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REPORT OF OLIVIA MURRAY

My name is Olivia Elizabeth Murray, and | have been employed by the Canterbury
Regional Council (CRC) as Consents Planner since July 2022. | hold a Bachelor of
Science majoring in Geology from the University of Canterbury. | have experience
in processing applications for water permits, gravel extractions, coastal permits,

earthworks and stormwater.

This report is prepared under the provisions of Section 42A of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA). This section allows a Council officer to provide a
report to the decision-maker on a resource consent made to the Council and allows
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the decision-maker to consider the report at the hearing. Section 41(4) of the RMA
allows the decision-maker to request and receive from any person who makes a
report under Section 42A of the RMA "any information or advice that is relevant and
reasonably necessary to determine the application".

This report will provide the decision-makers with information and advice related to:
a. The background to the application;
Details of the notification of the application and submission received;

An outline of the relevant legal and planning provisions;

b
c
d. Comments on the assessment of environmental effects provided;
e. Details of regional policy relevant to the applications;

f. Recommendations in relation to the matters specified in Part 2 of the RMA; and
g

Recommendations on the decision to be made by the decision-maker
including:

i.  On whether the application can be granted or should be declined;

ii. If the application is to be granted what measures are required to avoid,
remedy or mitigate any adverse effects; and

iii. What monitoring should be undertaken; and
h. The duration of the consent.
This report also draws on technical reports provided by the following:
a. Appendix 1: Ms Alice Butler (CRC Scientist — Contaminated Land);

b. Appendix 2: Mr Mitchell Green (CRC Scientist — Groundwater Resources);

c. Appendix 3: Mr Philip Grove (CRC Principal Scientist — Land Ecology Science)

d. Appendix 4: Mr Jeremy Head (Boffa Miskell — Landscape Architect);

e. Appendix 5: Ms Melanie Burns (CRC Senior Scientist — Water Ecology
Science);

f. Appendix 6: Mr Bruce Gabites (CRC Senior Scientist — Natural Hazards
Science).

Each expert has prepared a report under the provision of Section 42A of the RMA,
supporting the key conclusions that are referenced in this report. The reports are
attached to this report as Appendices 1 to 6, respectively.

This report will highlight gaps in the information supporting the application and will
make recommendations as to how these gaps may be addressed by the Applicant.

Any further changes to the proposal and mitigation may affect the conclusions of this
report. Where feasible, | will comment on the implications of any changes made
during the course of the hearing. Where this is not feasible a separate addendum
report may be required.

It should be emphasised that any conclusions reached, or recommendations made
in this report are not binding on the decision-makers. It should not be assumed that
the decision-makers will reach the same conclusion or decision having considered
all the evidence to be brought before it by the applicant and submitters.
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INTRODUCTION

Christchurch City Council (the applicant) has applied for resource consents to
upgrade the inundation protection structures and erosion protection measures
at two locations in Te lhutai / Avon Heathcote Estuary, at Southshore and South
New Brighton Park, within the Coastal Marine Area (CMA) and the adjacent land as
shown in Figure 1 below and has applied for:

a. A land use permit (CRC242267) to undertake earthworks and vegetation
clearance;

b. A coastal permit (CRC242268) to disturb the foreshore and seabed, deposit
material on the foreshore and seabed, to erect a structure, to occupy the
Coastal Marine Area and to reclaim the Coastal Marine Area;

c. A discharge permit (CRC242269) to discharge construction phase stormwater
and contaminants to land; and

d. A discharge permit (CRC251999) to discharge contaminants to air.
The proposed works involve the below activities:
a. Reclaim part of the foreshore or seabed;
Placement of structures;
Disturb the foreshore and seabed;
Undertake earthworks within 10m of a natural wetland;

Deposit material in the foreshore and seabed;

-~ 0 oo T

Occupy the Coastal Marine Area associated with the inundation bunds, rock
revetments, cobble beaches and gabion baskets.

South New Brighton
Park estuary edge
erosion protection
works

South New Brighton
Park inundation
protection works

Southshore estuary
edge erosion
protection works

Southshore inundation
protection works

Figure 1: Site Locations

The original application and associated assessment of effects on the environment
(AEE) has been submitted by Ryan McCone of Jacobs (the consultant) on behalf of
the applicant. During the processing of this application, the consultant for this
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application changed to Ms Jess Bould of Town Planning Group. | note that Ms Bould
was previously with Aurecon prior to the notification of this application.

The application was submitted on 13 December 2023.

A site visit was undertaken on 17 July 2025 to assess where each of the proposed
protection structures will be located along the estuary edge, and in relation to where
reclamation and declamation will occur as part of the proposal.

BACKGROUND

Changes to Application Post Notification

Post the notification of this application, the applicant has made amendments to the
proposal to mitigate effects on the environment. These include:

a. Removal of reclamation from the proposal with the exception of two locations;
44a Rocking Horse Road, and the middens at South New Brighton Park;

b. Moving the majority of the structures landward to avoid seagrass beds,
Saltmarsh and Saltmeadow;

c. Reducing the estuary accesses to two locations at Tern Street and Godwit
Street which will be stepped and greater than 30 m from any seagrass;

d. A soft edge beach trial at South New Brighton Park instead of a cobble beach
as a natural edge;

e. A Saltmeadow Remediation Plan;
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan; and

g. Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan, which includes mapping prior to
any construction works so that any disturbance and the proposed structures
such as the stepped facilities will avoid seagrass beds.

DESCRIPTION OF THE ACTIVITY

The purpose of the proposed works is to re-establish the erosion protection and
inundation protection structures which include gabion baskets, cobble beaches, rock
revetments and inundation bunds at South New Brighton Park and Southshore.

A duration of 10 years is sought for all construction-phase related activities, and a
duration of 20 years is sought for all enduring occupation of all proposed structures
to be constructed within the CMA.

All construction activities will be carried out in accordance with a Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which is required to be sent to Canterbury
Regional Council for approval prior to works. The environmental management
procedures will include, but are not limited to the below:

a. Ensuring that the area of physical disturbance beyond the project footprint is
minimised;

b. The discharge of suspended sediment into the marine environment is
minimised:;

c. The potential effect of deposited sediment is minimised; construction noise and
vibration is minimised,;

d. Potential dust emissions are appropriately managed; and

e. Emergency response and complaints procedures are in place.
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Figure 2: Overall footprint of erosion and inundation protection structure footprint
(vellow) and construction boundary (red) at South New Brighton Park

Figure 3: Overall footprint of erosion and inundation protection structure footprint
(vellow) and construction boundary (red) at Southshore.
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Inundation Protection works (South New Brighton & Southshore)

As part of the inundation protection works, the applicant proposes to construct
inundation bunds at a design elevation of 11.5 m to provide protection in a 50-year
return period extreme estuary water level event. The bunds will range in height from
between 0.3 m and 1 m above the existing ground level.

The inundation bunds will have a setback of approximately 5 m from the crest of the
erosion protection structures (cobble beach and rock revetment) and will also have
a shared pathway, which will be provided on the top of the inundation bund.
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Figure 4: Inundation Bund Design

Inundation Bunds Construction Methodology

Inundation bunds will be constructed as follows:
Stripping of topsoil and stockpiling for future respreading.
Excavation of the existing bund and new bund to formation levels.
Placement of aggregate to compact and shape to design profile.

Placement of general fill from stockpiles to shape and compact to form final
inundation bund profile and infill the erosion protection and the inundation
bund.

Placement of topsoil from stockpiles adjacent to active work area, place and
level.

Erosion Protection measures

Cobble Beaches

As illustrated in Figure 5 below, the proposed 330 metres cobble beach is a low
angle loose rounded cobble stone structure with its toe places around the current
failed edge protection structures of the Estuary, grading up to its design height. The
crest will be placed on the current coastal edge, and the toe will be landward of the
existing failed structures.

The cobble beach has a shallow slope (1V:6H) and generally will not involve
excavation.
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Stone material used will typically be smaller and smoother than for the proposed
revetment as discussed below.

Figure 5: Cross Section of Cobble Beach

Cobble Beaches Construction Methodology

The applicant proposes to construct the cobble beaches as follows:

Leftover debris from the red zone demolitions and disposed offsite at an
approved facility if an option for encapsulation on site cannot be identified
and consented.

Topsoil will be stripped and stockpiled for future respreading.

Disturbance to the estuary bed through excavation to formation levels and
place at toe of completed rock revetment sections.

The cobble beach and rock revetment within the tidal zone will be placed
soon after excavation to avoid the risk of erosion from wave action.
Rock Revetments

The applicant proposes to construct 1,230 metre rock revetments along the estuary
edge.

Rock is steeply sloping (1V:5H) and requires excavation into the estuary bed for the
toe.

Rock revetment will be made of larger rock material than the cobble beaches.

Stepped access points to the estuary will be constructed on the top of the proposed
rock revetment as illustrated in Figure 7 below.
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Figure 7: Cross Section of stepped access on Rock Revetment
Rock Revetment Construction Methodology

Rock revetments will be located within the tidal zone and will be placed soon
after excavation to avoid the risk of erosion from wave action and will not

occupy areas of estuary bed/mudflat.

Leftover debris from the red zone demolitions and disposed offsite at an
approved facility if an option for encapsulation on site cannot be identified

and consented.
Topsoil will be stripped and stockpiled for future respreadi

Excavate estuary bed to formation levels and place at
revetment sections.

ng.
toe of completed

The placement of geotextiles and to place rock and cobbles.
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Gabion Baskets

Gabion basket structures will be located south of the Yacht Club for approximately
180 m and will be placed on the excavated bed and constructed to the same 11.3
metre height as the crest of other edge protection structures. The area between the
placed gabions and the current eroded edge will be filled.

Works will result in a net reclamation of 780 m? of estuary bed.

e - i

LILLH

ARCHAEDLOGICAL SHELL
WIDDEM SITE PRESENT DN
ERGOED SHORELINE

Figure 8: Cross Section of gabion baskets

Gabion Baskets Construction Methodology

Gabion Baskets will be installed as follows:
Debris on site will be removed and disposed of off-site.
Removal of existing reno mattresses, including remnant wires and rocks.
Stripping of topsoil and stockpiling for future respreading.

Excavation of estuary bed to formation levels and place toe of gabion
baskets.

Place geotextile to design profile and placement of lower gabion baskets.
Fill and secure gabion baskets.

Place estuary bed material from temporary stockpiles as backfill behind the
gabion baskets, encapsulating midden on the eroded shoreline.

Place geogrid and geotextile as per the cross section in Figure 7 above, and
placement of the upper gabion basket.

Placement of estuary bed material at toe embedded at the gabion basket,
and behind the crest to achieve a minimum ground elevation of 11.3 m CDD.

44a Rocking Horse Road

The applicant has proposed an inundation bund and a rock revetment specific for
this section of Southshore as there is limited land available. There will be no
separation between the inundation bund and rock revetment as shown in attached
Plan CRC242268E in Appendix 8.

The rock revetment face will be armoured due to its proximity to the edge and
potential wave effects.

The rock revetment structure will occupy the estuary bed/mudflat and reclaim the
estuary bed. The area to be reclaimed is calculated to be 476 m?.
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The construction methodology will be undertaken as described above.
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Figure 9: Cross section for 44a Rocking Horse Road

Vegetation Removal

Vegetation removal will be required in some locations to enable construction of the

bund and allow access to working areas.

Vegetation to be cleared will be generally grass, trees and small shrubs. Some

indigenous vegetation landward may be cleared.

Approximately 0.17 hectares of Saltmeadow is proposed to be removed as part of

the proposed vegetation clearance.

Earthworks

The applicant states that the maximum depth of earthworks landward of the CMA is

expected to be 300 mm beneath the bund.

The maximum depth of excavation within the CMA is to be 1.2 m below the foreshore

where required.

Groundwater is not expected to be encountered.

Earthwork volumes are proposed as outlined in Table 1 below:

Southshore

Material Volume - m? Volume - m?®

solid loose
Site strip 700 1,000
Excavation 16,800 21,850
Re-use of 5,700 7.400
excavated
material

CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999
Christchurch City Council

Consent Number:
Applicant:

South New Brighton Park

Volume - m? Volume - m?

solid loose
530 750
3,650 4750
1,300 1,700
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Cobble 1,700 1,800 3,360 3,700
Rock 8,500 9,400 -

Structural fill 9,650 12,550 3.690 4,800

Table 1: Proposed Earthwork Volumes

Dewatering

The applicant does not propose to undertake dewatering as part of the construction
of the proposed structures.

Construction-Phase Stormwater

Runoff will discharge to ground and to the estuary within the surrounding work area.
Erosion and sediment control measures will be installed prior to works to prevent
discharges of sediment to the CMA.

The applicant will be utilising the CCC global stormwater consent CRC252424
where applicable landward of the CMA.

Re-use of Contaminated Material

The applicant proposes to re-use contaminated or potentially contaminated soils
where background concentrations allow. The applicant proposes to test soils prior
to re-using them onsite.

The re-use of contaminated soils is proposed to be encapsulated within the
proposed inundation bunds. Volumes and methodology for the encapsulation have
not been provided as part of the application.

| note that the applicant has proposed a Construction Methodology Plan to be
prepared and submitted to Canterbury Regional Council prior to works and |
recommend that the methodology for the encapsulation of any reused contaminated
soil or potentially contaminated soil is included in this Plan.

The re-use of contaminated soils will not intercept groundwater, and it will not result
in any overflow or runoff entering surface water.

Reclamation and De-Reclamation

Reclamation of parts of the estuary bed will be required in order to facilitate the
placement of the erosion protection structures at South New Brighton Park and
Southshore.

The total area to be reclaimed is approximately 898 m? in both locations. The
applicant states that 3,135 m? of the estuary bed is to be ‘declaimed’ leading to a net
declamation of 2,237 m2.

The applicant stated that the area between the CMA and the bund alignment is not
available for the erosion protection works as that would allow the existing edge to
further erode back to that point where there is a buried wall.

The applicant states that they have made design changes to move landward and
minimise the loss of mudflat habitat, but that there are constraints, and it is
impossible to shift their position further landward.

Overall, the reclamation is required for the specific purpose of restoring a level of
estuary edge protection and inundation protection to pre-earthquake levels.
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South New Brighton Park reclamation: the proposed structures will reclaim
approximately 422 m? of mudflat habitat and estuary bed. The application also states
that there will be 996 m? of new mudflat habitat created through the removal of
existing structures and rock material. Overall, there will be 422 m? reclaimed.

Southshore reclamation: the proposed structures will reclaim approximately 476 m?
of mudflat habitat. They also state that there will be 2,139 m? of new mudflat habitat
created through the removal of existing structures, with an overall net gain of 1,659
m2

Table 18. Amount of mudflat habitat loss and creation”.

reclaimed.

Mudflat habitat
SNBP Southshore SR CETI R
project site
Mudflat habitat lost 422 m? 476 m? 898 m?
Mudflat habitat created 996 m?2 2,139 m? 3,135 m?
Permanent change + 574 m? + 1,663 m? + 2,237 m?

Table 2: Proposed Reclamation and Declamation of Mudflat Habitat

Reclamation material will be sourced from quarry run stone for the rock revetment
and cobble beaches from a local quarry.

The applicant has provided design plans of the areas of reclamation (red) and
declamation (blue), as shown in Figures 10 and 11 below:

Muctist Dactarmaton
(Tolal Ama ZT0Sa7)
Muctial Reciamaton
(Tolal Ama 18231¥)

SOUTHSHORE AND SOUTH NEW BRIGHTONMUDFLAT RECLAMATIO

ESTUARY EDGE AND DECLAMATION
RED ZONE REGENERATION PLAN 1 CP503768

Figure 10: Reclamation Area Plan for South New Brighton Park
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Figure 11: Reclamation Area for Southshore at 44a Rocking Horse Road

Discharge of Dust to Air

The applicant proposes to operate in accordance with a dust management plan
which must be submitted for approval by Canterbury Regional Council prior to works
commencing. The dust management plan involves the applicant to detail best
practice measures that will be taken to ensure compliance with their consent. This
includes:

a. A description of the activity that will result in the discharge of contaminant to
air;

A description of how often the contaminants will be discharged;
A description of the intensity and character of the discharge;

A description of maximum duration of the effect of the discharge;
A description of the offensiveness of the discharge;

-~ 0 oo T

A description of the location of the discharge, including a description of the
activities that occur on neighbouring properties and locations of any sensitive
activities that may be affected;

g. Anexplanation as to how any adverse effects on sites that are sensitive to Ngai
Tahu, such as statutory acknowledgement areas, silent file areas, or wahi tapu
or wahi taonga are to be managed; and

h. A description of the management practices being implemented to minimise the
discharge or the effects of the discharge of contaminants.
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Environmental Management Plans

The applicant is proposing to work under the following management plans which are
yet to be developed during the construction-phase to mitigate the potential effects.
The below management plans must be submitted to Canterbury Regional Council
for approval prior to commencing construction works. This is outlined in the
proposed conditions in Appendices 7 to 10.

a.

T@e@ * 0o oo T

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) — A draft is provided
with the AEE;

Construction Methodology Plan (CMP);

Erosion Sediment and Dust Control Plan (ESDCP);
Contaminated Soils Management Plan (CSMP);

Heritage Management Plan;

Lizard Management Plan (LMP);

Saltmeadow Remediation Plan (SRP);

Hazardous Substances/Spill Management Plan;

Dust Management Plan (DMP);

Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan (SSMP); and
Soft Edge Monitoring Plan (SEMP).

DESCRIPTION OF THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The affected environment is described within Section 3 of the AEE. Some additional
information describing the affected environment was also provided following a
request for further information.

a.

The project site is located along the western edge of the South New Brighton
Spit; and the eastern edge of the Estuary; extending from South New Brighton
Park to approximately 184 Rocking Horse Road.

The Te lhutai / Avon Heathcote Estuary is tidally influenced and is part of the
CMA.

The Otakaro / Avon River is located to the Northwest of the site, and outside of
the project site.

Ground levels along the estuary (western) shoreline are considerably lower
than the dunes. Levels at South New Brighton Park are around 0.5m to 1m
higher than Southshore.

The site is located over the coastal confined aquifer system; the Riccarton
gravels are estimated at 40 to 50 m bgl.

f. There are no active wells used for community supply within 200m any proposed
works areas.

g. The southern section of the project is located within a narrow strip of red zoned
land between Godwit Street and Tern Street, Southshore. This land was
cleared as part of the recovery phase and has been left grassed and available
for public recreation activities.

h. The project site sits between residential properties and intertidal flats.
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i. The Pleasant Point Yacht Club (‘Yacht Club’) is within the surrounding area
and includes the boat ramp.

j-  The current erosion mitigation measures throughout the project area consist of
a piece-meal collection of structures, including private structures which have
been left behind in various states of disrepair since the demolition and
clearance of properties following the Canterbury Earthquakes.

k. The proposed works are located within an Area of Significant Natural Value
under the Regional Coastal Environment Plan (RCEP).

I.  The water quality status under the RCEP in the area of the proposed works is
Class Coastal CR — which is water to be managed for contact recreation and
the maintenance of aquatic ecosystems.

m. The proposed works are within Land of National Significance and Sites of
Special Wildlife Significance — Department of Conservation.

n. The Avon-Heathcote |hutai Estuary is listed as a Prohibited Area for Vehicles
under the RCEP.
Coastal Processes

0. Geology within the area consists of sand of fixed and semi fixed dunes and
beaches, sands are loose to medium dense.

p. The proposed work area is within a wider area of low-lying coastal land,
including residential areas which are protected from the open sea by a high
dune ridge along the coastal (eastern) shoreline.

g. The tidal range in the estuary can be up to 2.1 metres.

r. The estuary has an average sedimentation rate of 1Tmm/yr.

Ecology

s. The Avon-Heathcote Ihutai Estuary is listed as a Canterbury Wetland, which
has been mapped through ground survey.

t. The project area contains areas of saltmarsh meadows and seagrass beds.

u. Within the project site, areas of support southern grass skink, classed as ‘At
Risk-Declining’.

v. Avifauna species in the project site survey identified Red-billed gulls which are
‘At Risk-Declining’.

w. The overall vegetation is dominated by representative indigenous species.

x. Epifauna present include bivalves, crabs, limpets, and snails.

