case of a spill, I recommended a 
condition requiring sumps with submerged outlets be installed in the kerb and 
channel of the proposed road prior to discharge to the pipes into the gully.  This 
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addition to the conditions was agreed to by all present at the December 1 
meeting.  The following day the consultant advised that sumps with submerged 
outlets would be difficult to install as they would need to be very deep, the outlets 
would take up approximately 50% of the sump area and the sumps would only 
hold about five litres of oil. He would prefer to use double sumps.  I advised the 
consultant that if he wished to change the type of sumps to be installed he would 
need to obtain written agreement for the change from the applicants, the HDC 
and Terry Donaldson. As this written agreement has not been obtained I 
recommend the condition remains as agreed to at the December 1 meeting.  

 
66 As the subdivision is in hilly country, the contaminant likely to be of most concern 

to be suspended sediments. Storage tanks have been recommended for roof 
stormwater and I note that regular desludging of these has been recommended.  
On a site visit I verified that the gully is well vegetated and has only a small slope 
and I agree that stormwater should be detained long enough in the gully for 
insoluble contaminants such as heavy metals and sediment to be captured, and 
also to allow some slow infiltration of stormwater to groundwater.   

 
67 In conclusion I agree that any effects of contaminants on groundwater should be 

less than minor once the subdivision is developed.  
 
68 The issue of sediment build up especially during construction is addressed in 

paragraph 39 above.  
 
 
Adverse effects of tangata whenua values. 
 
69 Chapter 6 Policy 9 of the Regional Policy Statement deals with provision for the 

relationship of tāngata whenua with resources, and states: 
“Specific aspects of the relationship of tāngata whenua, their culture and their 
traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu and other taonga 
should be recognised and provided for through resource management and 
planning including provisions in plans, decisions on resource consents and 
monitoring the state of the environment”. 

 
70 The consultant has not included an analysis of the proposed discharge on 

tāngata whenua values.   
 
71 In response to advise to the Tuahuriri Runanga regarding the application, Te 

Tuahuriri  Runanga stated that Iwi Policy is “no discharges to water” and they 
noted that AEE states gully and retention tanks provide adequate treatment prior 
to discharge, but that they expect Environment Canterbury agents to ensure that 
contaminants do not enter the Motunau River.  

 
72 Because of the small size of the subdivision and the treatment provided in the 

gully, I consider that with appropriate conditions, the entry of contaminants into 
the Motunau River will be mitigated.   

 
 
ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES 
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73 The consultant suggests that the gully, which is heavily grassed, could be 
planted with water tolerant plants such as flaxes and sedges, to provide 
additional retention of stormwater. He also suggested that future lot owners be 
encouraged to install larger detention tanks for the roof stormwater so this could 
be used for irrigation and other purposes.  

 
74 He also suggests mitigation measures during short term construction activity. 

These have been included in the conditions should the consent be granted.   
 
75 The consultant predicted that once the subdivision has been fully developed and 

houses built, future progressive planting of trees and garden areas will further 
reduce runoff from the site and provide for additional mitigation.   

 
 
CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
76 The consultant stated that options for slowing stormwater discharge from the 

road carriageway and hard-stand areas by using detention storage were 
considered.  But owing to the difficulties of construction and long term 
maintenance of such systems, it was considered that stormwater from these 
areas should be piped directly to the bottom of the natural gully using energy 
dissipators to minimise erosion.   

 
 
POLICIES AND OBJECTIVES 
 
Regional Policy Statement 
 
Chapter 9 – Water 
 
77 Issue 3 sets out concerns relating to the effects of point source discharges of 

contaminants onto land and into water. Policies 9, 10(a), 11, 13 and 14 are 
particularly relevant and require the setting of water quality standards and 
management of water quality to protect a range of stated values. 

 
Chapter 10 – Beds of Rivers…and their Margins 
 
78 Issue 2 sets out concerns relating to deposition of materials…affecting the flood 

carrying capacity of rivers.  Policy 4 is particularly relevant.  
 