Archaeological / Heritage

y. There are no listed protected Recreational, Cultural or Historic structures or
sites nearby the proposed works under the RCEP.

z. A detailed description of the archaeological values of the area is provided in
Appendix H of the AEE — Southshore and South New Brighton Park Erosion
and Inundation Protection Archaeological Assessment, prepared by
Underground Overground Archaeology Ltd.

aa. There are 17 New Zealand Archaeological Sites within the proposed work
environment and are these are listed in the Appendix H of the AEE.
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Contaminated Land

bb. Some sites within or adjacent to the proposed works areas are listed as
contaminated on CRC'’s Listed Land Use Register (LLUR) under the below
categories:

i. A17 — Storage tanks or drums for fuel, chemicals or liquid waste (South
New Brighton Park.

i. |—Any otherland (156a Rocking Horse Road, Southshore).
iii. G3 - Landfill Sites (Ebbtide Street, South New Brighton.

cc. A Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) has been undertaken on the proposed sites
within Appendix J of the AEE. In summary, the DSI found:

i. Concentrations of asbestos were above adopted human health criteria;

i. The soil within the investigation area does not meet the criteria for
cleanfill;

iii. None of the samples tested for Heavy Metals and PAH exceeded the
human health criteria for recreational land use.

iv. Contaminant concentrations exceed the adopted background
concentrations.
Cultural Values
dd. The site is within
i. the rohe of Te Ngai Tuahuriri Runanga.
ii. A Coastal Statutory Acknowledgment Area — Banks Peninsula.
iii. A Runanga Sensitive Area — Nga Wai & Nga Tdranga Tupuna.
iv. The Takutai Moana Act Application Areas: Ngai-Tu-ahu-riri-hapu.
ee. In addition to the above, the entire site is subject to Customary Marine Title
applications from Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu and Te Ngai TGahuriri Runanga.
Consents in the Area

ff. The following consents are adjacent to or are within the project footprint for the
proposed works, and there is no proposed effects on these consented activities
due to the proposed activities in the area.

i. CRC145555: Coastal Permit (s12) to occupy the CMA for stormwater
outfall structures along Southshore estuary edge. Held by CCC and
expires 16 May 2049.

ii. CRC193248: Coastal Permit (s12) to occupy the CMA for repairs to
stormwater outfall structures along Southshore estuary edge. Held by
CCC and expires 15 May 2039.

iii. CRC156492: Coastal Permit (s12) to occupy the CMA for a slipway at
the Pleasant Point Yacht Club. Held by Pleasant Point Yacht Club (Inc)
and expires 18 May 2050.

iv. CRC191613: Coastal Permit (s12) to occupy the CMA for a stormwater
outfall structure at the Pleasant Point Yacht Club. Held by Pleasant Point
Yacht Club (Inc) and expires 24 October 2053.

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 16 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



History of the Te lhutai / Avon Heathcote Estuary

The Te lhutai / Avon Heathcote Estuary has two main channels into the estuary,
from the Otakaro / Avon River and the Opawaho / Heathcote River. Since the main
channel where the two river channels meet evolved into its current position pre-
1940’s, it has been relatively stable.

The Christchurch Earthquake Sequence (post 2010) has impacted the area with a
decrease in the area of the estuary covered at high and low tides, hence an increase
in the area exposed by mid tide. This uplift also resulted in an impact on the wave
energy distribution through the estuary, with less wave energy occurring due to
shallower depths and shortened inundation at hight tide.

This area of coast is dynamic, with continuous migration of the end of the spit,
residential development and encroachment which has occurred over the years for
the specific areas of the proposal.

CONSULTATION
Following lodgement, the Canterbury Regional Council (CRC) informed the following
party of the application on 18 January 2024:
a. Te Ngai Taahuriri Rinanga.

No return correspondence was received from the above party informed of the
application as of the requested response date of 25 January 2024.

The applicant identified several potentially adversely affected parties for this
proposal and obtained written approvals from the following parties:

a. Te lhutai Ahuwhenua Trust;
b. Pleasant Point Yacht Club Inc;
c. 44a Rockinghorse Road;
d. South Brighton Holiday Park;
e. 1/184B Rocking Horse Road;
f. 172d Rocking Horse Road; and
g. 168a Rocking Horse Road.
The applicant was unable obtain written approval from 78 Rocking Horse Road.

The applicant advised groups who have applied for Customary Marine Title Status
under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act of the application. The
groups contacted were Te Runanga o Te Ngai Tahu and Ngai Taahuriri.

LEGAL AND PLANNING MATTERS

The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)
Section 9 of the RMA states that:

Restriction on use of land

“(1) No person may use land in a manner that contravenes a national environmental standard
unless the use—

(a) Is expressly allowed by a resource consent; or

(b) Is allowed by section 10; or

(c) Is an activity allowed by section 10A; or

(d) Is an activity allowed by section 20A.
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(2) No person may use land in a manner that contravenes a regional rule unless the use—
(a) is expressly allowed by a resource consent; or
(b) is an activity allowed by section 20A.

Therefore, if the proposed earthworks and vegetation clearance does not meet the
relevant permitted activity rules a resource consent is required.

Section 12 of the RMA states that:

“(1) No person may, in the coastal marine area,—
(a) reclaim ... any foreshore or seabed; or
(b) erect, reconstruct, place, alter, extend, remove, or demolish any structure or
any part of a structure that is fixed in, on, under, or over any foreshore or seabed;
or
(c) disturb any foreshore or seabed (including by excavating, drilling, or tunnelling)
in a manner that has or is likely to have an adverse effect on the foreshore or
seabed (other than for the purpose of lawfully harvesting any plant or animal); or
(d) deposit in, on, or under any foreshore or seabed any substance in a manner
that has or is likely to have an adverse effect on the foreshore or seabed; or
(e) destroy, damage, or disturb any foreshore or seabed (other than for the
purpose of lawfully harvesting any plant or animal) in a manner that has or is likely
to have an adverse effect on plants or animals or their habitat; or
(f) introduce or plant any exotic or introduced plant in, on, or under the foreshore or
seabed; or
(g) destroy, damage, or disturb any foreshore or seabed (other than for the
purpose of lawfully harvesting any plant or animal) in a manner that has or is likely
to have an adverse effect on historic heritage—

unless expressly allowed by a national environmental standard, a rule in a regional
coastal plan as well as a rule in a proposed regional coastal plan for the same
region (if there is one), or a resource consent.
(2) No person may, unless expressly allowed by a national environmental standard, a rule
in a regional coastal plan or in any proposed regional coastal plan for the same region, or a
resource consent,—
(a) occupy any part of the common marine and coastal area; or
(b) remove any sand, shingle, shell, or other natural material from that area.

The proposal includes the occupation of the CMA, the erection, use and
maintenance of structures that are fixed to the seabed, disturbance of the seabed,
and the deposition of material on the seabed. As these activities are not expressly
allowed by a National Environmental Standard or a rule in a regional plan, a resource
consent is required.

Section 89A of the RMA “applications affecting navigation to be referred to Maritime
New Zealand” applies to this proposal. This application includes the disturbance and
deposition of the foreshore and seabed in the CMA (Section 89A(1)(a)(ii)).

Section 89A(2) requires a local authority to send a copy of the application to Maritime
New Zealand (MNZ), who under section 89A(3) must report on any navigational
related matters.

Mr lan Fox, Regional Harbourmaster at CRC, has advised that there are no
navigation safety concerns for the proposal.

Under an agreement between the Harbourmaster and MNZ, it is not necessary to
inform MNZ.

Section 15 of the RMA states that:
“‘Discharge of contaminants into the environment
(1) “No person may discharge any —

(a) Contaminant or water into water; or

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 18 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



(b) Contaminant onto or into land in circumstances which may result in that contaminant
(or any other contaminant emanating as a result of natural processes from that
contaminant) entering water; or

(c) Contaminant from any industrial or trade premises into air; or

(d) Contaminant from any industrial or trade premises onto or into land — unless the
discharge is expressly allowed by a national environmental standard or other
regulations, a rule in a regional plan as well as a rule in a proposed regional plan for
the same region (if there is one), or a resource consent.

(2) No person may discharge a contaminant into the air, or into or onto land, from a place
or any other source, whether moveable or not, in a manner that contravenes a national
environmental standard unless the discharge —

(a) Is expressly allowed by other regulations; or

(b) Is expressly allowed by a resource consent; or

(c) Is an activity allowed by section 20A

(2A) No person may discharge a contaminant into the air, or into or onto land, from a place

or any other source, whether moveable or not, in a manner that contravenes a regional rule

unless the discharge —

(a) Is expressly allowed by a national environmental standard or other regulations; or

(b) Is expressly allowed by a resource consent; or

(c) Is an activity allowed by section 20A

(3) This section shall not apply to anything to which section 15A or section 15B applies.”

If the proposed discharge of water and contaminants to land through the re-use of
contaminated soil are not expressly allowed by a national environmental standard
or regional rule, consent is required to carry out the proposed activities.

National Environmental Standards

National Environmental Standard for Freshwater Management 2020

In accordance with Section 44A(7) and (8) of the RMA, every consent authority must
observe and enforce a National Environmental Standard to the extent to which their
powers enable them to do so.

The NES-F are regulations made under the RMA which came into effect on 3
September 2020.

The applicant provided an assessment against the NES-F 2020 and can be found
in Section 6.1 of the Assessment of Environmental Effects.

The Avon-Heathcote Ihutai Estuary is listed as a Canterbury Wetland as identified
above.

The definition of a natural inland wetland is defined as a wetland (as defined in the
Act) that is not:

a. In the Coastal Marine Area; or

b. A deliberately constructed wetland, other than a wetland constructed to offset
impacts on, or to restore, an existing or former natural inland wetland; or

c. A wetland that has developed in or around a deliberately constructed water
body, since the construction of the water body; or

d. A geothermal wetland; or
e. A wetland that:
i. Is within an area of pasture used for grazing; and

ii. Has vegetation cover comprising more than 50% exotic pasture species
(as identified in the National List of Exotic Pasture Species using the
Pasture Exclusion Assessment Methodology (see Clause 1.8)); unless
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iii. The wetland is a location of a habitat of a threatened species identified
under clause 3.8 of this National Policy Statement, in which case the
exclusion in (e) does not apply.

Mr Gabites has confirmed that the indicative CMA boundary within ECan Maps is
incorrect, and the Applicant's CMA boundary plotted within the drawings in Appendix
C of the application documents appears to be more accurate.

As it is uncertain which areas of the wetland are within the CMA, with both the
wetland and the CMA boundaries within close proximity to each other, the Applicant
and CRC have therefore taken a precautionary approach with the area of works to
be undertaken landward of the CMA boundary where inland wetlands can be
located.

Therefore, the NES-F applies to the proposal, and an assessment is provided below.

The NES-F does contain an activity specific regulation managing the proposed
activity. | therefore consider that Regulation 45 ‘Discretionary Activities’ applies to
the proposal. Under Regulation 45 the following are Discretionary Activities:

(1) Vegetation clearance within, or within a 10 m setback from, a natural inland wetland is a
discretionary activity if it is for the purpose of constructing specified infrastructure;

(2) Earthworks or land disturbance within, or within a 10 m setback from, a natural inland
wetland is a discretionary activity if it is for the purpose of constructing specified
infrastructure;

(3) Earthworks or land disturbance outside a 10 m, but within a 100m setback from a natural
inland wetland is a discretionary activity if it—

i Is for the purpose of constructing specified infrastructure; and
i, Results, or is likely to result, in the complete or partial drainage of all or part of
the natural inland wetland.

(4) The taking, use, damming, or diversion of water within, or within a 100 m setback from,
a natural inland wetland is a discretionary activity if—

i The activity is for the purpose of constructing or upgrading specified
infrastructure; and
il. There is a hydrological connection between the taking, use, damming, or
diversion and the wetland; and
jii. The taking, use, damming, or diversion will change, or is likely to change, the
water level range or hydrological function of the wetland.

(5) The discharge of water into water within, or within a 100 m setback from, a natural inland

wetland is a discretionary activity if—
i The discharge is for the purpose of constructing or upgrading specified
infrastructure; and
if. There is a hydrological connection between the discharge and the wetland; and
fii. The discharge will enter the wetland; and
iv. The discharge will change, or is likely to change, the water level range or
hydrological function of the wetland.

(6) A resource consent for a discretionary activity under this regulation must not be granted

unless the consent authority has first—
i Satisfied itself that the specified infrastructure will provide significant national or
regional benefits; and
if. Satisfied itself that there is a functional need for the specified infrastructure in
that location; and
il Applied the effects management hierarchy.

Given the vegetation clearance, earthworks and discharge of water within 10 metres
from a natural inland wetland are proposed, | consider the following consents are
required as Discretionary Activities under the NES-F:

a. A section 9 (Land Use) permit to use land for earthworks and vegetation
clearance within a 10 m setback from a natural inland wetland.
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b. A section 15 (Discharge) permit to discharge water within 10 m of a natural
inland wetland and the discharge of contaminants to land.

Regional Plans

The application was lodged on 13 December 2023. The following regional plans
apply to the proposed activity:

a. The Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP);

b. Plan Change 7 to the Land and Water Regional Plan (PC7);

c. The Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the Canterbury Region (RCEP);
and

d. The Canterbury Air Regional Plan (CARP).

Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP)

The Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP) contains objectives, policies
and rules that manage land, water and biodiversity within the Canterbury Region.
The Plan operates at two levels; a region-wide section which contains objectives,
policies and rules that apply across the region, and a sub-regional section with
policies and rules that only apply to a specific sub-regional area.

Permitted Activities

Construction-phase stormwater

Rule 5.93A controls the discharge of stormwater or construction-phase stormwater
into a reticulated stormwater system is a permitted activity provided certain
conditions are met.

An assessment of the proposal against the condition of 5.93A is provide below.

1. Written permission has been obtained from the owner of the
reticulated stormwater system that allows entry of the stormwater
into the reticulated stormwater system.

The applicant has received written approval from Christchurch City Council (CCC)
to discharge stormwater to the CCC Reticulated network under the CCC global
stormwater consent CRC252424.

Therefore, | consider the proposed discharge of stormwater is a permitted activity
under Rule 5.93A of the LWRP.

Take and Discharge of Dewatering Water

Rule 5.119 relates to the taking of water from groundwater for the purpose of
dewatering for carrying out excavation, construction, maintenance and geotechnical
testing and the associated use and discharge of that water, provided the following
conditions can be met:

1. The take continues only for the time required to carry out the work
but the take shall not last for a period exceeding 6 months; and

2. The take or discharge is not from, into, or onto contaminated or
potentially contaminated land; and

3. The take does not lower the groundwater level more than 8m below
the ground level of the site or cause subsidence of any other site;
and
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4. The take does not have a moderate, high or direct stream depletion
effect on a surface waterbody, determined in accordance with
Schedule 9, unless the abstracted groundwater is being discharged
to the surface waterbody to which it is hydraulically connected; and

5. An assessment of interference effects, undertaken in accordance
with Schedule 12, does not show that any community, group or
private drinking-water supply bore will be prevented from taking
water; and

6. At the point and time of any discharge to surface water, the rate of
flow in the river or artificial watercourse is at least five times the rate
of the discharge; and

7. The concentration of total suspended solids in any discharge to a
surface waterbody does not exceed:

a. 50g/m® where the discharge is to any Spring-fed
River, Banks Peninsula River, or to a lake or wetland;
or

b. 100g/m® where the discharge is to any other river or
to an artificial watercourse; and

8. The discharge after reasonable mixing with the receiving
waterbody meets the visual clarity standards in Schedule 5; and

9. The point of discharge is not within a Community Drinking-water
Protection Zone as set out in Schedule 1.

The works will involve the placement of geotextiles, gabion and rocks, and therefore
you would not need to dewater to undertake these works.

The applicant is not proposing to undertake any dewatering as they do not anticipate
encountering groundwater during any of the proposed works.

I note that should dewatering be required at any stage of this proposal, it is unlikely
that this could occur as a permitted activity due to Condition 2 of Rule 5.119.

However, as the applicant is not proposing to dewater any sites, no consent is
required.

Activities Requiring Consent

Earthworks over an Aquifer

Rule 5.175 controls the use of land to excavate material is a permitted activity,
provided certain conditions are met.

An assessment of the proposal against the conditions of 5.175 is provided below.

1. Over the Coastal Confined Gravel Aquifer System, as shown on
the Planning Maps:

a. There is more than 1 m of undisturbed material
between the deepest part of the excavation and
Aquifer 1; and

b. If more than 100 m® of material is excavated, the
excavation does not occur within 50 m of any surface
waterbody; or

2. Over an unconfined or semi-confined aquifer:
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a. The volume of material excavated is less than 100 m3;
or

b. The volume of material excavated is more than 100
m3 and:

i. There is more than 1 m of undisturbed material
between the deepest part of the excavation
and the highest groundwater level; and

ii. The excavation does not occur within 50 m of
any surface waterbody.

The activity is unable to comply with Condition (1)(a) of Rule 5.175.

Therefore, the proposed activity is a restricted discretionary activity under Rule
5.176 of the LWRP.

The matters of discretion are restricted to the following:

a. The actual and potential adverse environmental effects on the quality of water
in aquifers, rivers, lakes, wetlands; and

b. Any need for remediation or long-term treatment of the excavation; and

c. The protection of the confining layer and maintaining levels and groundwater
pressures in any confined aquifer, including any alternative methods or
locations for the excavation; and

d. The management of any exposed groundwater; and

e. Any adverse effects on Ngai Tahu values or on sites of significance to Ngai
Tahu, including wahi tapu and wahi taonga.

Vegetation Clearance

The applicant has assessed the removal of vegetation under Rule 5.170 of the
LWRP; however, | do not consider this to be the applicable rule as Rule 5.170 is for
vegetation clearance undertaken in an area shown as High Soil Erosion Risk on the
Planning Maps, and the application area is not within a High Soil Erosion Risk area
as shown on the Planning Maps.

| consider Rule 5.167 to be the applicable rule for this application as it is adjacent to
a wetland boundary.

Rule 5.167 controls the use of land for vegetation clearance outside the bed of a
river or lake or adjacent to a wetland boundary but within:

(a) 10 m of the bed of a lake or river or a wetland boundary in Hill and High Country
land or land shown as High Soil Erosion Risk on the Planning Maps; or

(b) 5 m of the bed of a lake or river or a wetland boundary in all other land not shown
as High Soil Erosion Risk on the Planning Maps or defined as Hill and High
Country on the Planning Maps:

And any associated discharge of sediment or sediment-laden water in
circumstances where sediment may enter surface water is a permitted activity,
provided certain conditions are met.

An assessment of the proposal against the conditions of 5.167 is provided below.

1. Except in relation to recovery activities, the area of bare ground
resulting from vegetation clearance:
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a. Does not exceed 10% of the area within the relevant
riparian margin at any time; or

b. Is undertaken in accordance with a Farm Environment
Plan that has been prepared in accordance with
Schedule 7 Part A; or

c. For plantation forestry activities is undertaken in
accordance with the Environmental Code of Practice
for Plantation Forestry (ECOP) 2007, and

2. Except in relation to recovery activities, the vegetation clearance is
not on land above 900 m above sea level;, and

3. Except in relation to recovery activities, or the establishment,
maintenance or repair of network utilities and fencing, the
concentration of total suspended solids in the discharge does not
exceed:

a. 50g/m® where the discharge is to any Spring-fed river,
Banks Peninsula River, or to a lake, except when the
background total suspended solids in the waterbody
is greater than 50g9/m® in which case the Schedule 5
visual clarity standards shall apply; or

b. 100g/m? where the discharge is to any other river or
to an artificial watercourse except when the
background total suspended solids in the waterbody
is greater than 100g/m? in which case the Schedule 5
visual clarity standards shall apply.

4. The felling of trees, or a any part of a tree, is away from any lake,
river or wetlands, except where it is not practicable to do so to
ensure human safety, and no logs or tree trunks are dragged
through or across the bed of lake or a permanently flowing river, or
a wetland; and

5. The vegetation clearance does not occur adjacent to a salmon
spawning site listed in Schedule 17, or in any inanga spawning
habitat during the period of 1 January to 1 June inclusive, or in any
Critical Habitat; and

The vegetation is not flood or erosion control vegetation; and

From 5 September 2015, and in the riparian margins of the
Clarence, Waiau, Hurunui, Waimakariri, Rakaia, Rangitata, and the
Waitaki rivers vegetation clearance or cultivation does mot result in
a reduction in the area or diversity of existing riparian vegetation,
unless the works have been authorised by a land use consent
granted by the relevant territorial authority and conditions 1 to 6
above are also met, or the activity is for the purpose of the
installation, operation, maintenance, upgrade or repair of
infrastructure.

The activity is unable to comply with Condition (1)(a) of Rule 5.167, as the proposed
vegetation clearance may exceed 10% of the riparian margin area.

Therefore, the proposed activity is a restricted discretionary activity under Rule
5.169 of the LWRP.

The matters of discretion are restricted to the following:
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a. For forest harvesting, the harvesting method, location of haulage and log
handling areas, access tracks, and sediment control; and

b. The actual and potential adverse environmental effects on soil quality or slope
stability; and

c. The actual and potential adverse environmental effects on the quality of water
in rivers, lakes, or artificial watercourse, or wetlands; and

d. The actual and potential adverse environmental effects on areas of natural
character, outstanding natural features or landscapes, areas of significant
indigenous vegetation, indigenous biodiversity and significant habitats of
indigenous fauna, mahinga kai areas or sites of importance to Tangata
Whenua; and

e. The actual and potential adverse environmental effects on the banks or bed of
a waterbody or on its flood carrying capacity; and

f. The actual and potential adverse environmental effects on transport networks,
neighbouring properties or structures.

Discharge of Contaminants to Land

Rule 5.98 controls any discharge of water or contaminant may enter groundwater
that is not classified by any of the above rules is a permitted activity, provided the
following conditions can be met:

1. The volume of the discharge does not exceed 10 m® per day and
the application rate does not exceed 10 mm per day; and

Where background concentrations allow, materials will be reused
within the bund. Given this element will fluctuate in terms of daily
volumes, compliance with the daily volume limit is assessed as
being unable to comply as in some instances will be exceeded. A
precautionary approach has been adopted to accommodate any
exceedance in daily volume.

2. The discharge is not directly into groundwater; and
The discharge of material will not intercept groundwater.

3. The discharge does not result in any overflow or runoff into any
surface water body or onto neighbouring site; and

The discharge of material will not result in any overflow or runoff
entering surface water.

4. The discharge does not, in groundwater, render fresh water
suitable or unpalatable for consumption by animals or humans; and

The reused material will not intercept groundwater and will
therefore not render fresh water unsuitable for consumption by
animals or humans.

5. The discharge does not contain any hazardous substance,
hazardous waste or added radioactive isotope; and

The material discharged will be below background levels and
placed within the bund according to management protocols.

6. The discharge does not occur when the soil moisture exceeds field
capacity; and

The discharge will not be into wet ground.

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 25 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



7. The discharge is not from or into contaminated or potentially
contaminated land; and

The material proposed to be encapsulated is contaminated.
8. The discharge is not within
a. 50 m of a bore used for water abstraction; or

b. Within a Community Drinking-Water Protection Zone
as set out in Schedule 1; and

The discharge will not be within 50m of bore used for water
abstraction or within a Community Drinking-Water Protection
Zone.

9. Where the discharge is from the use of live ammunition associated
with military training under the Defence Act 1990, conditions 1 to 8
do not apply.

Not applicable.

The discharge of contaminants associated with the re-use of contaminated soil is
unable to comply with Conditions (1) and (7) of Rule 5.98.

Rule 5.99 controls the discharge of water or contaminants into surface water or onto
or into land in circumstances where it may enter surface water that is not classified
by any of the above rules, is a permitted activity, provided the conditions can be met.

The activity is not applicable to Rule 5.99 as the discharge is not to surface water,
nor is there any surface water in the vicinity of the discharge. The Te lhutai / Avon-
Heathcote Estuary is classified as the Coastal Marine Area.

Therefore, the proposed activity is a discretionary activity under Rule 5.100 of the
LWRP.

An assessment of the proposal against the conditions of Rule 5.100 is provided
below.

1. Any discharge that is not permitted by either Rule 5.98 or 5.99 and
is not classified by any other rule in this Plan is a discretionary
activity.

Proposed Plan Change 7 to the LWRP (PC7)

Plan Change 7 to the LWRP was publicly notified on 20 July 2019. This application
was lodged on the 13" of December 2023. As PC7 was notified before the
lodgement of this application, consideration must be made to the proposed rules at
the time of lodgement.

Canterbury Air Regional Plan (CARP)

The Canterbury Air Regional Plan (CARP) became operative 31 October 2017. The
CARP promotes the sustainable management of Canterbury’s air resource, and it
contains rules and provisions to address air quality issues with the Canterbury
Region.

Dust Generating Activities

The applicant is proposing to discharge contaminants to air from the handling and
outdoor storage of bulk solid materials.

Rule 7.35 of the CARP covers the handling of bulk solid material as a permitted
activity provided the following conditions can be met:
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1. The discharge of dust does not cause an offensive or objection able
effect beyond the boundary of the property of origin, when
assessed in accordance with Scheule 2; and

2. The handling occurs indoors, or where the handling occurs
outdoors the rate of handling does not exceed 100t per hour; or

3. Where handling occurs outdoors on less than 21 days per calendar
year, the rate of handling does not exceed 250t per hour; or

4. Where the handling occurs outdoors and the rate of handling
exceeds 20t per hour, a dust management plan is prepared in
accordance with Schedule 2 and implemented by the person
responsible for the discharge into air; and

The dust management plan is supplied to the CRC on request; and

6. The discharge does not occur within 200 m of a sensitive activity
wahi tapu, waho taonga or place of significance to Ngai Tahu that
is identified in an Iwi Management Plan; and

7. Notwithstanding condition 6, where the discharge is from a
production blasting at a quarry site the discharge does not occur
with 500m of a sensitive activity wahi tapu, wahi taonga or a place
of significance to Ngai Tahu that is identified in an Iwi Management
Plan.

The activity is not able to comply with Condition (6) of Rule 7.35.

Rule 7.36 of the CARP covers the discharge of contaminants to air from the outdoor
storage of bulk solid materials is a permitted activity provided the following
conditions are met:

a. The discharge of dust does not cause an offensive or objectionable effect
beyond the boundary of the property of origin, when assessed in accordance
with Schedule 2; and

b. The amount of material stored does not exceed 1000t when it has an average
particle size of less than 3.5mm; and

c. Where the storage exceeds 200t, a dust management plan is prepared in
accordance with Schedule 2 and implemented by the person responsible for
the discharge into air; and

d. The dust management plan is supplied to the CRC on request; and

The discharger does not occur within 100 m of a sensitive activity, wahi tapu,
wahi toanga or place of significance to Ngai Tahu that is identified in an Iwi
Management Plan.

The activity is not able to comply with Condition (5) of Rule 7.36.

The proposed discharge to air is not from an industrial or trade premise and is not
managed by Rules 7.47 — 7.62.

The discharge to air from the proposal is a discretionary activity under 87B(1)(a)
of the RMA. This is due to there being no rule that the discharge fall to in the CARP,
so as it is not a Permitted Activity, consent is required as the discharge is not
permissive. Therefore, the RMA is the catch all rule.

Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the Canterbury Region (RCEP)

The CMA includes the foreshore, seabed, and the coastal water and airspace above
the water between the outer limit of the terrestrial waters (12 nautical miles) and the
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line of mean high-water spring tide (MHWS). Given that the works are in the CMA,
the RCEP applies.

Permitted Activities

Discharge of Stormwater in the Coastal Marine Area

Rule 7.1(e) relates to the discharge into water, onto or into land in the Coastal Marine
Area of sediment already present in, on, under, the foreshore or seabed is a
permitted activity, provided the conditions are met.

The applicant is able to comply with the conditions as resource consent will be
provided through consent breach of Rule 8.9. The applicant is also able to comply
with 7.1(a) and Rule 7.1(b), (c), (d) and (f) are not relevant.

Therefore, the activity is a permitted activity under Rule 7.1(e) of the RCEP.

Removal or Demolition of Structures over the foreshore and seabed

Rule 8.1(f) relates to the removal or demolition of any structure or part of any
structure, by or on behalf of the owner is a permitted activity, provided the conditions
are met.

The applicant is able to comply with the conditions as all materials removed from the
structure will be removed from the CMA, CRC will be advised prior to removal of the
structures to be completely removed, and the structures are not listed in Schedule
5.12 as Protected Recreational, Cultural or Historic Structures.

Therefore, the proposed activity is a permitted activity under Rule 8.1(f) of the
RCEP.
Short-term occupation of the Coastal Marine Area

Rule 8.22 relates to the occupation of the Coastal Marine Aerea for the purpose of
carrying out the erection, reconstruction, placement, alteration, extension, removal
or demolition of a structure that is authorised as a permitted activity in accordance
with Rule 8.1, or by a resource consent, is a permitted activity.

The applicant is able to comply with Rule 8.22 as the activities will be undertaken
under a resource consent.

Therefore, the proposed activity is a permitted activity under Rule 8.22 of the
RCEP.

Activities Requiring Consent

Erection and alteration of a structure in, on or over the seabed

Rule 8.4(c) of the RCEP applies to the erection and alteration of structures within
the CMA applies to this proposal, as the proposed structures are within an Area of
Significant Natural Value.

Rule 8.4 states “The following are Non-Complying Activities in, on, under, or over
any foreshore or seabed: ... (c) the erection or placement of a structure within an
Area of Significant Natural Value or within an area listed in Schedule 5.13...".

Therefore, the proposed activity is a non-complying activity under Rule 8.4(c) of
the RCEP.
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Disturbance of the foreshore and seabed

Rule 8.9 non-complying activities of the RCEP applies to the proposed activity for
the disturbance of the foreshore and seabed during the construction of the erosion
and inundation protection structures.

Rule 8.9 states “Any disturbance of the foreshore or seabed by any person,
(including by excavating, drilling, or tunnelling), or any removal of sand, shingle,
shell, or other material, by any person; is a Non-Complying Activity where the
disturbance or removal:

a. Is within an Area of Significant Natural Value; and

b. Is not maintenance Dredging or authorised as a permitted activity by Rule 8.6,
or provided for by Rule 8.10; and

c. Involves, in any twelve-month period, more than 100 cubic metres of material.

The proposed disturbance of material on the foreshore or seabed is within an Area
of Significant Natural Value.

Therefore, the proposed activity is a non-complying activity under Rule 8.9 of the
RCEP.

Deposition of any substance in, on or under any foreshore and seabed

Rule 8.14 of the RCEP applies to the proposal through the deposition of the rock rip
rap and new fill material for the erosion and inundation protection structures.

Rule 8.14 states “Except as authorised as a Permitted Activity by Rule 8.11 or
provided for by Rule 8.15; the deposition by any person of more than 100 cubic
metres of any material on the foreshore or seabed at any site within an Area of
Significant Natural Value, in any twelve-month period, is a Non-Complying Activity”.

The proposed deposition of material on the foreshore or seabed is within an Area of
Significant Natural Value, and the volume of material is greater than 100 cubic
metres.

Therefore, the proposed activity is a non-complying activity under Rule 8.14 of
the RCEP.

Long-term occupation of the Coastal Marine Area

Rule 8.23 of the RCEP applies to the proposal for the long-term occupation of the
erosion and inundation protection structures.

Rule 8.23 provides for the occupation of the CMA, except as provided for by Rules
8.22, 8.24, or 8.25.

Rules 8.22, 8.24 and 8.25 are not relevant to the long-term occupation of the CMA
by the proposed structures.

Therefore, the proposed activity is a discretionary activity under Rule 8.23 of the
RCEP.

Reclamation of the Coastal Marine Area

Rule 8.28 of the RCEP applies to the proposal for the reclamation of Coastal Marine
Area.

Rule 8.28 states “Except as provided for by Rule 8.29, any reclamation of the
foreshore or seabed within an Area of Significant Natural Value is a Non-Complying
Activity where that reclamation involves the deposition of more than 100 cubic
metres of material on the foreshore or seabed”.
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The proposed reclamation will exceed 100 cubic metres of material within the CMA.
Therefore, the proposed activity is a non-complying activity under Rule 8.28 of
the RCEP.

Summary

The applicant requires four resource consents for the following activities:

a. CRC242267 (s9): to use land for earthworks and vegetation clearance within
10m of a natural inland wetland;

b. CRC242268 (s12): to disturb the foreshore and seabed, deposit material on
the foreshore and seabed, erect a structure, occupy the Coastal Marine Area,
and reclaim the Coastal Marine Area.

c. CRC242269 (s15): to discharge water within 10m of a natural inland wetland;
and

d. CRC251999 (s15): to discharge contaminants to air.

The High Court in Affco New Zealand v Far North District Council determined that
all consents for a project should be carefully considered jointly and that they must
consider if the consents are ‘overlapping’ or are of a stand-alone nature.

When activities are bundled into one application, the most restrictive activity status
is applied. Each activity is not able to occur without the subsequent consents. given
that the works for the construction of erosion and inundation protection structures
project, | consider that it is appropriate to bundle these activities and assess them
under one activity status.

Overall, | consider the proposal to be classified as a non-complying activity.

No other consents are considered to be required for this application from the CRC.

RECOMMENDATION ON NOTIFICATION OF THE APPLICATION

The application was publicly notified on Wednesday 28 April 2025 in The Press
and the Star, as the effects of the proposal on the environment were deemed more
than minor.

The relevant district council consents applied through Christchurch City Council
(RMA/2023/3243) were publicly notified on Thursday 7 August 2025.

Notice was served on the following potentially parties:
a. Te Rananga O Ngai Tahu;

Te Ngai Taahuriri Rnanga;

Te Taumutu Rinanga;

Avon-Heathcote Estuary Ihutai Trust;

Te Whata Ora National Public Health;

Department of Conservation;

Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New Zealand;

T@e@ ™~ o a0 T

Christchurch Estuary Association;
Southshore Resident’s Association;

j- Robert Barry Knowles of 78 Rocking Horse Road;
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k. Lindsay Harold Johnson, Craig Peter Johnson, lan Lindsay Harold, Michael
Harold Johnson of 1/184 Rocking Horse Road; and

[.  South New Brighton Holiday Park.

Submissions

In total 299 submissions were received comprising of:
a. 116 submitters that wish to be heard
b. 175 submitters that do not wish to be heard

c. Remaining submitters that did not indicate whether they wish to be heard or
not.

A brief summary of these submissions is outlined below:

Opposed Submissions

Initially three submissions opposed the application:
a. Department of Conservation;
b. Avon-Heathcote Estuary lhutai Trust; and
c. Kenneth and Maureen Green.

The Avon-Heathcote Estuary lhutai Trust, raised concerns about the loss of estuary
habitat through coastal squeeze, the use of cobble beaches and reduced ecosystem
functionality, and increased access onto the intertidal soft sediments.

Department of Conservation (DOC) raised concerns about coastal squeeze
reducing the areas of saltmarsh and soft sediment habitat due to the proposed
erosion protection structures and recommend monitoring seagrass and soft
sediment habitat for effects of coastal squeeze.

Kenneth and Maureen Green stated that the application reduces erosion and flood
risks.

Amendment to the Department of Conservation Submission

Post the submission by DOC, they submitted on the district council application, and
stated to Canterbury Regional Council via letter from the Director General of
Conservation that due to the amendments made to the proposal by the applicant, it
generally satisfies the Director-General’s concerns raised in their submission and
should there be suitable conditions recommended in the s42a report to address
certain matters raised, the Director-General will be minded to withdraw her request
to be heard.

Submissions In Support

297 submissions support the application. With the following matters raised:

a. Earthquake damage have been deteriorating; hence the proposed protection
works are vital for the area;

b. The stabilisation of the land within the proposed area is needed to control
erosion any further;

c. The protection of the community from flooding is required and the proposed
bund will provide the expected protection;

d. The proposed protection works will provide safe and accessible estuary edge
and the creation of recreational spaces will allow connection with nature; and
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e. The works will include planting of vegetation to improve and naturalise the
estuary edge and will provide a net ecological gain.

| note the matters raised by submitters have been considered in my assessment
below.

RECOMMENDATION ON THE SUSBTANTIVE DECISION

Prior to making a recommendation on whether an application should be granted or
refused, s104 specifies what must be considered when determining an application.

Consideration of applications (s104)

Section 104(1) outlines the matters which, subject to Part 2, the consent authority
must have regard to in considering an application.

The Court of Appeal considered the application of Part 2 under section 104 in R J
Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough District Council [2018] NZCA 316, [2018] 3
NZLR 283. That decision found it is necessary to consider Part 2 in making
decisions on consent applications, where it is appropriate to do so. Whether it is
"appropriate” depends on the planning documents in question.

The Court of Appeal stated that consent authorities should continue to undertake a
meaningful assessment of the objectives and policies of the relevant plan. Where
those documents have been prepared having regard to Part 2 of the RMA, and with
policies designed to achieve clear environmental outcomes, consideration of Part 2
is not likely to be necessary as "genuine consideration and application of relevant
plan considerations may leave little room for Part 2 to influence the outcome.” The
consideration of Part 2 is not prevented, but it cannot be used to justify an application
that is otherwise not supported by objectives and policies.

In light this judgment, Part 2 is required to be considered when determining an
application for resource consent, but the objectives and policies still hold significant
weight, and in most cases (unless the plan has not been prepared in accordance
with Part 2), will largely be determinative unless the consent authority has doubt as
to whether the planning documents have been prepared in a manner that
appropriately reflects Part 2.

| have therefore outlined my consideration of those matters in s104 and s105 and
finally considered whether it is necessary to resort to Part 2 of the RMA in order to
determine this application.

Actual and Potential Effects (s104(1)(a)) and Offsets/Compensation (s104(1)(ab))

Section 104(1)(a) requires decision makers to have regard to the actual and
potential effects of an activity.

The proposed activity is non-complying; therefore, discretion is not limited to specific
matters.

| consider the following matters relevant to addressing the actual and potential
effects that need to be considered for the proposed activity:

a. Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Ecological Values and Coastal Water
Quality;

b. Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Coastal Processes;

c. Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Landscape, Visual and Amenity
Values;
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d. Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Recreational Values;
e. Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Navigation and Safety;

Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Discharge of Contaminants from Re-
used Contaminated Material;

g. Actual and Potential Adverse Effects of Earthworks within 10m of a wetland;

h. Actual and Potential Adverse Effects of Vegetation Clearance within 10m of a
wetland; and

i. Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Air Quality.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Ecological Values and Coastal Water
Quality

This section addresses the actual and potential adverse effects arising from the
proposed erosion protection structures and reclamation of the seabed within the
Coastal Marine Area on ecological values and coastal water quality during the
construction phase and long term.

Under Schedule 4 of the RCEP, the waters of the Te Ihutai / Avon-Heathcote Estuary
are to be managed to meet the requirements of coastal water class SG, being
managed for shellfish gathering, contact recreation, and maintenance of aquatic
ecosystems.

The applicant provided an updated version of the Ecological Impact Assessment
(EIA) on 29 May 2025 which was prepared by Boffa Miskell.

For my assessment on ecological values and coastal water quality, | have relied on
the expertise of Ms Melanie Burns (CRC Senior Scientist — Water Ecology Science
(Appendix 5). This includes the concerns raised by Ms Burns during the initial review
of the EIA prior to notification, and the amendments made post notification by the
applicant. Therefore, | am providing a summary of her concerns and suggested
mitigation measures below.

Prior to notification, these were the unresolved concerns raised by Ms Burns:

a. Increased access paths/steps to the estuary bed which could increase damage
and trampling of seagrass beds;

b. The proposed reclamation along Southshore where there is land available to
be utilised. She considered the effect of the proposed reclamation in
Southshore area to be very high;

c. The removal or disturbance of seagrass beds due to the construction and
placement of the proposed structures which should be moved landward to
avoid seagrass patches dying;

d. The effects of coastal squeeze along Southshore to be considered moderate
to high;

Post the notification of this application, the applicant amended their proposal with
the following:

a. By removing the proposed access points to the estuary bed and have proposed
two new stepped access points at Tern Street and Godwit Street which are
located more than 30 m away from any seagrass to avoid trampling and
disturbance;

b. Landward shift in the position of the erosion protection structures which will
minimise the loss of mudflat habitat at South New Brighton Park.
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c. Theimplementation of a ‘soft edge’ along a section of South New Brighton Park
instead of cobble beach as a trial for a naturalised edge. This trial is appropriate
for certain parts of the development including South New Brighton Park, but
there is uncertainty if it is appropriate for other areas (e.g., where there is
housing). The ‘trial’ aspect of soft edging is to look at materials put in and to
monitor it, to assess whether it would be more appropriate in other areas that
may be more sensitive to erosion.

d. A landward shift in the position of the erosion protection structures along
Southshore excluding the section at 44a Rocking Horse Road which unable to
be avoided. This reduces reclamation along Southshore from 780 m? to 476
m?2.
The applicant has proposed the following new mitigation measures to be included
on the consent conditions:

a. A Construction Methodology Plan;

b. Soft Edge Area Monitoring Plan which includes topographic and ecological
surveys of the trial area and adjacent shoreline.

c. Seagrass and Saltmeadow Management Plan which includes mapping and the
construction design to be revised to avoid affected areas where required.

d. Saltmeadow Remediation Plan, which includes mapping of Saltmeadow and
remediation through replanting of saltmarsh.

e. Monitoring and mapping of cobble beach material on mudflat habitat at South
New Brighton Park and Southshore with reporting back to Canterbury Regional
Council every 12 months.

Ms Burns states within her evidence that she agrees with the assessment of the
ecological value of the hard bottom habitats in South New Brighton Park and
unvegetated soft sediment habitats along Southshore and SNBP. In addition, she
confirms that the applicant is now in agreement that the seagrass beds habitats
along Southshore have very high ecological value.

Ms Burns also notes that the applicant has made changes to the design plans to
address earlier concerns that were raised by CRC. She notes however that there
are some mitigation measures she requires to be included as consent conditions for
her to consider the adverse effects to be low.

Ms Burns adds that there is still uncertainty around the potential adverse effects from
coastal squeeze (and higher water levels) on seagrass beds and loss of intertidal
soft sediment habitat on macroinvertebrate community composition over the
duration of the consent, and that she recommends a ‘softer engineered’ solution
along Southshore alongside a monitoring plan to collect data to inform future coastal
adaptation strategies.

I note that | have included Ms Burns recommended mitigation measures stated
within her advice within my proposed recommended conditions which were agreed
to by the applicant at the time of the s92 request (Appendix 7).

I consider that the applicant has resolved the concerns raised by Ms Burns, which
were also concerns raised by submitters and note that although Ms Burns would
prefer a softer engineered approach, this is not an ecological effect, and | will be
discussing this in the below section on effects on coastal processes.

For my assessment on ecological values and coastal water quality, | have also relied
on the expertise of Mr Philip Grove (CRC Principal Scientist — Land Ecology Science
(Appendix 3). This includes the concerns raised by Mr Grove during the initial review
of the EIA prior to notification, and the amendments made post notification by the
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applicant. Therefore, | am providing a summary of his concerns and suggested
mitigation measures below.

Prior to notification, the unresolved concerns raised by Mr Grove were the adverse
impacts of sea level rise and coastal squeeze on intertidal estuary habitats and the
bird populations it supports, with no mitigation offered by the applicant.

Post notification, the applicant has removed the majority of reclamation from the
proposal apart from areas where it cannot be avoided and have proposed avifauna
conditions including include pre-work bird surveys, tree removals to minimise
impacts on specified species breeding in saltmarsh for the district council consent
RMA/2023/3243. These have been considered and discussed within Ms Carter’s
s42a report and have been reviewed by the CCC expert Mr Andrew Crossland. |
defer to Ms Carters report and agree with her conclusions.