Chapter 11 The Coastal Environment 
 
79 Issue 1 sets out concerns regarding adverse effects from human activities 

resulting in the discharge of contaminants into the coastal marine area.  Issue 4 
is concerned with discharges, including those landward of the coastal marine 
area.  This has been addressed in Chapter 9 Policies 9 and 11.  

 
Chapter 12 – Settlement and the Built Environment 
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80 Objective 1 (a) and (b) and Policy 2 (b) and (c) relating to settlement and the built 
environment sets out concerns relating to water quality, flow of water bodies, 
natural character of water bodies. 

 
81 It is my opinion that that the adverse effects of the discharge will be no more than 

minor and the discharge should not preclude existing uses of groundwater nor 
compromise the quality and natural character of surface water. 

 
 
Proposed Canterbury Natural Resources Regional Plan (PNRRP) 
 
Chapter 4 – Water Quality 
 
82 Policy WQL 1 relating to point source discharges of contaminants to water 

requires that measures are in place to minimise the volume and concentration of 
contaminant in the discharge.  Policy WQL6    relating to point source discharges 
onto or into land which affect soil or groundwater quality requires that this is 
managed to minimise the volume and concentration of contaminant in the 
discharge. 

 
83 It is my opinion that the adverse effects of contaminants in the discharge will be 

no more than minor and these effects will be mitigated by design and proper 
maintenance.  

 
 
PART II MATTERS 
 
Purpose of the Act 
 
84 Under section 104 the consent authority must consider applications subject to 

Part II of the Act. 
 
85 Section 5 of the act states: 

“(1) The purpose of this Act is to promote the sustainable management of 
natural and physical resources. 

(2) In this Act, ‘sustainable management’ means managing the use, 
development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, 
or a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their 
social, economic and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety 
while – 
(a) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources 

(excluding minerals) to meet the reasonable foreseeable needs of 
future generations; and 

(b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, soil and 
ecosystems; and 

(c) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities 
on the environment.” 

 
Matters of National Importance  
 
86 Section 6 of the Act states: 
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“In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers 
under it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural 
and physical resources, shall recognise and provide for the following matters of 
national importance: 
(a) The importance of the natural character of the coastal environment 

(including the coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and 
their margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, 
use, and development: 

(b) The protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from 
inappropriate subdivision, use, and development: 

(c) The protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and 
significant habitats of indigenous fauna: 

(d) The maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the 
coastal marine area, lakes and rivers: 

(e) The relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their 
ancestral lands, water, sites wāhi tapu, and other taonga: 

(f) The protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, 
and development. 

(g) The protection of recognised customary activities.” 
 

 
Other Matters 
 
87 Section 7 of the Act requires the consent authority to have particular regard to a 

number of matters: 
“In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers 
under it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural 
and physical resources, shall have particular regard to – 
(a)   Kaitiakitanga: 
(aa)   The ethic of stewardship: 
(b)    The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources: 
(ba) The efficiency of the end use of energy: 
(c)   The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values: 
(d)     Intrinsic values of ecosystems: 
(e)    Repealed 
(f)    Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment: 
(g)     Any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources: 
(h)    The protection of the habitat of trout and salmon. 
(i)     The effects of climate change: 
(j)     The benefits to be derived from the use and development of renewable    
            energy.” 

 
 
Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi 
 
88 The Act states in section 8: 

“In achieving the purpose of this Act, all persons exercising functions and powers 
under it, in relation to managing the use, development, and protection of natural 
and physical resources, shall take into account the principles of the Treaty of 
Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi).” 
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89 The Court of Appeal has identified four principles that form the basis of 
developing a relationship of partnership and communication between the Crown 
and tāngata whenua. These are: 

 1. Essential Bargain; 
 2. Tribal Self-Regulation; 
 3. The Treaty Relationship; and 
 4. Active Protection. 
 
90 The third principle, the Treaty Relationship, accords Maori with special status as 

a Treaty Partner, distinct and separate from status as an ‘affected party’.  
 