The applicant has also proposed conditions as discussed earlier in paragraph 197(c)
and (d) regarding Saltmarsh. Mr Grove within his evidence states these conditions
provide appropriate remediation or offsetting for direct effects / construction phase
loss of saltmarsh vegetation and estuary margin habitats.

However, | note that Mr Grove has concerns regarding the long-term effects of
coastal squeeze, and that he would prefer a softer engineering approach, as stated
in paragraph 195, this will be discussed further below in this report.

I note that | do not consider that softer engineering approach is required to accept
the effects on ecological values and coastal water quality.

| also note that concerns were raised regarding the effects on seagrass from coastal
squeeze by Mr Grove, with the applicant amending the proposal to avoid any
removal or disturbance of the existing seagrass beds. Through the removal of the
existing structures along the estuary edge, and the removal of reclamation, new
mudflat habitat will be created giving hope of new seagrass beds to establish in this
new habitat post the completion of works.

The applicant has proposed a Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan to survey
the existing seagrass, and to manage and address any effects during the
construction works and revise the project design to ensure no net loss of seagrass.

Summary

| consider the concerns raised by submitters have been largely resolved post the
notification of the application, with the applicant proposing to remove the majority of
reclamation, with no loss of seagrass, conditions, monitoring and management plans
on saltmarsh, Saltmeadow and seagrass.

In summary, the effects of the construction period on ecological values and coastal
water quality will be acceptable, and the long-term effects of the proposed structures
occupation of the CMA on ecological values and coastal water quality is acceptable.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Coastal Processes

The proposed structures and the occupation of the CMA by the new erosion
protection structures have the potential to adversely affect coastal processes.

The applicant advised that the works are required due to the erosion of the estuary
edge and due to the compromised state of the current erosion protection structures.
The applicant provided a Coastal Processes and Natural Hazards Assessment
Report prepared by Jacobs within Appendix | of the AEE.

For my assessment on coastal processes, | have relied on the expertise of Mr Bruce
Gabites (CRC Senior Scientist — Natural Hazards Science (Appendix 6). This
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includes the concerns raised by Mr Gabites during the initial review prior to
notification, and the amendments made post notification by the applicant. Therefore,
| am providing a summary of his concerns and suggested mitigation measures
below.

Prior to the notification of the application, Mr Gabites had considered that the
inundation bund design and location could be amended and still provide a consistent
level of inundation protection to the community. He also noted that a cobble beach
would be sufficient protection for Southshore as opposed to the proposed rock
revetment, with also space for coastal erosion to generally occur without impacting
on any properties or pieces of significant infrastructure or requiring reclamation or
further encroachment into the estuary bed.

As discussed earlier in this report in the background section, the applicant has
amended the proposal after notification by proposing to remove the majority of
reclamation and by also replacing a section of cobble beach at South New Brighton
Park with a more naturalised yet engineered ‘soft edge’ shoreline which will
comprise of rock ‘headlands’ and sand from available beach material or imported to
create a series of SW facing beaches between the ‘headlands’. Planting would also
take place to naturalise the area.

Mr Gabites states within his evidence (Appendix 6) that he considers that the
changes to the coastal processes within the estuary during construction phase or
once the works have been completed to be acceptable.

Mr Gabites however states that he disagrees with the applicant as no allowance for
increased water levels due to sea level rise or other climate change impacts or
changes in ground elevations were included in the design process. Further, it is his
opinion that the proposed height of the inundation bund of 11.5 m CDD will provide
protection from the estuary water level events between 500 and 1000 years without
taking into account the impacts of climate change or local land changes.

| would note that while the effects of the proposal on coastal processes are deemed
acceptable by Mr Gabites, where he notes that he would prefer a softer engineered
approach for Southshore such as cobble beach as it would provide sufficient
protection against coastal erosion for this area however | note that this is not an
additional mitigation measure on coastal processes and is a design preference by
the technical expert.

| consider that although Mr Gabites would prefer amended design specifications
including height, and the location of the inundation bund the effects of the proposed
bund as currently designed is deemed acceptable and will not exacerbate coastal
processes or hazards.

| consider the proposed mitigation by the applicant for the Soft Edge Monitoring Plan
which includes topographic surveys of the area and adjacent shoreline, parameters
to be measured included specific failure triggers for erosion and event based
monitoring following any storm or tidal event will mitigate any effect of this trial and
will help gain more data on the coastal processes occurring at South New Brighton
Park.

The consent will also have the standard conditions for maintenance and inspection
of all structures constructed under this resource consent and visual inspections must
occur every 12 months or following a 1-in a 100-year Annual Recurrence Interval
Event. The results of all inspections must be provided to Canterbury Regional
Council. | have also recommended a condition of consent that if any structures are
damaged beyond repair, they must be removed.
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Based on the above assessment and the advice received from the CRC expert, and
the proposed mitigation measures, | consider the adverse effects on coastal
processes is acceptable.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Landscape, Natural Character, Visual and
Amenity Values

This assessment considers the adverse effects arising from the construction phase
effects and the long-term occupation of the erosion and protection structures on
landscape, natural character and visual amenity.

The applicant undertook an Assessment of Landscape Effects which was prepared
by Boffa Miskell, which can be found as Appendix K of the AEE. The introduction of
structures to the Coastal Marine Area has the potential to impact on natural
character, visual amenity and landscapes depending on the material, size and
purpose of the structure.

The applicant states that in the Southshore section of the application where coastal
protection works will be undertaken, the property owners whose properties back
onto the estuary, those walking and cycling through the residential red zone land,
as well as those vehicles in the streets that intersect the bund are likely to have a
view of the works and structures.

The applicant states within their landscape assessment that it is likely that the
protection bund and structures will be visually well integrated into the open parkland
setting, within intervening property fences, trees and shrubs breaking the screen
views from a number of residences.

Where the proposed works are close to or extent into the Estuary Edge, the edge is
already highly modified. The existing natural character, landscape and visual
amenity qualities associated with the area will not be compromised.

The applicant’'s assessment considers that the proposed works will result in some
temporary adverse effects on natural character, landscape and visual amenity as
part of the construction process. But concludes that the effects will be limited and
with the exception of the dwelling at 44a Rocking Horse Road during the
construction period.

Overall, the applicant considers that any adverse effects on natural character,
landscape and visual effects will largely be benign given the negligible change to the
overall level of modification apparent in the context of the highly developed spit and
southern estuary edges. With the addition of restoration planting that is proposed as
part of the wider project further integrating the proposed works and reinforcing the
coastal character of the Southshore estuary edge. As such, the applicant considers
the effects are to be less than minor.

For my assessment on this effect, | have relied on the expertise of Mr Jeremy Head,
Landscape Architect at Boffa Miskell, who undertook a peer review on behalf of
Christchurch City Council (Appendix 4).

Mr Head states that the applicant concludes that following the completion of the
project and within five years, any adverse landscape effects will be ‘very low’. Mr
Head states this is a fair and reasonable conclusion in his opinion, and it is possible
in the long-term the new vegetation will have sufficiently matured, and natural
elements, patterns and processes will have come back into some semblance of
balance (or better), where the ‘very low’ adverse effect may improve to neutral or
possibly ‘positive’.

Mr Head also states that the rock revetment appears to coincide with areas of more
modified shoreline may simply reinforce the fact these areas of shoreline are prone
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to higher levels of coastal erosion, hence individual property owners’ attempts to
protect their estuary facing gardens pre red zoning. While rock is not a naturally
occurring material at the site in any format (the site is fully sand), a cobbled beach
would be a preferable outcome as it would be more ‘low key’, less obtrusive and
more compatible with the original dune landform.

Mr Head agrees with the applicant that the proposal will make access to estuary
flats more limited than it currently is. Climbing a rock revetment is not as easy and
accessible as cobble beaches and will be controlled by the proposed steeped
access step points. Overall, he is satisfied that the proposed reduction in
formal/controlled estuary access points with future conditions at detailed design
stage to protect seagrass will have a positive effect on natural character and
landscape quality compared to the existing situation.

Given the expert opinion of Mr Head, and the assessment of effects undertaken by
the applicant, | consider the potential adverse effects of the proposed erosion
protection structures on landscape, natural character, visual and amenity values are
acceptable.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Recreational Values and Access to
Coastal Marine Area

Te Ihutai / Avon Heathcote Estuary provides opportunities for recreation, as it
provides opportunities for activities such as kayaking, fishing, bird watching, and
walking. Therefore, the modification of the estuary edge has the potential to
adversely affect the estuaries’ recreational values in the long term. As the proposal
will change the use of the area to construction during the works, there is potential
for adverse effects on coastal access.

During the construction period, the applicant considers recreational values and
access to the Coastal Marine Area will not be hindered as the applicant has
proposed some mitigation measures as discussed below. The construction period
will require some of the public access walking tracks to be temporarily closed. The
applicant considers the following mitigation measures will minimise any effects on
recreational values and access to the Coastal Marine Area:

a. Restricting works outside of heavy use periods such as summer holidays and
public holidays;

b. Providing wayfaring to direct open space users to facilities;
Providing alternative pedestrian and cyclist access where required;

Communication with residents, sports clubs and local education facilities to
inform of temporary open space closures, access and drop-off zone
disruptions.

The applicant advised that the recreational values at the Estuary in the long term will
not be hindered by the enduring occupation of the estuary edge erosion protection
and inundation protection works given the project will increase areas of interest (i.e.,
via access to the Estuary) and improving facilities, will allow greater opportunities
for informal and formal community interactions.

The works will include a 3 m wide walkway, which the applicant considers enhances
a safe environment for recreational activities such as walking, dog walking, running
and cycling. The works will add two additional formalised access points to the
estuary.

Overall, the consultant considers that the proposed works will enhance recreational
values and public access to the CMA.
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| agree with the applicant that the proposed mitigation measures will ensure
recreation values and access will be acceptable during the construction works. The
inclusion of two stepped access points to the estuary bed and the walkway on the
inundation bund ensure that long term effects of the proposed structures is
acceptable.

In summary, the effects of the construction period on recreational values and access
to the Coastal Marine Area will be acceptable and considering the proposal will
enhance existing opportunities for recreation, any adverse effects on the
recreational values of the Te |hutai / Avon Heathcote Estuary or access to the CMA
will be acceptable.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Navigation and Safety

As the proposed works will be undertaken within the Coastal Marine Area, there is
the potential for adverse effects regarding navigation safety and access to the CMA.

The applicant did not assess the proposal against effects on Navigation and Safety.

On behalf of the Environment Canterbury Harbourmasters office, Mr lan Fox has
stated that he has no navigation safety concerns in relation to this proposal.

I rely on Mr Fox’s expertise in this matter and as such, | consider any adverse effects
regarding navigation and safety are less than minor.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects of Discharge of Contaminants from Re-used
Contaminated Material

The actual and potential effects on the quality of surface water and aquatic ecology

The potential discharge of contaminants from the re-use of material associated with
the construction fill has the ability to adversely affect nearby surface water bodies
and associated aquatic ecology through the mobilisation of contaminants through
groundwater or stormwater to nearby surface water bodies.

Excavated material found on-site will be reused for on-site fill. Soil samples collected
across the site as part of the DSI were generally at or below local background levels
or laboratory detection limits for most analytes tested.

Ms Butler (CRC Scientist — Contaminated Land and Waste Science) has reviewed
the proposal and the DSI within the AEE and did not raise any concerns with the re-
used contaminated material contaminating nearby surface water bodies.

It is therefore considered that the disturbance and placement of contaminated
material will be appropriately managed using a Contaminated Soils Management
Plan (CSMP), CEMP and in the Construction Methodology Plan.

It is therefore considered that the disturbance and placement of contaminated
material will be appropriately managed and will be acceptable

The actual and potential adverse effects on the quality of groundwater

The discharge of contaminants associated with the re-use of material has the
potential to adversely affect groundwater through the mobilisation of contaminants
through groundwater.

The applicant is proposing to encapsulate the contaminated soils where appropriate
after testing within the inundation bunds and has proposed this to occur under a
CEMP and a Construction Methodology Plan to ensure any contamination risk to
groundwater is appropriately contained within the encapsulated bund.
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The applicant is proposing to use ESCP and a CSMP to manage contaminated soils,
throughout the construction period. These plans will be provided as part of the
conditions and will be reviewed and approved by Canterbury Regional Council prior
to works.

Ms Butler has reviewed the proposal and the s92 response and has not raised any
specific concerns on groundwater quality from the re-used material and has
recommended standard conditions which include the appropriate disposal of
contaminated material or soil, and the use of a Contaminated Soils Management
Plan

Mr Green states that the groundwater in the area is likely of brackish, non-potable
water quality linked with the estuary, and the shallow geology is predominantly of
mixed fine-medium sands with assumed low permeability and therefore a low
possibility of any suspended sediments, nutrients or potential pollutants migrating
through to deeper groundwater.

Given the advice from Ms Butler and Mr Green, and provided that the applicant
adheres to the ESCP and CSMP, | consider the re-use of material for filling will be
acceptable on groundwater quality.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects of Earthworks within 10m of a Wetland

The actual and potential effects on the quality of surface water and aquatic ecology

The proposed excavations over an aquifer have the potential to adversely affect
surface water quality through the mobilisation of sediment and contaminants over
land into nearby surface water bodies.

I note the proposed activity is occurring along the boundary of the Te lhutai / Avon
Heathcote Estuary.

The applicant proposes to undertake works in accordance with an ESCP to minimise
sediment yield on site, to prevent sediment leaving the site, to protect land surface
from erosion, and to manage contaminated soils in order to mitigate potential
adverse effects to the environment.

Ms Butler did not state that she had any concerns with the excavations on any
surface water bodies.

Given the proposed mitigation measures outlined above, and based on the advice
from Ms Butler, | consider that the effects of earthworks on the quality of water on
surface water bodies will be acceptable.

The actual and potential effects on the quality of groundwater

The undertaking of excavations over an aquifer has the potential to adversely affect
groundwater through the mobilisation of contaminants to groundwater.

The consultant has advised the proposed works will be in accord with good
environmental practices, with erosion and sediment controls in place to avoid
impacts on groundwater.

Mr Green has advised that the shallow (less than 15m deep) groundwater in the
area is likely of brackish, non-potable water quality, linked with the nearby estuary.
He also notes that the shallow geology is predominately of mixed fine-medium sands
with assumed low permeability and therefore low possibility of any suspended
sediments, nutrients or potential pollutants migrating through to deeper
groundwater.
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Mr Green advised he agrees with the applicant that the proposed activity does not
pose a significant risk to groundwater quality.

Taking into account the above, and the specialist advice from Mr Green, | consider
the effects of the proposed excavations on groundwater will be acceptable.

Protection of the confining layer and maintaining levels of groundwater pressures in any
confined aquifer

The undertaking of excavations over an aquifer has the potential to puncture the
confining layer, allowing discharges of artesian water and resulting in reduced water
pressure within the aquifer.

Mr Green notes that it is very unlikely that the proposed activity will intercept artesian
water and recommends the standard conditions in the case of accidental
interception of artesian water.

Taking into consideration the location of the site and depth of the earthworks
proposed, it is not anticipated that the application will have any impact on the
confined aquifer layer, and as such there will be no adverse effects on levels or
groundwater pressure.

Given the above, | consider that the confining layer will be adequately protected,
and groundwater pressure.

The management of any exposed groundwater

The undertaking of excavations over an aquifer has the potential to expose
groundwater.

The consultant has advised the site is located over the Coastal Confined Gravel
Aquifer System, with a relatively shallow groundwater depth between 0.0m and 0.2
m bgl.

Mr Green states that he agrees with the consultant that the groundwater is very
shallow in the area, with high water levels most less than 1m bgl likely to rise due to
local tidal effects and periods of high rainfall.

Due to the proposed excavation depth, the anticipated groundwater level on site, not
undertaking excavations within the exposed water table and the brackish water
quality of the groundwater, | consider that in the event that groundwater is exposed,
it will be managed adequately.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects of Vegetation Clearance within 10m of a
Wetland

The actual and potential effects on the quality of surface water

The proposed vegetation clearance over an aquifer has the potential to adversely
affect surface water quality through the mobilisation of sediment and contaminants
into nearby natural inland wetlands.

The applicant says that erosion and sediment control measures will be put in place
to help prevent the mobilisation of sediment into Council’s reticulated stormwater
network, surrounding land and being discharged into the receiving waterbodies and
have any adverse effect on water quality during any vegetation clearance.

Ms Melanie Burns states that the adverse effects from terrestrial sediment and
contaminants have been assessed as being very low as there will be Erosion and
Sediment Control measures in place. She states that she agrees that with the
applicant if stringent adherence to the ESC measures, the effects will be very low.
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Given the advice from Ms Burns and the proposed mitigation measures outlined
above which includes the use of an ESCP, | consider the effects of vegetation
clearance within 10m of a wetland will be acceptable.

The actual and potential adverse effects on flood carrying capacity

Vegetation clearance within 10m of a natural inland wetland will be undertaken in
accordance with an ESCP.

The applicant states the works are not anticipated to impact the size, and
subsequently the flood carrying capacity of the wetland.

The applicant therefore considers that any discharges occurring in this area
generated from construction works will be limited in quantity and extent and will be
controlled under the applicants proposed ESCP.

| consider if the applicant undertakes the vegetation clearance in accordance with
their proposed management plans such as the CEMP, CMP and the ESCP, it will
mitigate the works on the flood carrying capacity of the wetland.

| also note that Mr Gabites did not raise any concerns regarding the works adversely
affecting the flood carrying of the wetland.

It is on this basis that the effects on flood carrying capacity are considered to be
acceptable.

The actual and potential adverse effects on soils

The proposed vegetation clearance of the estuary edge has the potential to mobilise
soil and create soil instability.

As discussed above, an ESCP will set out the erosion and sediment controls that
will be implemented to avoid accelerating or causing the generation of sediment
during construction. The ESCP will be in accordance with the Canterbury Regional
Council Erosion and Sediment Control Toolbox for Canterbury (ECan Toolbox).

Provided that onsite erosion and sediment controls are constructed and
implemented in general accordance with the measures outlined in the ESCP and
any actual and/or potential effects associated with erosion, soil mobilisation,
sedimentation and discharges to receiving environments will be temporary in nature
and appropriately managed and mitigated to the extent that they are less than minor.

Based on this assessment above, | consider that the overall soil quality of the site
and surrounding environment will be maintained, and adverse effects on human
health can be managed so as to be no more than minor.

The actual and potential effects on hydrological regime of the natural inland wetland

The undertaking of vegetation clearance has the potential to effect hydrological flows
into the natural inland wetland, for example by obstructing natural flow paths to
wetlands or by causing drainage paths from wetlands.

Vegetation clearance is not anticipated to significantly impact the hydrological
regime as only a small amount of clearance is being undertaken in a proximity to the
wetland.

The vegetation affected is either exotic or not threatened species landward of the
CMA. The applicant is not proposing to removal vegetation within the wetland. The
applicant will also be utilising their CCC tree removing consent which contains strict
mitigation measures while undertaking vegetation removal (RMA/2021/2059).
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The applicant has proposed to replant the area as shown in the landscape plans
provided with the application, post the completion of the proposed works which will
improve the ecological value of the wetland vegetation at the site, and its habitat
functionality and resilience.

Therefore, for the above reasons the hydrological effects are considered to be less
than minor.

The actual and potential effects on the extent of the natural inland wetland

The extent of a natural inland wetland has the potential to be adversely affected
through the undertaking of vegetation clearance.

The overall ecological value of the Te lhutai / Avon Heathcote Estuary is identified
as moderately rare estuarine wetland. The proposed removal of the vegetation will
be of mainly exotic species.

Mr Grove did not raise any concerns regarding the removal of vegetation as part of
the proposal.

| consider that the wetland will be managed appropriately by the applicant, and the
effects of vegetation clearance on the extent of the natural inland wetland will be
less than minor.

The Actual and Potential Adverse Effects on Air Quality

Earthworks and stockpiling activities have the potential to generate dust that can be
objectionable and offensive if not properly controlled. The presence of dust can lead
to a decrease in amenity values of an area through nuisance effects on people living
and working in the vicinity of dust generating activities.

There are a number of factors to consider when assessing whether dust has an
offensive or objectionable effect to such an extent that it has an adverse effect on
the environment. These matters are identified within Schedule 2 of the CARP and
are defined as the following:

a. Frequency;

b. Intensity;

c. Duration;

d. Offensiveness; and
e. Location.

The applicant has stated that soil disturbance forms a key component of the
construction of the bund and associated coastal structures. The construction
processes will be carefully managed to prevent sediment entering the estuary as the
closest sensitive receptor through wind erosion and runoff. The applicant states that
this will be managed using a range of erosion and sediment controls such as
dampening of materials, physical controls such as sediment fencing. Works are also
unable to be undertaken in wet conditions and will occur in tidal conditions.

The applicant has proposed mitigation measures such as preparing and
implementing a Dust Management Plan, which will be supplied for CRC on request.

A Dust Management Plan (DMP) requires the consent applicant to assess the
discharge as determined by (a) to (e) above. The proposed activity must occur in
accordance with the following:

a. The Dust Management Plan must be submitted to CRC at least 10 working
days prior to works starting;
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b. The DMP must detail the best practicable dust management measures that will
be taken to ensure compliance with the consent including:

i. A description of the activity that will result in the discharge of
contaminant to air;

ii. A description of how often the contaminants will be discharged;

ii. A description oof the intensity and character of the discharge;

iv. A description of the maximum duration of the effect of the discharge;
v. A description of the offensiveness of the discharge;

vi. A description of the location of the discharge, including a description of
the activities that occur on neighbouring properties and locations of any
sensitive activities that may be affected;

vii. An explanation as to how any adverse effects on sites that are sensitive
to Ngai Tahu, such as statutory acknowledgement areas, silent file
areas, or wahi tapu or wahi taonga are to be managed; and

viii. A description of the management practices being implemented to
minimise the discharge or the effects of the discharge of contaminants.

c. Measures to prevent the discharge of dust from earthworks;
d. Measures to prevent the discharge of dust from stockpiling; and
e. A record of complaints to be maintained.
Based on the above, and given the adherence to the condition, | consider that the
potential adverse effects from the discharge of dust to air will be no more than minor.
Positive Effects

The definition of effect in the RMA also includes “positive effects”, and | note that the
applicant has identified the following positive effects:

a. The primary benefit provided by the project will be the improved protection of
the community against coastal inundation and erosion over the next 20 years;

b. The project forms part of a wider improvement programme to Open Spaces
sites at South New Brighton Park and Southshore; and

c. The project reduces risks to remaining housing; Council reserves and other
land uses from erosion and coastal inundation. This risk reduction is crucial
while longer term adaptation planning, and strategies are formulated for the
broader Project area.

Section 104(1)(ab) also requires the decision maker to have regard to any measure
proposed by the applicant to ensure positive effects to offset or compensate for
adverse effects. | note that the applicant has not proposed any offset / compensation
measures.

The following positive effects were identified by submitters if the proposal is to be
granted:

a. To repair earthquake damage and will provide a safe natural environment for
everyone;

b. To reduce flooding and erosion along the estuary edge;

c. The completed works will benefit the local community through their health,
safety and mental wellbeing;
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d. Will safeguard people’s homes; and
e. To improve the accessibility to the estuary.

Overall, | conclude that the adverse effects of the proposal are acceptable subject
to the mitigation proposed by the applicant and will result in the positive effects
identified above.

Relevant Provisions (s104(1)(b))

Section 104(1)(b) requires the decision maker to have regard to the relevant
provisions of the following documents:

a. A national environmental standard;
b. Other regulations;
c. A national policy statement;
d. A New Zealand coastal policy statement;
e. A regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement;
f. A plan or proposed plan;
Of relevance to this application are the following documents and provisions:
National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity;

a
b. National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management;
c. New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement;

d

National Environmental Standards for Assessing and Managing Contaminants
in Soil to Protect Human Health;

National Environmental Standards for Freshwater Management;
National Environmental Standards for Sources of Human Drinking Water;

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement;

s @ ™o

Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the Canterbury Region;
i. Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan;
j-  Canterbury Air Regional Plan.
The applicant provided an assessment against the relevant statutory documents in
Section 10 of their AEE.
National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023

The National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-IB) was gazetted
on 7 July 2023 and being operative on 4 August 2023. Under Section 104(1)(b) the
decision maker must now have regard to this new National Policy Statement.

The objective of this National Policy Statement is:

a. To maintain indigenous biodiversity across New Zealand so that there is at
least no overall loss in indigenous biodiversity after the commencement date;
and

b. To achieve this:

i. Through recognising the mana of tangata whenua as kaitiaki of
indigenous biodiversity;
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ii. By recognising people and communities, including landowners, as
stewards of indigenous biodiversity;

iii. By protecting and restoring indigenous biodiversity as necessary to
achieve the overall maintenance of indigenous biodiversity; and

iv. While providing for the social, economic, and cultural wellbeing of people
and communities now and in the future.

| consider the following policies to be relevant from the NPS-IB:

a. Policy 1: Indigenous biodiversity is managed in a way that gives effect to the
decision-making principles and takes into account the principles of the Treaty
of Waitangi.

b. Policy 2: Tangata whenua exercise kaitiakitanga for indigenous biodiversity in
their rohe.

c. Policy 3: A precautionary approach is adopted when considering adverse
effects on indigenous biodiversity.

d. Policy 4: Indigenous biodiversity is managed to promote resilience to the
effects of climate change.

e. Policy 10: Activities that contribute to New Zealand’'s social, economic,
cultural, and environmental wellbeing are recognised and provided for as set
out in this National Policy Statement.

f. Policy 13: Restoration of indigenous biodiversity is promoted and provided for.

g. Policy 14: Increased indigenous vegetation cover is promoted in both urban
and non-urban environments.

| note that the applicant consulted with relevant Rananga prior to submitting their
application and received written approval from the Te lhutai Ahu Whenua Trust. The
Rdnanga were given the opportunity to submit on the proposal, with the riinanga
choosing not to submit on the proposal. Through this process | consider that
opportunity has been allowed for tangata whenua to exercise kaitiakitanga for
indigenous biodiversity in their rohe.

The applicant has undertaken the relevant ecological surveys to identify the
indigenous biodiversity within the project footprint that may be adversely affected by
the proposed activities. Works will involve the disturbance of existing vegetation
along the estuary edge, and the applicant has proposed management plans
including a Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan to manage indigenous
biodiversity is protected during works and will also be working under a CEMP and
ESCP. For this reason, | consider the proposed works will not be contrary to the
NPS-IB and at a minimum will maintain quality of the existing biodiversity within the
project footprint.

Therefore, provided that the applicant adheres to the recommended conditions of
consent, | consider that the proposed works can give effect to the decision-making
principles and will not be contrary to the policies contained within the NPS-IB.

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPS-FM) 2020

The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPS-FM) was gazetted
on 3 August 2020 and being operative 3 September 2020. Under Section 104(1)(b)
the decision maker must not have regard to this new National Policy Statement.

The Resource Management (Freshwater and Other Matters) Amendment Bill
received Royal Assent on 24 October 2024 and has now become law. Following the
amendments, decisions must not have regard to the Hierarchy of Obligations in Te
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Mana o Te Wai (TMOTW) (i.e., clause 1.3(5)) or in the sole Objective of the NPS-
FM 2020.

The amendments did not however, remove the need to “have regard” to “giving
effect” to the remaining parts of TMOTW (i.e., the Concept and Principles).

In making this recommendation, no regard has been given to the Hierarchy of
Obligations in Te Mana o Te Wai (TMOTW) (i.e., 1.3(5)) or in the sole Objective of
the NPS-FM 2020.

Key obligations addressed by the NPS-FM are:
a. Maintain the health and well-being of water bodies and freshwater ecosystem;
b. Maintain the health needs of people, such as drinking water; and

c. Improve and maximise the social, economic, and cultural well-being in Te Mana
o Te Wai.

The applicant provided an assessment against the NPS-FM 2020 under Section
10.3.3.1 of the AEE.

| consider the following policies are relevant for the proposal:

a. Policy 1: Freshwater is managed in a way that gives effect to Te Mana o Te
Wai.

b. Policy 2: Tangata whenua are actively involved in freshwater management
(including decision-making processes), and M&ori Freshwater values are
identified and provided for.

c. Policy 3: Freshwater is managed in an integrated way that considers the
effects of the use and development of land on a whole-of-catchment basis,
including the effects on receiving environments.

d. Policy 4: Freshwater is managed as part of New Zealand’s integrated
response to climate change.

e. Policy 5: Freshwater is managed (including through a National Objectives
Framework) to ensure that the health and well-being of all other waterbodies
and freshwater ecosystems is maintained and (if communities choose)
improved.

f. Policy 6: There is no further loss of extent of natural inland wetlands, their
values are protected, and their restoration is promoted.

g. Policy 15: Communities are enabled to provide for their social, economic, and
cultural well-being in a way that is consistent with this National Policy
Statement.

| consider that the proposal is not anticipated to lead to any deterioration in the health
of rivers, streams, lakes and wetlands (with the LWRP and CARP further permitting
almost all activities).

Similarly, with no change to water quality anticipated, and the proposal providing for
the social, economic and cultural well-being of the community, it is my view that the
proposal is consistent with the policies and objectives of the National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management.

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS)

The purpose of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) is to relate
policies to achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act in relation to the
coastal environment of New Zealand.
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| consider the following objectives and policies of the NZCPS to be relevant to this
proposal:

a. Objective 1: To safeguard the integrity, form, functioning and resilience of the
coastal environment and sustain its ecosystems, including marine and intertidal
areas, estuaries, dunes and land.

| consider the proposal is mostly consistent with this objective as natural
biological and physical processes will be maintained. Coastal water quality
and seagrass beds will be maintained as part of this proposal as the applicant
does not propose to remove any seagrass beds.

b. Objective 2: To preserve the natural character of the coastal environment and
protect natural features and landscape values.

The applicant considers the works are considered appropriate as the project
footprint encompasses the estuary edge where modifications have previously
occurred. The existing structures have been left in a state of disrepair and by
removing the piece-meal structures which are a health and safety hazard, and
by re-forming the edge will improve the natural character of the edge. | rely on
Mr Head’s expertise regarding the effects on natural character, and consider
the proposal is not contrary to this objective.

c. Objective 3: To take account of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi,
recognise the role of tangata whenua as kaitiaki and provide for tangata
whenua involvement in management of the coastal environment.

The applicant consulted with the relevant Rananga prior to submitting their
application and received written approval from the Te lhutai Ahu Whenua
Trust. The Rinanga were given the opportunity to submit on the proposal, with
the rinanga choosing not to submit on the proposal.

d. Objective 4: To maintain and enhance the public open space qualities and
recreation opportunities of the coastal environment.

The proposal is expected to enhance recreation opportunities in the coastal
environment by providing two stepped accesses to the estuary bed, and a
walkway along the estuary edge.

e. Objective 5: To ensure that coastal hazard risks taking account of climate
change, are managed.

| consider the proposal is inconsistent with this objective as the proposal did
not allow for increased water levels due to sea level rise or other climate
change impacts or changes in ground elevations were included in the design
process. | note that this is a short term (20 years) structures and that the
coastal hazard advice is that the proposed structures would likely address
climate change and sea level rise for the next 20 years,

f. Objective 6: To enable people and communities to provide for their social,
economic, and cultural wellbeing and their health and safety, through
subdivision, use, and development.

| consider the proposal is consistent with this objective as it provides for the
local communities social, economic, and cultural wellbeing and their health
and safety by removing the existing earthquake structures and eroding estuary
edge which will improve the flooding capacity of the area and the safety of
people using the estuary edge which was raised by many submitters as a
positive effect to arise from this proposal.

g. Policy 1: Extent and characteristics of the coastal environment.
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The proposal will alter the characteristics of the area and the natural character.
It will not adversely affect coastal processes or on coastal ecology with no
disturbance to seagrass proposed. However, | rely on Mr Heads, Ms Burns
and Mr Gabites expertise’s in this regard and consider the proposal is not
contrary with this policy.

h. Policy 2: The Treaty of Waitangi, tangata whenua and M&ori heritage.

As above, the applicant consulted with relevant Rinanga prior to submitting
their application and received written approval from the Te Ihutai Ahu Whenua
Trust. The Rinanga were given the opportunity to submit on the proposal, with
the riinanga choosing not to submit on the proposal.

i. Policy 3: Precautionary approach; (2) In particular, adopt a precautionary
approach to use and management of coastal resources potentially vulnerable
to effects from climate change.

The applicant considers that the application is not a new development and is
to provide a level of protection to existing infrastructure that was in place prior
to the Canterbury Earthquake Sequence (CES), with the design life of the
proposed structures of 20 years and the Council’'s Coastal Hazards Adaptation
Program (CHAP) process to occur with the community in the future. | consider
the application is inconsistent with this policy as the structures have been
designed for longer than 20 years and have not taken into account climate
change per Mr Gabites evidence.

J. Policy 6: Activities in the coastal environment.

The applicant considers the location of works is appropriate as the proposed
structures are to replace the existing erosion and inundation structures
currently present in the project footprint, in an area which has been modified
by human development and as such the effects on natural character are
limited. The proposal is expected to provide for the wellbeing of the community
by providing erosion and inundation protection to pre-earthquake levels, and
to remove the demolition material left behind therefore making it safer for the
community to enjoy and use the area. | disagree with the applicants’
conclusions that the proposal is consistent with this policy as the applicant is
proposing an overly engineered design and the existing LINZ bund currently
provides sufficient inundation protection, and a softer engineered cobble
beach along the Southshore estuary coastline would provide sufficient
protection against the coastal erosion for this area. However, as there is no
adverse effect on coastal processes from the proposed engineered structures,
| consider the proposal is not contrary with this proposal.

k. Policy 10: Reclamation and de-reclamation.

With regard to the availability of land, the reclamation required along the
boundary of 44a Rocking Horse Road is required due to no land available or
space to move the structure inland from the estuary bed. For the reclamation
proposed along South New Brighton Park, there is not land available to move
the proposed structures landward due to middens. The applicant considers
that as the proposal is an earthquake legacy project, the projects objectives
are to restore the edge and prevent further erosion. | consider the proposal is
consistent with this policy as there is no space to move landward along South
New Brighton Park and Southshore.

. Policy 11: Indigenous biological diversity (biodiversity).

The applicant considers that the design of the project has avoided areas of
seagrass, and a Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan to help avoid any
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adverse effects during construction works, and a Saltmarsh Remediation Plan.
Effects on avifauna will be mitigated through the CCC land use permit.

m. Policy 13: Preservation of natural character.

Due to structures existing in the environment which have been left in a state
of disrepair and by removing the piece-meal structures which are a health and
safety hazard, and by re-forming the edge will improve the natural character
of the edge. The applicant will also not be removing or disturbing any seagrass
beds through removing the reclamation and relocating stepped facilities more
than 30m from any sensitive habitat. | rely on Mr Head’s and Ms Burns
expertise in this regard and consider the application will not be contrary to this

policy.
n. Policy 15: Natural features and natural landscapes.

The applicant considers the project will enhance access to the estuary edge
and the estuary itself for recreational use following the CES and remove the
existing damaged structures. Through the new structures and planting, the
applicant considers that the application is consistent with the policy and will
protect natural features such as the eroding middens. | consider the proposal
is inconsistent with this policy.

o. Policy 17: Historic heritage identification and protection.

The proposed structures will provide a positive effect to historic heritage, as
the current erosion of the estuary edge has exposed midden sites of cultural
significance. The design of the project allows protection to these heritage sites,
with the applicant considering that any temporary construction-phase effects
on the site will be outweighed by the long-term protection. | consider the
proposal is inconsistent with this policy.

p. Policy 18: Public open space.

The applicant notes that while the construction works are occurring public
access to the estuary will be reduced however, once works are complete it will
increase the public open space and improve the health and safety of the area
by removing earthquake demolition material and the existing broken structures
from the environment. | consider the proposal is consistent with this policy.

qg. Policy 19: Walking access.

The applicant considers that the proposal increases the public access to the
CMA by providing two stepped accesses to the estuary bed and by providing
a walkway along the estuary edge for walkers and cyclists. | consider the
proposal is consistent with this policy.

r. Policy 22: Sedimentation.

The applicant is proposing to work at low tide, and in accordance with an
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan to minimise any sediment discharge to the
estuary. The construction works are not expected to result in suspended solids
or reduce water quality. | consider the proposal is consistent with this policy.

S. Policy 23: Discharge of contaminants.

The applicant is proposing to undertake works in accordance with a
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and a Contaminated
Soils Management Plan to minimize the discharge of contaminants to the
CMA. | consider the proposal is consistent with this policy.

~~

Policy 24: Identification of coastal hazards.
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The proposed works are to repair the existing coastal hazard protection. The
applicant has undertaken an assessment identifying the coastal hazards for
the area as part of their application. | consider the proposal is inconsistent with
this policy as per Mr Gabites evidence.

u. Policy 25: Subdivision, use, and development in areas of coastal hazard risk.

The applicant considers that the works protects the community from social,
environmental and economic harm from coastal hazards. The applicant states
that the work will protect the remaining infrastructure and provide enhanced
open space on the landward edge. | consider the work is inconsistent with the
policy as the applicant has proposed ‘harder engineered’ structures where
‘softer engineered’ structures could be utilised along Southshore.

v. Policy 26: Natural defences against coastal hazards.

The applicant considers they are replacing the existing structures like for like,
due to earthquake damage and protecting the community from further coastal
hazards. The applicant also considers the cobble beach is part of an integrated
solution to respond and move towards a more naturalised solution. Post
notification the applicant amended the proposal to add a ‘soft edge’ beach to
South New Brighton Park instead of cobble beach as a trial of a natural edge.
| note that this soft edge trial is appropriate for the area proposed, with the
applicant monitoring this trial over the duration of the consent to see if it would
be appropriate elsewhere to move towards natural solutions. | consider the
proposal is not contrary to this policy.

w. Policy 27: Strategies for protecting significant existing development from
coastal hazard risk.

The applicant considers that managing climate change and coastal hazard
risks in this area will take time in as it is an area of significant existing
development. The applicant states that the works allows for adequate
transitional response to options by providing allowance for adaptability and
solutions that are sympathetic and consistent with naturalisation such as the
soft edge trial and cobble beach. The applicant notes that further strategies
through the CHAP process will occur over the duration of the consent to inform
what will occur post the expiry of this consent. | consider the proposal is
inconsistent with this policy per Mr Gabites evidence.

Provided that the applicant adheres to the recommended conditions of consent, |
consider the proposal is largely consistent with the relevant objectives and policies
of the NZCPS.

National Environmental Standards for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil
to Protect Human Health (NES-CS)

The NES-CS came into effect on 1 January 2012. The NES-CS is a nationally
consistent set of planning controls and soil contaminant values. It ensures that land
affected by contaminants in soil is appropriately identified and assessed before it is
developed — and if necessary, the land is remediated, or the contaminants contained
to make the land safe for human use.

The NES-CS is managed by Territorial Authorities, and the Applicant has advised
that they hold a global NES-CS consent RMA/2021/2094. Therefore, | consider the
applicant has had regard to the NES-CS.
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National Environmental Standard for Freshwater Management 2020 (NES-F)

The provisions of the NES-F have been discussed earlier in this report in the legal
and planning section, with the proposal assessed against Regulation 45 which
controls the use of land within or within a 10 m setback from a natural inland wetland
for constructing specified infrastructure.

It has been determined that consent is required under Regulation 45. There are no
further particulars in the NES-F which apply to the consideration of this application.

National Environmental Standards for Sources of Human Drinking Water (NES-SHDW)

The NES-SHDW sets the requirements for protecting sources of human drinking
water from becoming contaminated. The NES-SHDW requires regional councils to
ensure that effects of activities on drinking water sources are considered in decision
on resource consents and regional plans.

Under the NES-SHDW Regional councils are required to:

a. Decline discharge or water permits that are likely to result in community
drinking water becoming unsafe for human consumption following existing
treatment; and

b. Place conditions on relevant resource consents that require notification of
drinking water suppliers if significant unintended events occur that may
adversely affect sources of human drinking water.

Mr Green advised that he does not anticipate any adverse effects on drinking water
quality of any wells or any public supplies due to the proposed works in the area.

I rely on Mr Green’s expertise in this regard and therefore consider that the proposal
will not result in community drinking water supplies becoming unsafe for
consumption.

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2013 (CRPS)

The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS) gives an overview of the
significant resource management issues facing the region, including issues of
resource management significant to Ngai Tahu. The CRPS sets out objectives,
policies and methods to resolve those resource management issues and to achieve
the integrated management of the natural and physical resources of Canterbury.

| consider the following objectives and policies of the CRPS to be relevant to this
proposal:

a. Objective 5.2.1: Location, Design and Function of Development (Entire
Region).

The applicant considers the project will provide consolidation of the existing
urban areas including by providing protection for South New Brighton and
Southshore communities from inundation, and flood protection to a mixture of
private residential, public open space and associated infrastructure. It will
provide for the social, economic and cultural wellbeing and health and safety
of the people and community.

b. Policy 5.3.2: Development Conditions (Wider Region).

The applicant considers the completed works will not compromise any existing
or consented infrastructure in the area and will not compromise the
development of the existing Southshore urban areas. The applicant also adds
that this application effectively mitigates the risks of erosion, increased

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 52 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



inundation in the immediate/short term whilst allowing longer term design
adaptation.

Objective 6.2.1: Recovery Framework

This application is considered recovery works from the CES to protect people
from unacceptable risk from natural hazards and the effects of sea level rise
for the 20-year design life period. The applicant considers that the works
achieve the need for protection and will enhance indigenous biodiversity,
public space and natural features and landscapes.

Policy 6.2.3: Sustainability

The applicant considers the application will enhance amenity and protect
heritage values and has been developed in partnership with mana whenua.

Policy 7.3.3: Enhancing freshwater environments and biodiversity

There are no freshwater bodies affected by the proposed works. Seagrass will
be avoided by the proposed works, with a Saltmeadow remediation plan in
place to reestablish Saltmeadow in low-lying surfaces landward of the erosion
protection structures.

Objective 8.2.1: Increasing knowledge of the coastal environment and its
resources

The assessments undertaken as part of this consent application contribute to
the knowledge of the coastal environment in this particular location.

Objective 8.2.4: Preservation, protection, and enhancement of the coastal
environment.

The applicant considers the works are appropriate given their function is to
protect the coastal edge from further erosion and to provide protection to
properties from inundation, with provisions for protection historic heritage.