91 I have considered the matters set out in sections 5, 6, 7, and 8 of Part II of the 

RMA and it is my opinion that the proposed activity will not compromise any of 
the objectives set out in these sections.  

 
 
OTHER RELEVANT MATTERS 
 
Decisions of the Environment Court 
 
92 I am not aware of any decision of the Environment Court that would preclude the 

granting of this consent. 
 
Previous Council Decisions 
 
93 I am not aware of any other consents with conditions similar to this one that have 

been granted by the Council.  However CRC050639 – Mr Stephen Hoare, and 
CRC041642 – Cambridge Terrace Limited, both discharge stormwater to a gully 
where erosion is a potential problem.  Both consents were non-notified and were 
granted for a period of 35 years. CRC032095 – Christchurch City Council 
discharges roof stormwater to storage tanks.  This application was non-notified 
and was granted for the requested period of 5 years.  

 
 
CONCLUSION OF ADVICE AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Section 107 Restriction on Granting of Discharge Permits 
 
94 Section 107 contains certain restrictions on the granting of resource consents to 

discharge onto land in circumstances, which may result in that contaminant 
entering water.  

(1) Except as provided in subsection (2), a consent authority shall not grant a 
discharge permit…. to do something that would otherwise contravene 
section 15 or section 15A allowing….the discharge of a contaminant or 
water into water….if after reasonable mixing, the contaminant or water 
discharged is likely to give rise to all or any of the following effects in the 
receiving waters; 
(a) The discharge of a contaminant or water into water;  

            (c)  The production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or    
                  foams, or floatable or suspended materials: 
            (d) Any conspicuous change in the colour of visual clarity; 
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            (e) Any emission of objectionable odour;  
(f) The rendering of fresh water unsuitable for consumption by farm   
      animals; 
(g) Any significant adverse effects on aquatic life.”   

(2) A consent authority may grant a discharge permit…. to do something that   
     would otherwise contravene section 15 [or section 15A] that may allow    
     any of the effects described in subsection (1) if it is satisfied –  
(a) That exceptional circumstances justify the granting of the permit; or  

      (c)  That the discharge is associated with necessary maintenance work –  
         And that it is consistent with the purpose of this Act to do so. 

 
 
Grant or Decline 
 
95 While the applicant’s assessment does not fully describe the effects that may 

arise as a result of the discharges from the sites, I consider that with appropriate 
conditions, the discharges from the subdivision can be managed to ensure any 
effects are no more than minor.  I base this decision on the following:  

o The small size of the proposed subdivision. 
o Mitigation of runoff by using storage tanks for roof stormwater. 
o Treatment provided in the gully. 
o Use of energy dissipators in the gully. 

I also consider that concerns expressed by submitters have been addressed in 
the recommended conditions.  After sighting these conditions, submitters who 
originally asked to be heard have withdrawn this right.  
 

96 Given the erosion problems on the coastal cliff, I consider that the proposed 
stormwater discharge will benefit the stability of the sea cliffs, as discharge from 
the subdivision is all to be directed towards the gully to the north and away from 
the coast.  

 
97 In deciding whether to grant this application it should be considered whether the 

proposal is consistent with the relevant policies and objectives of the RPS and 
PNRRP, and whether the potential adverse effects can be sufficiently mitigated 
by the proposed conditions outlined at the end of this report.  

 
98 I consider that there are four options the committee could choose. 

i. Grant 
ii. Grant with conditions 
iii. Grant short term 
iv. Decline 

 
99 I have audited the applicants’ information and have considered all relevant 

matters under section 104 of the Act.  The Panel will need to consider the 
following matters in coming to their decision:  

o The submitters concerns. 
o Whether the recommended conditions will adequately deal with any 

potential adverse effects as a result of the discharge.    
o Whether the draft conditions, accepted by the applicants, address the 

main concerns raised by submitters. 
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o The discretionary status of the activity under the relevant planning 
instruments. 