Objective 8.2.5: Provision of access

The public and Ngai Tahu will not be adversely affected by the proposal and
will still be able to access the estuary edge.

Objective 8.2.6: Protection and improvement of coastal water

The construction works will managed under a ESCP and no works to occur
within the water column, will protect coastal water from any discharges of
contaminants or accidental spills.

Policy 8.3.1: Improving understanding of the coastal environment

The assessments undertaken as part of this consent application contribute to
the knowledge of the coastal environment in this particular location.

Policy 8.3.2: Providing for the integration of management of natural and
physical resources and activities in the coastal environment.

The applicant considers the proposed conditions of consent will manage the
effects of the overall project and will appropriately provide for the coordinated
management of any effects associated with the activities. The applicant sought
consent from both Canterbury Regional Council and Christchurch City Council
which provides for this policy.

Policy 8.3.3: Management of activities in the coastal environment.

The applicant considers the application has been prepared in accordance with
the appropriate framework in the RCEP.
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m. Policy 8.3.5: Maintenance and enhancement of public and Ngai Tahu Access.

Public and Ngai Tahu access to and along the coast will not be adversely
affected by the proposal.

n. Policy 8.3.8: Discharge of contaminants of coastal water that is in a natural
state.

Coastal water will be protected from discharges of contaminants through the
construction process by the appropriate use of a ESCP and measures to
prevent spills.

o. Objective 9.2.1: Halting the decline in Canterbury’s ecosystems and
indigenous biodiversity.

The applicant is not proposing to disturb seagrass beds and will be working
under a Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan to avoid adverse effects
and a Saltmeadow Remediation Plan.

p. Objective 9.2.2: Restoration or enhancement of ecosystems and indigenous
biodiversity.
The applicant proposes planting to enhance the ecosystem along the estuary
edge and proposes a Saltmeadow Remediation Plan.

g. Objective 8.2.3: Protection of significant indigenous vegetation and habitats.

The applicant proposes to protect significant indigenous vegetation and
habitats through their proposed management plans, including the Seagrass
and Saltmarsh Management Plan and Saltmeadow Remediation Plan.

r. Policy 9.3.1: Protecting significant natural areas.

The applicant considers there will be no loss of indigenous biodiversity or
indigenous biodiversity values as a result of the project.

s. Policy 9.3.2: Priorities for Protection.

The applicant considers the Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan and
Saltmeadow Remediation Plans, will set the priorities for protection during the
works.

t. Policy 9.3.5: Wetland protection and enhancement.

The applicant considers the Saltmeadow remediation plan will addressed
wetland protection and enhancement during the construction works.

u. Objective 11.2.1: Avoid new subdivision, use and development of land that
increases risks associated with natural hazards.

The applicant considers the project will reduce the risk if natural hazards on
properties in Southshore and South New Brighton Park by reinstating the
previous protection damaged by the CES.

v. Objective 12.2.1: Identification and protection of outstanding natural features
and landscapes

The applicant considers there will be no adverse effects on the landscape
values of Southshore and South New Brighton. The applicant also proposed
planting to enhance the visual amenity and landscape values.

w. Policy 13.3.1: Recognise and provide for the protection of significant historic
and cultural heritage items, places and areas.

The proposed works will protect the middens that are located in areas at risk
of erosion.
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X. Objective 17.2.1: Protection from adverse effects of contaminated land.

The applicant considers there will be no adverse effects of contaminated land.
The applicant states the re-use of contaminated soil will only be when the
appropriate concentrations allow.

Provided that the applicant adheres to the recommended conditions of consent, |
consider the proposal is not contrary to the relevant objectives and policies of the
CRPS.

Regional Coastal Environment Plan for the Canterbury Region (RCEP)

The purpose of the RCEP is to promote the sustainable management of the natural
and physical resources of the Canterbury coastal environment and to promote the
integrated management of that environment.

| consider the following objectives and policies of the RCEP to be relevant to this
proposal:

a. Objective 6.1: To protect, and where appropriate enhance, the following
areas, sites and habitats of high natural, physical, heritage or cultural values.

The area of works possesses various natural, physical, heritage and cultural
values, within both the immediate context of the area of works and the wider
context of the Te Ihutai / Avon-Heathcote Estuary. The applicant sought
various advice from specialists and have adopted their recommendations into
the proposal and further amended the proposal post-notification to ensure that
the values of the area are protected. The majority of reclamation has been
removed from the proposal except where to avoid middens and 44a Rocking
Horse Road where there is no other land available. As such, | consider the
proposal is not contrary to this objective.

b. Objective 6.3: Enable people to undertake commercial and recreational
activities in the coastal environment while: (b) avoiding, remedying or mitigating
the adverse effects of those activities on the natural character of the coastal
environment.

The proposal will allow for recreational activities to be carried out in a manner
which mitigates the adverse effects of the activity on the natural character of
the coastal environment.

c. Objective 8.1: To enable people to use the Coastal Marine Area and its
resources while avoiding, remedying or mitigating the adverse effects of that
use on the environment, including avoiding, remedying or mitigating the
adverse effects: (a) of conflicts between these uses and people’s well-being,
health, safety and amenity; and (b) on natural character, and other (natural,
ecological, amenity, Tangata Whenua, historic and cultural) values of the
coastal environment.

| consider the proposal enables the use of the CMA while avoiding and
mitigating the adverse effects on conflicts between the use and people’s
wellbeing, health, safety and amenity, and natural character, and other natural
ecological, amenity, Tangata Whenua and historic values of the coastal
environment.

d. Policy 6.1: Within the coastal marine area Environment Canterbury will control
activities and development to remedy or mitigate adverse effects on coastal
ecosystems and processes, the identified values of areas of Significant Natural
Value, the identified values of high natural, physical, heritage or cultural value,
and natural character in areas of the coastal environment where natural
character predominates.

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 55 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



The applicant has amended the proposal post notification to mitigate adverse
effects on coastal ecosystems and processes, and to protect areas of
significant natural values such as the middens, seagrass beds, and the
saltmarsh and Saltmeadow.

e. Policy 6.3: Environment Canterbury will encourage the restoration or
rehabilitation of areas or sites within the coastal environment where this would:
assist in maintaining or enhancing the integrity or functioning of sites of high
natural, physical or cultural value and Areas of Significant Natural Value;
contribute to the preservation of natural character; maintain the ecological
functioning of the coast; or enhance intrinsic, cultural, heritage or amenity
values.

The applicant considers that the project will enhance the cultural value of the
area through the protection of the middens. The project will remove the
damaged existing structures and replace uniformly to preserve the natural
character. The applicant also has proposed to remove the majority of the
reclamation and to protect the seagrass beds, saltmarsh and Saltmeadow,
including a Saltmeadow remediation plan to ensure effects are avoided and
mitigated.

f. Objective 7.1: Enable present and future generations to gain cultural, social,
recreational, economic, health and other benefits from the quality of the water
in the Coastal Marine Area.

The proposal is expected to have a minimal effect on water quality as the
construction will only occur outside of the water column, within the same tidal
window and under a Construction Methodology Plan, a Construction
Environment Management Plan and an Erosion and Sediment Control plan to
ensure there is measures in place during construction.

g. Policy 8.2: Environment Canterbury will regulate activities in the Coastal
Marine Area that may have adverse effects on the environment. These
activities include: (d) reclamations; (g) activities involving structures, foreshore
and seabed disturbance, deposition of material, occupation, or taking of water
or heat or energy from water; where those activities are not authorised as a
Permitted Activities.

The applicant has proposed to remove reclamation from the application except
where it is not possible to at 44a Rocking Horse Road or to protect the
middens. The structures proposed are to protect the community to any future
erosion. | consider the proposal is not contrary to this policy.

h. Policy 8.3: In considering applications for resource consents to undertake
activities in the Coastal Marine Area, Environment Canterbury will have regard
to: (a) the existing level of use and development in the area and the national
priority in the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement to preserve the natural
character of the coastal environment; (h) the possibility of natural features
migrating inland as the result of dynamic coastal processes, including sea level
rise, and the ability of natural features to protect subdivision, use and
development from erosion and inundation.

The proposal has adequately mitigated the potential adverse effects on the
characteristics of the special value to tangata whenua, public use and
enjoyment of the coast. | consider that a softer engineered approach would be
preferred for the proposed structures along Southshore, therefore the
application is inconsistent with this policy.

i. Policy 8.4: In considering applications for resource consents to reclaim the
Coastal Marine Area, or for the removal of natural materials for commercial
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purposes, except within the Operational Area of the Port of Lyttelton,
Environment Canterbury will have regard to: (a) available alternative sites for
the reclamation or for the removal of natural materials and the reasons for the
applicant’s choice of site for the reclamation or the removal of natural materials;
(b) the need to ensure that material used to create and form a reclamation, or
material sited on a reclamation, does not include contaminants that are likely
to, or have the potential to, adversely affect the Coastal Marine Area; and (c)
the effects of the reclamation or removal of materials on natural coastal
processes.

The applicant has proposed to remove the majority of reclamation from the
application post notification to ensure that adverse effects are mitigated. The
remaining reclamation is required to protect middens from further erosion and
44a Rocking Horse Road. The applicant proposes to use clean quarry rock to
form the materials for the structures that will reclaim the estuary bed to ensure
that no contaminants are introduced.

j. Policy 8.5: In considering applications for resource consents to occupy the
Coastal Marine Area, except within the Operational Area of the Port of
Lyttelton, Environment Canterbury should: (e) have regard to any adverse
effects on the values relating to the natural character of the coastal
environment, both within and outside the immediate location; (g) have regard
to available alternative sites and the reasons for the applicant’s choice of site;
and (h) have regard to existing use and development of the area and the extent
to which the natural character of the area has already been compromised.

The applicant has had regard to any adverse effects on natural character of
the area and take into account the existing development of the Southshore
spit. The applicant has proposed landscape planting to enhance the area post
the construction of the structures to help integrate these into the landscape.
The applicant considers the works are necessary to protect public and private
infrastructure with no alternative locations to provide erosion protection for the
community.

k. Policy 8.7: Activities in the Coastal Marine Area should not take place where
they have, or have the potential to have, a significant or irreversible adverse
effect on the natural or cultural values of an Area of Significant Natural Value,
or on the natural or cultural values of areas of the coastal environment adjacent
to an Area of Significant Natural Value; unless: (a) there are special or
extraordinary and unique reasons why the activity should be sited in the area;
and (b) any adverse effects on areas of significant indigenous vegetation or
significant habitats of indigenous fauna, are avoided, remedied or mitigated.

The works are located with an area of Significant Natural Values, and the
applicant considers the works are necessary in this location and considers the
amended proposal and mitigation measures will ensure that effects on the
environment will be no more than minor.

I.  Policy 8.10: Motorised vehicles should not be used on the Ashley
River/Rakahuri — Saltwater Creek Estuary, within the Estuary of the Heathcote
and Avon Rivers/Ihutai, on the beaches from South Brighton to Spencer Park,
on Sumner Beach, on Taylors Mistake Beach, on the beach of Caroline Bay,
in Okains Bay Lagoon, or on the eastern shore of Brooklands Lagoon.
Motorised vessels or motorised vehicles should not be used within the southern
part of Brooklands Lagoon, and motorised vessels should be kept at 5 knots or
less within the Estuary of the Heathcote and Avon Rivers/lhutai. These
restrictions should not apply where the vehicles or vessels are operated in
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these areas: (c) where it is necessary for authorised construction activities; (d)
where it is necessary for the authorised removal of natural or other materials.

The applicant will not be using machinery within the estuary bed for the
construction works and will be undertaken landward. The works will provide
two new stepped accesses to the estuary bed opposed to ramps to deter
motorised vehicles from accessing the estuary bed.

m. Policy 8.12: Environment Canterbury and the Department of Conservation will
identify unauthorised structures and unauthorised reclamations or dumping of
material in the Coastal Marine Area and will require their owners to either
remove the structure or material or obtain appropriate resource consents.
Authorised Structures that have been abandoned, and those that have fallen
into disrepair, will also be identified and their repair or removal sought if they
have more than minor adverse effects on the environment. Where structures
have historical value, the first consideration will be in seeking their retention
and, where appropriate, their restoration. In granting applications for resource
consents to erect or place structures in the Coastal Marine Environment
Canterbury should, where this will be practicable, provide for the structures to
be removed from the Coastal Marine Area when they are no longer required
by their owners.

The works will remove all the existing structures consented and unconsented
which are damaged and unsafe to the public from the CES. It is considered
that by removing these structures it will improve the safety and enhance the
amenity of the area. This was one of the main concerns raised by submitters
to have these removed for health and safety reasons.

n. Policy 8.14: In considering applications for resource consents for coastal
protection works in the Coastal Marine Area in order to protect existing
subdivision, use or development, Environment Canterbury will: (a) only grant
the consent where the works are the best practicable option for the future; and
(c) ensure that any such works are located and designed so as to avoid
significant adverse effects on the environment to the extent practicable.

The works are considered necessary to protect the community from continued
erosion and flooding issues, and the proposal has been amended to improve
the outcomes for the environment through removing the maijority of the
structures landward to avoid reclamation. The applicant has designed the
structures to have a 20-year design life, with the CHAP process to occur
meanwhile and inform what occurs for the community post the expiry of this
consent.

o. Objective 9.1: (a) To minimise the need for hazard protection works and avoid
or mitigate the actual or potential effects of coastal hazards by locating use and
development away from areas that are subject to coastal erosion and sea water
inundation; and (b) to avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects on
the environment as a result of measures used to manage coastal hazards.

The proposed works will provide protection to a level prior to the CES with the
CHAP process occurring with the community. The applicant considers this is
the best practicable option for natural hazard mitigation for the area. | consider
that the proposal is inconsistent with this policy as the existing LINZ bund could
provide sufficient protection until the CHAP process has been undertaken,
however | consider the works are required to protect the community from the
erosion occurring along the estuary edge.

p. Policy 9.1: (d) new coastal protection works for existing use and development
should only be considered where they represent the best practical option for
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natural hazard mitigation or avoidance, and adverse effects can be avoided,
remedied or mitigated; (f) any significant adverse effects from the location, type
and design of coastal hazard damage minimisation measures should be
avoided, remedied or mitigated; (h) new coastal protection works should be
assessed, and measures taken or advocated as appropriate, to remedy of
mitigate; (i) to avoid, remedy or mitigate significant adverse effects on the
environment as a result of measures used to manage coastal hazards. Any
significant adverse effects or remove redundant structures, to assist in
restoration and rehabilitation of the natural character of the areas concerned.

The applicant considers the replacement structures are the best practicable
option for natural hazard mitigation at this location. The structures have been
moved landward to avoid reclamation and have been considered that they will
not exacerbate coastal erosion at this location.

Provided that the applicant adheres to the recommended conditions of consent, |
consider the proposal is not contrary to the relevant objectives and policies of the
RCEP.

Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP)

The purpose of the LWRP is to identify the resource management outcomes or goals
(objectives) for managing land and water resources in Canterbury to achieve the
purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991. It identifies the policies and rules
needed to achieve the objectives and provides direction in terms of the processing
of resource consent applications.

This activity is located within Section 9 of the LWRP. Therefore, the regional
objectives and policies within the Christchurch West Melton Subregion must be
considered.

| consider the following objectives and policies of the LWRP to be relevant to this
proposal:

a.

Policy2A.1: When considering any application for a discharge the consent
authority must have regard to matters.

Objective 3.1: Land and water are managed as integrated natural resources
to recognise and enable Ngai Tahu culture, traditions, customary uses and
relationships with land and water.

Objective 3.5: Land uses continue to develop and change in response to
socio-economic and community demand.

Objective 3.6: Water is recognised as essential to all life and is respected for
its intrinsic values.

Objective 3.13: Groundwater resources remain a sustainable source of high-
quality water which is available for abstraction while supporting base flows or
levels in surface water bodies, springs and wetlands and avoiding salt-water
intrusion.

Objective 3.19: Natural character values of freshwater bodies, including
braided rivers and their margins, wetlands, hapua and coastal lagoons, are
protected.

Objective 3.22: The effectiveness of both man-made natural hazard protection
infrastructure, and wetlands and hapua as natural water retention areas, is
maintained to reduce the risk of and effects from natural hazards, including
those arising from seismic activity and climate change.
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h. Objective 3.23: Soils are healthy and productive, and human-induced erosion
and contamination are minimised.

i. Objective 3.24: All activities operate at good environmental practice or better
to optimise efficient resource use and protect the region’s freshwater resource
use and protect the region’s freshwater resources from quality and quantity
degradation.

J.  Policy 4.2: The management of lakes, rivers, wetlands and aquifers will take
account of the freshwater outcomes, water quantity limits and the individual
and cumulative effects of land uses, discharges and abstractions will meet the
water quality limits in Sections 6 to 15.

k. Policy 4.4: Groundwater is managed so that; (e) overall water quality in
aquifers does not decline; and (f) the exercise of customary uses and values is
supported.

. Policy 4.13: For other discharges of contaminants into or onto land where it
may enter water or to surface water bodies or groundwater, the effects of any
discharge are minimised by the use of measures.

m. Policy 4.14B: Have regard to Ngai Tahu values, and in particular those
expressed within an iwi management plan, when considering applications for
discharges which may adversely affect statutory acknowledgement areas,
nohonga sites, surface waterbodies, silent file areas, culturally significant sites,
Heritage New Zealand sites, any listed archaeological sites, and cultural
landscapes, identified in this Plan, any relevant district plan, or in any iwi
management plan.

n. Policy 4.15: In urban areas, the adverse effects on water quality, aquatic
ecosystems, existing uses and values of water and public health from the
cumulative effects of sewage, wastewater, industrial or trade waste or
stormwater discharges are avoided by: (ab) all stormwater being discharges to
land or into reticulated system, where a reticulated system is available.

0. Policy 4.17: Stormwater run-off volumes and peak flows are managed so that
they do not cause or exacerbate the risk of inundation, erosion or damage to
property or infrastructure downstream or risks to human safety.

p. Policy 4.18: The loss or discharge of sediment or sediment laden water and
other contaminants to surface water from earthworks, including roading, works
in the bed of a river or lake, land development or construction, is avoided, and
if this is not achievable, the best practicable option is used to minimise the loss
or discharge to water.

q. Policy 4.19: The discharge of contaminants to groundwater from earthworks,
excavation, waste collection or disposal sites and contaminated land is avoided
or minimised.

r. Policy 4.22: Sedimentation of water bodies as a result of land clearance,
earthworks and cultivation is avoided or minimised by the adoption of control
methods and technologies such as maintaining continuous vegetation cover
adjacent to water bodies or capturing surface run-off to remove sediment and
other contaminants or by methods such as direct drilling crops and cultivation
that follows the contours of a paddock.

S. Policy 4.23: Any water source used for drinking-water supply is protected from
any discharge of contaminants that may have any actual or potential adverse
effect on the quality of the drinking-water supply.
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t. Policy 4.26: Any discharges of hazardous substances from contaminated land,
including existing and closed landfills, are manged to ensure that adverse
effects beyond the site boundary on people’s health or safety, on human or
stock water supplies, or on surface water are avoided.

u. Policy 4.81: Any take, use, damming or diversion of water, any discharge of
contaminants onto land or into water, or any earthworks, planting, vegetation
removal or other land uses within a wetland boundary, do not adversely affect
the significant values of wetlands, hapua, coastal lakes and lagoons.

v. Policy 4.82: Modification of wetlands, hapua, coastal lakes and lagoons may
occur if the modification is necessary and necessarily has to be in that location
to provide for the installation, upgrading or maintenance of infrastructure and
any significant effects are offset by other improvements to or expansion of the
same or another wetland, hapua, coastal lake or lagoon.

w. Policy 4.85: Water quality, indigenous biodiversity and ecosystem health in
lakes, rivers, wetlands, hapua, coastal lakes and lagoons are enhanced
through establishing or restoring riparian planting.

x. Policy 4.96: The consequential effects of seismic activity are recognised and
timely and appropriate responses to such activity are facilitated.

y. Policy 4.98: In urban areas, where groundwater hydrology has changed as a
result of seismic activity, including new springs and altered groundwater levels,
allow site-specific remediation to occur.

z. Policy 4.97: Remediation works which are necessary to enable people and
communities to recover from natural hazard events: (d) adverse effects on the
environment resulting from the works are avoided, remediated or mitigated

| consider that as the applicant is proposing to undertake earthworks under a
Construction Environmental Management Plan, Construction Methodology Plan,
and an ESCP, the proposal has recognised the value of water, and its intrinsic value
is being respected to the best practicable ability. The ESCP will ensure that any
adverse effects will be appropriately avoided or mitigated and overall water quality
in aquifers will not decline as a result of the proposed activities.

The discharge of contaminants to land through the re-use of contaminated soils or
materials will be managed under the applicant’s global consent and is unlikely to
contaminate the aquifer that is utilised for drinking water. Stormwater is proposed to
be discharged to the CCC network where appropriate.

The proposal will help enable further safety and enjoyment of the space for the
community and will not negatively impact water quality within the estuary.

Provided that the applicant adheres to the recommended conditions of consent, |
consider the proposal is consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the
LWRP.

Canterbury Air Regional Plan (CARP)

The Canterbury Air Regional Plan (CARP) was made operative 31 October 2017.
The CARP’s purpose is to promote the sustainable management of Canterbury’s air
resource, and it contains rules and provisions to address air quality issues with the
Canterbury Region.

The applicant considers the proposal is consistent with the objectives and policies
of the CARP, with mitigation in place such as the CEMP and CMP to minimise and
manage dust discharge effects on sensitive activities with no-ongoing discharge to
air associated with the proposal.
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The following objectives and policies of the CARP to be relevant to this proposal:

a.

Objective 5.1: Air quality protects the mauri and life supporting capacity of the
environment.

Objective 5.5: Air quality is managed in a way that provides for the cultural
values and traditions of Ngai Tahu.

Objective 5.6: Amenity values of the receiving environment and will be
maintained.

Objective 5.7: Discharges from new activities are appropriately located to take
account of adjacent land uses and sensitive activities.

Policy 6.1: Discharges of contaminants into air, either individually or in
combination with other discharges, do not cause: (b) adverse effects on the
mauri and life supporting capacity of ecosystems, plants or animals.

Policy 6.2: Recognise the value of air quality as a taonga to Tangata Whenua
and manage adverse effects of discharges into air on wahi tapu, wahi taonga,
and places of significance to Ngai Tahu.

Policy 6.8: Offensive and objectionable effects are unacceptable and actively
managed by plan provisions and the implementation of management plans.

Policy 6.9: Discharges into air from new activities are appropriately located
and adequately separated from sensitive activities, taking into account land use
anticipated by a proposed or operative district plan and the sensitivity of the
receiving environment.

Policy 6.11: When evaluating resource consent applications recognise
locational constraints on activities, when imposing terms and conditions.

| consider that the proposed mitigation measures which includes a Dust
Management Plan will ensure that the proposal is consistent with the relevant
objectives and policies.

Other Relevant Matters (s104(1)(c))

| consider that the decision maker should have regard to the following matters:

a.

Iwi Management Plan; and

b. The Canterbury Water Management Strategy.

Iwi Management Plan

Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 2013

The site is located within the rohe of Te Ngai TtGahuriri RGnanga.

The relevant Iwi Management Plan is the Mahaanui lwi Management Plan 2013.

The applicant considers the proposal to be consistent with the provisions of the
Mahaanui lwi Management Plan as they have engaged within mana whenua
throughout the development of the concept design o the project, with input into the
landscape design and design solutions to enhance the cultural values of the area.

Relevant policies and direction from this IMP includes the following:

a.

K1.3: Papatipu Runanga are the regional collective bodies representing the

tangata whenua who hold manawhenua and are responsible for protecting

hapu and tribal interests in their respective takiwa.
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K2.3: In giving effect to Te Tiriti, government agencies and local authorities
must recognise and provide for kaitiakitanga and rangatiratanga. As the
tangata whenua who hold manawhenua, Ngai Tahu interests in resource
management extend beyond stakeholder or community interests.

R1.1: To protect the mauri of air from adverse effects associated with discharge
to air activities.

R2.2: To require that the regional council recognise and provide for the
relationship of Ngai Tahu with air, and the specific cultural considerations
regarding air quality, including the protection of cultural amenity values.

R3.3: To require that local authorities recognise and provide for the potential
effects of climate change on resources and values of importance to Ngai Tahu,
for example:

i. Effects of sea level rise on coastal marae and coastal wahi tapu,
including urup3;

ii. Increased salination of rivers and hapua, affecting mahinga Kkai
resources and customary use;

iii. Warming of oceans and effects on marine ecosystems, including those
on the sea floor;

iv. Changes to the amount of rainfall, and effects on aquifer recharge;

v. Lake management regimes, including the opening of Te Waihora and Te
Roto o Wairewa to the sea; and

vi. Changes to the habitats of indigenous flora and fauna, including taonga
species.

WM2.2: To require that water is recognised to all life and is respected for its
taonga value ahead of all other values.

WM6.8: To continue to oppose the discharge of contaminants to water, and to
land where contaminants may enter water.

WM6.16: To require, in the first instance, that all potential contaminants that
may enter water (e.g., nutrients, sediments and chemicals) are managed on
site and at source rather than discharged off site. This applies to both rural and
urban activities.

WM6.17: To require the development of stringent and enforceable controls on
the following activities given the risk to water quality:

i.  Subdivision and development adjacent to waterways.

WM12.4: All waterways in the urban and built environment must have
indigenous vegetated healthy, functioning riparian margins.

WM13.1: To recognise and protect all wetlands, waipuna and riparian areas as
wahi taonga that provide important cultural and environmental benefits,
including but not limited to:

i. Mahinga kai habitat;

ii. The provision of resources for cultural use;

iii. Cultural well-being;

iv. The maintenance and improvement of water quality; and

v. Natural flood protection.

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 63 of 184

Applicant:

Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



. WM13.7: To recognise the protection, establishment and enhancement of
riparian areas along waterways and lakes as a matter of regional importance,
and a priority of Ngai Tahu.

m. P9.2: To require the appropriate valuation of soil resources as taonga and as
natural capital, providing essential ecosystem services.

n. P9.3: To protect the land from induced soil erosion as a result of unsustainable
land use and development.

0. P9.4: To support the following methods and measures to maintain or improve
soil organic matter and soil nutrient balance, and prevent soil erosion and soil
contamination:

i. Matching land use with land capability (i.e., soil type, slope, elevation).

i. Restoration and enhancement of riparian areas, to reduce erosion and
therefore sedimentation of waterways;

iii. Restoration of indigenous vegetation, including the use of indigenous
tree plantations as erosion control and indigenous species in shelter
belts; and

iv. Avoiding leaving large areas of land/soil bare during earthworks and
construction activities.

p. P10.1: The management of contaminated land must recognise and provide for
specific cultural issues, including:

i.  The location of contaminated sites;
ii. The nature of the contamination;
iii. The potential for leaching and run-off;
iv. Proposed land use changes; and
v. Proposed remediation or mitigation work.
g. P11.1: To assess proposals for earthworks with particular regard to:
i. Potential effects on wahi tapu and wahi taonga, known and unknown;
ii. Potential effects on waterways, wetlands and waipuna;
iii. Potential effects on indigenous biodiversity;
iv. Potential effects on natural landforms and features, including ridge lines;
v. Proposed erosion and sediment control measures; and
vi. Rehabilitation and remediation plans following earthworks.

r. P11.8: To require the planting of indigenous vegetation as an appropriate
mitigation measure for adverse impacts that may be associated earthworks
activity.

s. P11.9: To require stringent and enforceable controls on land use and
earthworks activities as part of the resource consent process, to protect
waterways and waterbodies from sedimentation, including but not limited to:

i. The use of buffer zones;
ii. Minimising the extent of land cleared and left bare at any given time; and
iii. Capture of run-off, and sediment control.
t. P12.1: To promote land use and land use management that avoids undue soill
disturbance and vegetation clearance.
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u. TM2.8: To require the integration of robust biodiversity objectives in urban,
rural land use and planning, including but not limited to:

i. Use of indigenous species as street trees in residential developments,
and in parks and reserves and other open space; and

i. Establishment of planted indigenous riparian margins along waterways.

v. TAN2.1: To require that coastal water quality is consistent with protecting and
enhancing customary fisheries, and with enabling tangata whenua to exercise
customary rights to safely harvest kaimoana.

w. TAN3.1: To require that coastal wetlands, estuaries and hapua are recognised
and protected as an integral part of the coastal environment, and for their wahi
taonga value as mahinga kai, or food baskets, of Ngai Tahu.

x. TANb.2: To continue to contribute to Ngai Tahu whanui efforts to have
customary rights and interests to the foreshore and seabed recognised and
provided for in a fair and just way.

y. TANG6.1: To require that local government and the Crown recognise and
provide for the ability of tangata whenua to identify particular coastal marine
areas as significant cultural landscapes or seascapes.

z. TANSG6.2: To require that coastal marine areas identified by tangata whenua as
significant cultural landscapes or seascapes are protected from inappropriate
coastal land use, subdivision and development.

aa. TAN7.1: To require that local authorities recognise and provide for the
particular interest of Ngai Tahu in coastal land development activities, including
but not limited to:

i.  The protection of coastal headlands and skylines;

ii. The protection of coastal indigenous biodiversity, including remnant
forest and endemic species;

iii. The protection of mahinga kai values;

iv. The protection of wahi tapu and wahi taonga;

v. The protection of views significant natural features and landmarks;
vi. Access to coastal areas for customary use;

vii. Ngai Tahu aspirations for coastal areas, including the establishment of
mataitai and taiapure;

viii. The potential for sedimentation and contamination of coastal waters; and

ix. The increased pressure on existing water resources and community
infrastructure.

bb. TAN7.3: To require a precautionary approach towards proposed activities
whose effects on the coastal environment are uncertain, unknown or poorly
understood.

cc. TAN7.5: To require that local authorities recognise and provide the cumulative
impacts of land use change on the natural and cultural landscape values of
coastal areas, including:

i. Effects of incremental development; and

ii. Ensuring that existing modification of the landscape is not used to justify
change where it is inappropriate to allow further coastal development.
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dd. CL3.8: To require, where a proposal is assessed by tangata whenua as having
the potential to affect wahi tapu or wahi taonga, one or more of the following:

i. Low risk to sites:
1. Accidental discovery protocol (ADP).
ii. High risk to sites:
1. Cultural impact assessment (CIA);
2. Site visit;

3. Archaeological assessment, by a person nominated by the
Papatipu Rinanga;

4. Cultural monitoring to oversee excavation activity, record sites or
information that may be revealed, and direct tikanga for handling
cultural materials;

Inductions for contractors undertaking earthworks;
Accidental discovery protocol agreements (ADP); and

Archaeological Authority from the New Zealand Historic Places
Trust.

ee. CL5.1: Ngai Tahu whanui must have unrestricted access to wahi tapu, wabhi
taonga and other places of cultural importance on Crown land.

ff. 1H3.2: To require that waterways and waterbodies (including Te lhutai) are
managed to achieve and maintain a water quality standard consistent with food
gathering.

gg. IH6.4: To recognise and progressively restore the natural ability of waterways
in the catchment to provide flood protection, filtration and other ecosystem
services, by:

i. Establishments of native riparian vegetation along waterways;
ii. Restoration of native riparian vegetation along waterways;
iii. Restoration of wetlands and springs;

iv. Restoration of natural form and duction of the floodplain system,
including providing for its dynamic characteristics; and

v. Naturalisation of the existing drainage network.

hh. IH7.1: To require that indigenous biodiversity is recognised and provided for as
an integral part of the natural and cultural heritage of the Ihutai catchment and
the city landscape.

| consider that the construction-phase works is generally consistent with the above
direction of the Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan through the applicant’s proposed
mitigation measures to protect land and water which includes an Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan, a Construction Methodology Plan and a Construction
Environmental Management Plan. The Rinanga did not exercise their right to submit
on this application. However, the applicant stated within the application that they
engaged with Rdnanga during the development and concept design process and
also received written approval from the Te lhutai Ahu Whenua Trust.

Therefore, taking into account with the technical responses received, and provided
that the applicant adheres to the recommended conditions of consent, | consider
that the proposal is not contrary with the IMP.
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Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS)

The proposal is located within the area managed by the Christchurch-West Melton
Zone Committee. The committee have generated a Zone Implementation
Programme (ZIP) for this zone. ZIPs are non-statutory documents completed by
each of the Zone Committees within the Canterbury Region. ZIPs contain zone-
specific recommendations for water management to achieve the CWMS targets.

The Christchurch-West Melton ZIP contains several priority outcomes which are
applicable to this application. These are to protect and improve water quality of both
surface and groundwater.

Given the advice from the technical experts, and given the proposed mitigation
measures, including the use of an ESCP and measures to manage accidental
aquifer interception, | consider that the proposal is not contrary to the priority
outcomes identified in the ZIP.

Other s104 matters

| have also considered those other matters in s104 to determine whether they affect
my recommendation. In this case, | consider that there are no other relevant matters.

Matters relevant to certain applications (s105(1))

In addition to the matters in s104(1), s105(1) also requires decision makers to have
regard to the following matters for applications for that would contravene s15 or
section 15B of the RMA:

a. The nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving environment to
adverse effects;

b. The applicant’s reasons for the proposed choice; and

c. Any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge into any
other receiving environment.

| have had regard to the above matters and note that the adverse effects of the
discharge are minor, and that there are not possible alternatives.

The applicant’s reasons for the proposed choice are no alternative stormwater
discharge methods as the works will be occurring on the Estuary Edge, it is
considered no alternative method of discharge during the construction-phase
activities and there is no alternative receiving environment available.

Part 2 — Purpose and Principles

Having had regard to those matters specified in s104(1)(b) and following the
guidance of Davidson (discussed above), | must consider whether it is necessary to
resort to Part 2 in order to determine this application.

Section 5 of the RMA states that the purpose of this Act is to "promote the
sustainable management of natural and physical resources".

Section 5(2) then goes on to state that:

In this Act, sustainable management means managing the use,
development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or
at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social,
economic, and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety while-
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(a) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding
minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future
generations; and

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

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

The purpose is then achieved by the guidance provided by the Principles of the RMA
(i.e.s.6,s.7, and s.8).

| have considered the objectives and policies of the relevant documents in
s104(1)(b) and consider they were appropriately prepared to give effect to Part 2 of
the RMA. As the application is inconsistent with those provisions, | therefore that the
application will achieve the purpose of the RMA as defined in section 5.

Determination of the Application

Having had regard to those matters specified in s104(1) and s105(1) is then
necessary to consider those matters relevant to determining the application, as
determined by its status.

The application is considered to be a non-complying activity, and therefore | must
consider the following matters when considering whether to recommend granting or
refusing the application:

Particular restrictions for non-complying activities (s104D)

As a non-complying activity, | must determine whether it meets the ‘gateway’ tests
of s104D RMA, specifically the application may only be granted if the decision maker
is satisfied that:

a. The adverse effects of the activity (except where s104(3)(a)(ii) applies) will be
minor; or

b. The application is not contrary to the objective and policies of the relevant plan
and/or proposed plan.

| consider that the adverse effects arising from the proposal will be minor.

| have also considered this application against the provisions of the operative
proposed plan and consider that it is not contrary to those provisions.

The application may therefore be granted.

Determination of applications for discretionary or non-complying activities (Section
104B)

After considering an application for a resource consent for a non-complying
activity, a consent authority:

(a) May grant or refuse the application; and
(b) If it grants the application, may impose conditions under section 108 of
the RMA.
Restriction on grant of certain discharge permits (s107)

Under Section 107(1) of the RMA a consent authority shall not grant a consent for
the discharge of a contaminant into water, or onto or into land, if after reasonable
mixing the discharge is likely to give rise in the receiving waters, to:

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 68 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



(a) The production of conspicuous oil or grease films, scums, foams,
floatable or suspended material:

(b) Any conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity:
(c) Any emission of objectionable odour:

(d) The rendering of fresh water unsuitable for consumption by farm
animals:

(e) Any significant adverse effects on aquatic life.”

| consider that the discharge will not give effect to those matters specified in s107(1)
and therefore may be granted.

Recommendation

Having had regard to those matters in s104 and s105, and that consent is able to be
granted in accordance with s104, B, D and s107, | recommend granting consent
subject to the conditions and duration recommended below.

Conditions (section 108)

Section 108 enables the consent authority to impose conditions subject to those
restrictions specified in s108 and s108AA.

If the decision maker agrees with my recommendation to grant consent, | have
attached a set of conditions within Appendices 7 — 10 which are a starting point that
as | consider that effects can be effectively managed, further work needs to be done
with the applicant to ensure that the condition set is fit for purpose and will result in
the intended outcomes.

Duration (section 123)

Section 123 details the possible durations of resource consent.

A duration of 10 years is sought for all construction-phase related activities, and a
duration of 20 years is sought for all enduring occupation of all proposed structures
to be constructed within the CMA.

In considering an adequate consent duration, | have had regard to the following
factors developed through case law that are relevant to the determination of the
duration of a resource consent:

a. The duration of a resource consent should be decided in a manner which meets
the RMA's purpose of sustainable management;

b. Whether adverse effects would be likely to increase or vary during the term of
the consent;

c. Whether there is an expectation that new information regarding mitigation
would become available during the term of the consent;

d. Whether the impact of the duration could hinder implementation of an
integrated management plan (including a new plan);

e. That conditions may be imposed requiring adoption of the best practicable
option, requiring supply of information relating to the exercise of the consent,
and requiring observance of minimum standards of quality in the receiving
environment;
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f.  Whether review conditions are able to control adverse effects (the extent of the
review conditions proposed is also relevant bearing in mind that the power to
impose them is not unlimited);

Whether the relevant plan addresses the question of the duration of a consent;
h. The life expectancy of the asset for which consents are sought;
i. Whether there wasl/is significant capital investment in the activity/asset; and

j-  Whether a particular period of duration would better achieve administrative
efficiency.

Taking the above reasonings and policy guidance into consideration, | consider a
duration of 10 years is appropriate for construction related consents (CRC242267,
CRC242269 and CRC251999) and a duration of 20 years is appropriate
CRC242268.

i oy

Name: Olivia Murray
Consents Planner

Prepared by: Date:  11/11/2025

Reviewed by: /@J\/U(\ | Date:  13/11/2025

Name: Nargﬁa Feehan
Principal Consents Advisor
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APPENDIX 1 - MEMORADUM BY MS ALICE BUTLER

Before the Independent Hearing Panel appointed by
the Canterbury Regional Council

IN THE MATTER OF The Resource Management Act
1991

AND

IN THE MATTER OF Application CRC242267 to
CRC242269

Addendum to Section 42A Officer's Report
Report of Alice Butler

Introduction

Background

1. This report forms part of the Canterbury Regional Council's (CRC) audit of the
assessment of envircnmental effects (AEE) provided by Christchurch City Council (the
applicant) in support of resource consent applications for Southshore and South New
Brighton Park erosion protection and inundation protection works.

2. This report will provide the decision-maker with information and advice related to:

a. Contaminants of concem on the site

b. Recommendations for reducing contaminant mobilisation to soils

c. The actual and potential effects of the proposal from a contaminated land
perspective

3. While not required for @ Council hearing for a resource consent application, | have read
the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in giving evidence to the Envircnment Court.
| agres to comply with that code when giving evidence to the Hearing Pangl in this
matier. All my evidence is within my experiise and | have considered and stated all
material facts known to me which might alter or qualify the opinions | express,

Qualifications

4. I, Alice Butler, am a scientist in the Contaminated Land and Waste Team at CRC. | have
over five and a half years of experience in the Contaminated Land and Waste Team.
Throughout my time at CRC | have provided technical advice on matiers relafing to the
identification, investigation and remediation of contaminated sites in Canterbury. | have
provided technical advice on matters reiating to contaminated land and wasie fo
Consent Planners on numerous consent applications. | also provide advice to territonal
authorities on the implementation of the National Environmental Standard for Assessing
and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health (MIE, 2011b).

5. | hold a Bachelor of Science Degree majoring in Geology and Geography from the
University of Canterbury.

B. This report has been peer reviewed by Hannah Mirabueno, Senior Scientist on the
Contaminated Land and Waste Team at Environment Canterbury.

Scope of Report

T. This repori is prepared under the provisions of section 42A of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA). This seclion allows a council officer or consultant to

14.
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provide a report to the decision-makeris) on a resource censent application made o the
council and allows the decision-maker(s) to consider the repornt at the hearing. Section
41(4) of the RMA allows the decision-maker(s) o request and receive from any person
who makes a report under Section 42A "any information or advice that is relevant and
reascnably necessary o determine the application”.

8. This report is supplementary fo the Section 42A Report prepared by the CRC for the
above resource consent applications. Full details of the consent applications are
provided in that repori. To carry out this audit of the consent applications | have
considerad the relevant sections of the assessment of effects on the environment (AEE)
submitted by the applicant, including its technical appendices. | also reviewed the 592
response dated 23™ October 2024. | attended a site visit on the 167 July 2025. Finally,
| have also taken into account relevant 1Issues raised by submitiers in relation to the
efiects | have considered in this report.

Consideration of Submissions

g CRC received 301 submissions for CRC242267-9. three of which opposed the
application. Concems raised included the loss of intertidal habitats, coastal squesze and
efiects o inanga and lizards. | defer to water and land ecology experis regarding the
mitigation of these impacts.

Assessment of Receiving Environment

10. The proposal included two areas of fiood protection and erosion works. The areas
included the South Mew Brighton Park (SNBP) and the Southshore bund area. A
Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) (Jacobs, 2022) and Detailed Site Investigation [(DSI)
(Jacobs, 2023) were completed across both areas to assess if land use activities on the
Ministry for the Environment (MIE) Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) had
occurred at the site. The following HAIL activities were discussed In the SNBP area:

a. A10- Persistent pesticide bulk storage or use. This applied to the cricket pitch and
tennis courts.

b. A1T - Storage tanks or drums for fuel, chemicals or liquid waste. Two underground
storage tanks were nofed on the property in 1983 In 2005, one of the tanks were
removed.

c. E1 - Asbestos products manufacture or disposal. Ashestos was noted in the
sputhern portion of the SNBP in September 2024 by Canterbury Regional Council
officers. The location did not intersect the area of proposed works.

The location of the HAIL these activities in the SNBP were not considered to be located
within the portion of land where the proposal will occur.

11. The PSI identified suspected asbestos containing material (ACM) in nine structures
along the shoreline and HAIL activity ‘T (Any other land that has been subject to the
intentional or accidental release of a hazardous substance in sufficient quantity that i
could be a risk to human health or the environment) may apply, owing to the demolished
residential buildings.