 
 
Duration 
 
100 Section 1.3.5 of the PNRRP outlines a number of factors that must be taken into 

account when considering the duration of any resource consent to be granted.  
Motunau Properties Ltd and Mark Butler have applied for a 35-year duration.  I 
consider that if the consent is granted, 35 years is an appropriate period for the 
consent.  

 
 
Draft Recommended Conditions 
 
101 Based on the audit of the information provided with the application and having 

considered all relevant matters under section 104 of the Act, I consider that this 
consent should be granted with some strict conditions.  Should the Panel decide 
to grant the consent I have provided some conditions using the applicants’ 
proposal as set out in paragraph 9 of this report.  Additional mitigation measures 
have also been included where I consider these are required to provide more 
protection to the environment from activities at the site.    

 
 
 
Recommended Draft Conditions for the Discharge from Roading (Hurunui District 
Council consent) 
 
 
Limits 
 
1. The discharge shall be only stormwater from roofs and hard-stand areas of Lots 

1 to 8, hard-stand areas of Lots 9 to 13, and associated roading within the 
proposed subdivisions shown on Plan CRC054036A and Plan CRC054036B. 

 
2. Stormwater shall be discharged into the gully along the northern boundary of the 

subdivisions at or about map reference NZMS 260 N34: 156-956 as shown on 
Plan CRC054036C.   

 
Design 
 
3. The stormwater system shall be designed with sufficient capacity to dispose of all  

stormwater from rainfall events up to and including a 1 in 50 year return period 
with unlimited duration. 

 
4. Stormwater from the site shall be discharged in the following manner: 

i. Stormwater from roof areas of Lots 1 to 8 shall be released slowly 
from on-site storage tanks to the kerb and channel of the new road.  

ii. Stormwater from hard-stand areas of Lots 1 to 8 shall discharge 
directly to the kerb and channel of the proposed road or overland to 
this kerb and channel.  
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iii. Stormwater from hard-stand areas of Lots 9 to 13 shall discharge to 
kerb and channel or shall be collected and piped to the bottom of the 
gully. 

iv. Stormwater from the proposed road shall be collected via kerb and 
channel into sumps with submerged outlets then piped directly to the 
bottom of the gully. 

 
5. Stormwater from the kerb and channel shall be discharged via two pipes into the 

gully along the northern boundary of the subdivision as shown on Plan 
CRC054036C. 

 
6. Sumps and concrete aprons, as shown on Plan CRC054036D, shall be installed 

at the discharge points into the gully to prevent scour and erosion.  The sumps 
shall be designed for a flow capacity of 50 litres per second and shall be 
positioned to the side of the bottom of the gully so as not to interfere with the 
normal flow path from the upper catchment during storm events.   

 
7.         A certificate signed by the person responsible for designing the system, or a  
            competent person, shall be submitted to the Canterbury Regional Council, to   
            certify that the stormwater treatment system is installed and constructed in    
            accordance with conditions (1) to (6) of this consent. 

 
Maintenance 
 
8. The treatment system shall be inspected at least once every six months. Any 

visible sediment and litter in the gully, kerb and channel and pipes shall be 
removed immediately to ensure that flow is not restricted.  

 
9. The discharge shall not cause erosion or scour. Should scour or erosion occur, 

the consent holder shall take immediate measures to remedy the affected area 
and take all practicable steps to prevent future occurrences of scour or erosion. 

 
10. In the event of a spillage of fuel or contaminants, the consent holder shall    

provide to the Canterbury Regional Council, within five working days, details as 
to the time, date and duration of the spillage, the emergency procedures 
undertaken to clean up the spillage and any potential effects of the spill.   
 

Construction Period Conditions 
 
11. The discharge shall include stormwater generated during the construction period    

on the site.  
 
12. During construction, measures shall be undertaken in accordance with best 

management practices to minimise exposed surfaces and discharges of 
sediment off-site. 

 
13. During construction activities, kerb and channel and pipes shall be monitored 

frequently and sediments removed if necessary.  
 