12.  Dwuring the OS], 54 soil samples were collected along Southshore adjacent to the estuary
at varying depths and analysed for trace elements (arsenic, cadmium, chromium,
copper, lead, nickel, and zinc) and asbestos in soil (semi-guaniitative) analysis.
Anthropogenic matenal (including plastic, nails, glass, wood, ceramic, brick, and clay
fragmentis) were observed in 17 of the 21 test pits. Asbestos was reporied as present in
eight locations. Trace elements were detected at concenirations above background
levels. Relative to the ANZG (2018) default guideline values (DGVs), lead exceeded the

14.
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an appropriate landfill. | agree that from a human health perspective, matenal {including
s0il) containing, or potentially containing asbestos should not be re-used on site.

18. Asbestos was found fo be present in eight seawall structures with ancther two suspected
locations. These structures were in the vicinity of the estuary edae or the proposed bund
alignment. Asbestos is predominantly a human health concern as opposed to an
environmental risk. It is likely that the human health risks with the disturbance of
asbestos contaminated soil and structures will be addressed in the consents under the
NES-CS, 2011 regulated by the Christchurch City Council. | recommend the method of
encapsulating asbesios contaminated matenal (if it is to occur) is included in detail in
the CSMP and is in accordance with BRANZ 2017 guidelines. An ongoing site
management plan would also be required at the completion of works including but not
limited to:

a. where the encapsulated ashestos material is located
methods for regular inspection of encapsulated matenal

b

C. encapsulation methods and design (clean soil capping and geotextile marker)
d. surface stabilisation methods

e. maintenance and repair procedures

Conclusions and Recommendations

19,  The information provided to date had some contradictions relating to soil re-use. The
proposed consent conditions stated that only soil mesating the definition of cleanfill will
be re-used and the DSI discussed that soil mesting the NES-CS recreational land use
critena may be re-used. My following recommendations seek to clanfy how decisions
will be made for soil re-use o protect ecological receptors.

20 | recommend an updated CSMP is provided which will address all contaminants present
on the site (including trace elements and asbestos) with reference to the guideine
values which will inform re-use decisions to protect both human health and ecological
receptors. The CSMP should outiine the methodology for determining whether soil
meels the adopted re-use crteria of cleanfill. if soil which doesn't meet the WasteMINZ
(2023) cleanfill definition are proposed for re-use, | recommend an assessment of
environmental effects is completed considering the effects the elevated contaminants
will pose on the receiving environment. | recommend the ANZG DGV is adopted for the
protection of ecological receptors in surface water. The ANZG DGV is less consenvative
than the cleanfill definition but would he more sustainable in terms of off site disposal
whilst being protective of the estuarine enviranment.

21. | recommend the applicant confirms whether they infend to encapsulate ashbestos
contaminated matenal or soils on site. If they do intend to encapsulate, the CSMP shall
he updated to include the methods and design for encapsulation and a long term site
management plan shouid be required outlining procedures and maintenance in
accordance with BRANZ 2017 guidelines.

22 | recommend as a condition of consent that the updated CSMP and the ESCP are
reviewed and approved by Environment Canteribury prior to earthworks commencing.

23 | recommend a condition of consent that only cleanfil matenals as defined in the
Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land (WasteMINZ 2023) can be used as imporied
fill.

14.
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Introduction

Background

1; This report forms part of the Canterbury Regional Council's (CRC) audi of the
assessment of environmental effects (AEE]) provided by The Christchurch City Council
(the Applicant or CCC) in support of resource consent applications for Coastal erosion
and protection works - construction phase stormwater - works within 100m of wetland

2 This report will provide the decision-maker with information and advice related to:

a. The actual and potential effects of the proposed activities on groundwater quality
and quantity.

. The interactions between the groundwater in the area with the surrounding
environment.

3. While not required for a Council hearing for a resource consent application, | have read the
Code of Conduct for Expent Witnesses in giving evidence to the Environment Court. | agree
to comply with that code when giving evidence o the Hearing Pane! in this matter. All my
evidence is within my expertise and | have considered and siated all material facts known
to me which might alter or qualify the opinions | express.

Qualifications

4. My name is Mitchell James Green, and | have been employed by CRC as a Groundwater
Scientist since 22 August 2022 | hold a degree of Master of Science from the University
of Canterbury, and | have over 8 years' experience in groundwater science at Regional
Councits in both Canterbury and the Bay of Plenty, New Zealand.

5. My work at CRC includes investigating, monitoring, data analysis and reporiing on both
groundwater quality and quaniity. | also provide technical advice for a range consents
such as those relating to groundwater occurrence, flow direction and where dischames
can lead to contaminants entering groundwater.

Scope of Report

8. This report is prepared under the provisions of section 42A of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA). This seciion allows a council officer or consultant to
provide a report to the decision-makeris) on a resource consent application made to the
council and allows the decision-maker(s) to consider the report at the hearing. Section
41(4) of the RMA allows the decision-makeris) to request and receive from any person
who makes a report under Section 42A “any imformation or advice that is refevant and
reasonably necessary fo determine the application”.

7 This report is supplementary to the Seclion 424 Report prepared by the CRC officer,
Olwia Murray, for the above resource consent applications. Full details of the consent

applications are provided in that report.
8. To carmry out this audit of the consent applications, | have:

a.  Considered the relevant sections of the assessment of effects on the environment
(AEE) submitted by the applicant, including its technical appendices. | have also
reviewed further information that was provided by the applicant

. A memorandum fitled S92 ECan RF Response. Dated 231002024
from CCC.

i. A report fitted Applicafion s92 Response to CQuestions 2 and 4a
Movember 2024 Assessment of future levels attachment B M.
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ii. A memorandum fitied - Appiication 592 partial Response fo guestions 1
3 and J email dated October 2024 (C25C/8T134).

iv. The revised proposed conditions (C25C7255443).
b. Aftended a site visit to the area of proposed the works on 16 July 2025,

C. Taken into account relevant issues raised by submitters in relation to the effecis |
have considered in this repori.

Assessment of Receiving Environment

g CCC is applying for consents to camy out Coastal Erosion and Protection related
earthworks along the westem edge of the SouthShore Spit (the Spit) and South New
Brighton Park (SNBP) area (the Site), along the shore of the Estuary of the Heathcote
and Avon Rivers / Ihutai (the Estuary).

10. Groundwater occumence

a.  The site overlies the Christchurch Confined Agquifer System. The AEE (page 103
siates “Aquifer 1 sits at a depth of 141 m at the nearest measuring bore log for
aquifer testing on Estuary Road (BX24/1210).7 | disagree with this assessment of
depth to Aguifer 1. The shallowest of the named aguifers in the area are the
Riccarton Gravels, and this is found approximately 32.9 m below ground leve! in
the area (according to the bare log of M35/M15971).

b. Shallow groundwater is also observed in the sand dume deposits and the
underiying Christchurch formation silts and sands as evidenced by groundwater
readings in the shallow beach-denved sand sediments underying the area (.e.
hore logs from wells and geotechnical investigations less than 20 metres depth)
(Figure 1Emor! Reference source not found.).

c. This shallow groundwater is known to and has been referenced by the CCC in a
recent factsheet for the area named the SOUTH NEW BRIGHTON AND
SOUTHSHORE FACT SHEET GROUNDWATER ISSUES (CCC, 2025)

d. The source of this shallow groundwater is likely 1o be a mixture of infiltrating
rainfall, estuarine and coastal origin in the area around the site along the area of
works.

1" Depth to groundwater

a. The applicant has assessed the depth of groundwater to be 0-2 m below ground
level across the site (section 3.4.7 of the AEE), and | agres with this assessment.
Groundwater is observed in shallow wells and is ofien less than 1 metre below
groundwater across the area of proposed works (Figure 2 Figure 3). The shallow
CCC maonitoring wells in the area show groundwater is consistently shallow and
shows a tidal effect. This indicates the groundwater levels are hydraulically
connacted the nearby water levels in the estuary and the coast.

b. The AEE also states in seclion 3 4_ 7 that water table is the coastal confined gravel
anquifer. | disagree with this statement as the coastal confined gravel agquifer
(Aquifer 1) is confined in the area, and water levels recorded in a confined agquifer
are under pressure, wiih levels recorded classified as a piezometnic/
potentiometric level. Water fables occur in unconfined aguifers and are at
atmospheric pressure, and the two aguifer levels do not typically coincide in the
same location (Fetter, 2001, Freeze & Cherry, 1979).
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12 The groundwater system has notl been further detailed by the applicant in the AEE or
supplementary documents, with littie interpretation of the groundwater fiow direction,
quality, or the shallow groundwater system in general. This is important to understand
as the groundwater in the area is dynamic, with flow direction and water level often
changing with the fidal effects associated with the Avon-Heathcote Estuary and/or the
coast.

13.  The following is my further analysis of the groundwater in the area for these above-
mentioned aspects and potential effects of the proposed activity on the underiying
groundwater and iis interaction with the nearby Avon Heathcote estuany.

14. Groundwater fiow

a. There are three nearby shallow wells with consecutive water levels that can be
comelated for tiangulation (interpelation) of water levels (with difficulty due to the
relatively linear alignment of the wells), BX24/1885 (7.45m deep), BX24/2427
(6.16m deep) and BX24/2632 (6.06 m deep. These are CCC shallow groundwater
monitoring wells, all with continuous water level readings from September 2016
until August 2024 in the CRC database. The water levels in these wells show good
correlation over time, with some localised variation. The water levels can be
converied to the water level relative to metres above average s=2a level (masl) or
RL {relative level).

15.  Tidal Effect and groundwater level variations

a. The fidal effects seen in the shallow monitaring wells is varied compared to the
estuary, the coast and nearby wells screened in the underlying canfined Riccarton
Gravels (such as M35/T753), which show a clear fidal effect of 0.8 to 1 metre in
the lunar tide cycles and higher and lower levels during spring and neap tides. The
shallow groundwater recorded in the triangulation wells shows maostly a spring and
neap fide effect and only a minor (1-2 centimetre) patential lunar tidal efiect. This
is likely due to the lower hydraulic conductivity of the shallow groundwaters aquifer
and higher elevation as compared to the Riccarton Gravels (Figure 4).

b, 'When plotiing the water level records for the selected interpolation wells, there are
consecutive low and high groundwater levels recorded in the area. Interpolating
these levels Is used to assess groundwater level changes across the area over
fime, and to show the potential shallow groundwater fiow direction in the area.

c. Plotting the groundwater levels from the interpolation wells, the water levels of the
Avon River as it enters the estuary and the nearest NIWA Virtual Climate Data
Station rainfall, there appears to be several influences on groundwater level. This
includes local rainfall, rainfall in the upper catchments of the Avon River and the
fidal effects. Overall, the shallow groundwalter levels in Southshore appear to
relate to the Estuary water level, while short term spikes in water level are
obsenved following rainfall events of sufficient magnitude for recharge [Figure 5).

d. Prominent low groundwater levels are seen recently in the summer of 2024, and
December 2017 (Figure 6: Groundwater levels for the selected triangulation wells
from 2020-2025. Note the relative comeiation of the water levels, the shori-term
tidal effects and the potential localised level effects at certain times. The water
level data used to infer the typical high and low water levels in the area and to
compare with the tidal data is shaded in grey. In periods where BX24/1885 (red)
are higher than BX24/2632 (blue), groundwater will likely be fiowing towards the
estuary. Figure 6). As for an example of the high groundwater levels in the area,
sustaned high groundwater levels were seen in the winter of 2019, and they're
that | will use these to assess the potential variability of the groundwater depth and
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fiow direction across the site. The dates and times used for representative low and
high groundwater levels will be:

i. Summer 2017 = 2017-12-01 12:00:00
ii. Winter 2018 = 2019-08-01 11:55:00

2. Using the lowest groundwater levels in this perod (Summer 2017), tnangulating
the water levels from these three wells shows the groundwater is likely flowing
from the estuary to the coastal side off the spit (Figure 7).

f. Alternatively, plotting the high groundwater levels from the winter 2019
groundwater levels, we see a reversal of flow, with higher readings at well
BX24/1885 than BX24/2632, the groundwater is flowing in a norh westerly
direction, from near the middle of the spit to towards the estuary (Figure 8).

16.  Groundwater quality

a. The shallow groundwater quality in the proposed area of warks is likely to be
influenced by the coastal environment, leading it be brackish and non-potable in
relation to the dnnking water standards. This is supportad by nearhy shallow wells
near the coast such as M36/5385 (6m deep, Ferrymead), and M35/5890 (5m
deep, Burwood) which show elevated chloride and conductivity values in water
samples over their sampling history (Figure 9Figure 10).

b, During times of high rainfall, the groundwater is recharged by the infiitrating
rainwater, which will be significantly lower salinity compared to the brackish waters
of the estuary.

17. Groundwater users

a. There are six active drinking water wells in the area, with known depths ranging
from 49 to 147 metres deep, with three of the wells having no depth values
associated with them. Additionally, the wider area is supplisd by reticulated
drinking water, so the purpose of these wells with unknown depih and other details
is mot known and are likely not being used. But if the wells are potable and
productive, then they are most likely deeper than 30m and screened within the
desper aguifer units in the area. Therefore, due to the depth of these wells and
the confining layers above them, | have no concem for the potential effects of this
application to affect the drinking water quality in the area.

Assessment of Effects on the Environment

18. The shallow groundwater may be a pathway of contamination to the estuary and could
fransport sediments andfor other comtaminants if they infiltrate to . Therefore,
appropriate emsion and sediment control methods and procedures for working with
contaminated land should be followed in @ way to milipate against groundwater
contamination.

18,  This effect may be more prevalent at the estuary edge, with estuary water flowing under
the area of proposed works towards the centre of the spit during high tides andfor low
groundwater leve! or flowing from the centre of the spit towards the estuary in times of
higher groundwater levels and/or lower tide heights.

z0.  The effects of the proposed earthworks such as excavation and deposition that lead to
disturbance of the land surface could mobilise contaminants to the shallow underiying
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groundwater such as the observed heavy metals and likely hydrocarbons such as coal
tar {as discussed in C25C/E7134). | have concem regarding the proposal to drain
construction related stormwater to land, as any polential contaminants either pre-
existing in the soil o be disturbed or spilled onto the land during the earthworks could
flow to the groundwaier via this drainage. As seen in the shallow groundwater level
readings, rainfall induced recharge to the groundwater occurs in the area, and when this
occurs, the groundwater tends (o flow towards the estuary. This means that the
groundwater will be shallower during and following significant rainfall and likely act as a
pathway from the area of earthworks to the estuary. However, if these are identified and
suitably removed as per the revised conditions (condition 23), then | have low concemn
here.

21. Groundwater levels are also likely elevated following rainfall events in the area, and this
may lead to issues for drainage capabilities as the groundwater can be within 1 metre
of the land surface, in relatively low permeability soils and sediments (fine to medium
sands). It is unclear with the provided evidence that this will not lead to mounding or
ponding in the area. This may lead to increased potential localised flooding during high
rainfall evenis.

Conclusions and Recommendations

2z, As construction phase stormwater is proposed o be drained to land, this poses a nsk of
mounding and flooding, as well as adding concentrated drainage water to a particular
area, which would exacerbate the potential for contaminants to be camed io the
groundwater, which could then be a pathway for these contaminants to enter the
estuary.

23,  Therefore, proper adhesion to effective and robust erosion and stormwater management
plans should be followed. Including containment of any spills and the effective remowval
af any potential contaminants in the soils in the area of the proposed works, as per the
revised proposed condition 23,
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Figure 1 Piof of il challow (lezs the 20m) groundwaler leved readings mn the SNBF and Southbrdge 2rea
in meires above sea level

Figure 2¢ Map of the South New Brighion Fark and Southchore area showing ahaliow (leza than 10m) deep wells
higheaf groundwater levels (from ground level] and the approcmated ares of propoced worka, Nofe the very
zhaflow groundwaler levels scrozg the ares especially in the lowying areas near the choraiine of the Avon-
Heathcofe Egfuary, and the lack of shallow groundwates readings near the SNBFP
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Figuwre 3. Map of the South Bnghion Fark ares showmng groundwater wells and wellz ofzesed by resding cound.
Nole the lack of challow continuous groundwaler level wellz sround the park oits, wih most readings hmited
fo perodic or five mifial (Stafic] water level in the well when dnlled (SWL). Many of the ahaflow SWL readings
chow the groundw=ter aa less than 1m below ground level, with the challoweat showing 0. 13m below ground
feved af well BX24/2252 towardn the south of the map.
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Figure 4: Plot of the three tranguishon wello, 3 nearby moniforing well in the Ricearion Gravalz Aguifer
(M35/7753]), and the neareat cea level monitoring cife (Scarborough) displaying chorf and long ferm fidal
sffecte on fhe groundwater, az shown in meirez above mean ses faval.
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Figurs 5 The Summer 2018 Southohors groundwater levels comparad with the satusry waler levels (at
Avon River [@ Brdge St aite) and ranfal levels. The groundwaiesr feveln eppesr o be infiluenced by both
the sofuary levele and the lerger reinfall svenio.
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Figurs & Groundwater favels for fhe selected inanguiafion wailz from 2020-2025 Notz the =iatve
cor=fabion of fhe water leveln, the chon-ferm bidal =ffecic and the pofential localized level affechs af cerfain
times. The water level dafa used fo infer fhe fypical high and low water lsvels in the ares and fo compars
wrth the fidal dsis iz ahaded i grey. in penods where BX24/1885 (red) are higher than BX242632 (blus),
groundwater will fkely be fowing fowands the exfusry.
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Frgure 7 Map of the inferpolated loweaof groundwater leveln {masi] duning the reoreceniative low
groundwaler penod in summer 204 7-18. Note the groundwsfer flow direchon baing fo fre sasf moving
away from the estuzry, wiiich iz ikedy contribufing fo the groundwster. The cizeper gradient of the waler
I=vels shows 3 higher flow raiz for the shallow grounowater.
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Figuwr= 8: Map of the inferpoiafed highea! groundwader feved (maal) from the cefected challow inangulsting
wellz, dunng ihe representaine high groundwsier penod in the winier of 2015, Nofe that fhe fow direchion
differs from fh= low groundwsier period, with ihe groundivater flowng fo Norfheeest and kel flowing fo

the echuzry.
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Figure 10: Shallow groundwaier Conductivily (M5im) vwalues = wello M355R30 snd M365385.
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APPENDIX 3 - MEMORADUM BY MR PHILIP GROVE

Before the Independent Hearing Panel appointed by
the Canterbury Regional Council

IN THE MATTER OF The Resource Management Act
1991

AND

IN THE MATTER OF Application CRC242267 to
undertake erosion and inundation protection works at
Southshore and South New Brighton Park

Addendum to Section 42A Officer's Report
Report of Philip Grove

Introduction

Background

1.  This report forms part of the Canterbury Regional Council's (CRC) audit of the
assessment of environmental effects (AEE) provided by Christchurch City Council (the
applicant) in support of resource consent applications for a series of coastal erosion and
inundation protection works along the lhutaifAvon-Heathcote Estuary margin between
South New Brighton Park and Southshore Spit.

2. This report will provide the decision-maker with information and advice related to:

a. The actual and potential effects of the proposed activity on temestrial and wetland
ecology, specifically the wetland habhitats of the estuary margin and avifauna that
utilise these margin habitats and/or those of the adjoining estuary.

3. This report should be considered alongside that of CRC coastal ecology scientist Ms
Melanie Bums which provides advice on effecis of the proposed activity on intertidal
estuary habitats, and that of CRC coastal hazards scientist Mr Bruce Gahites which
provides advice of effects of proposed activities on nearshore coastal processes.

4. Effects on ecology of the temestrial environment landward of the Coastal Marine Area
(CMA) are considered under resource consent applications to Christchurch City Council
(CCC). | note that lhutai / Avon -Heathcote Estuary is a scheduled Site of Ecological
Significance (SES) in the Chrstchurch City Plan and that for this reason, the evidence
of CCC ecology experts, prepared as part of the CCC audit of the assessment of
environmental effects, overlaps with that of CRC ecology experts.

5. While not required for a Council hearing for a resource consent application, | have read
the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in giving evidence to the Environment Court.
| agree to comply with thatl code when giving evidence to the Hearing Panel in this
matter. All my evidence is within my expertise and | have considered and stated all
material facts known to me which might alter or qualify the opinions | express

Qualifications
. | hold the degrees of MSc and PhD in botany from the University of Otago.
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T. | have been employed by Canterbury Regional Council as a temrestrial and wetland
ecology scienfist since 2001 and have carried out inventory and monitoring of wetlands
and terestrial ecology over that time. Monitoring of coastal wetland ecosyslems,
including Ihutai, has been a focus this work. | regularly provide advice to CRC Consent
Planners on effects of proposad activities on terrestrial and wetland ecology.

Scope of Report

8. This report is prepared under the provisions of section 42A of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA). This seclion allows a council officer or consultant to
provide a report to the decision-maker{s) on a resource consent application made to the
council and allows the decision-maker(s) to consider the report at the hearing. Section
41(4) of the RMA allows the decision-maker{s) to request and receive from any person
who makes a report under Section 424 "any information or advice that is relevant and
reasonably necessary o determine the application”.

. This report is supplementary to the Section 424 Report prepared by the CRC for the
above resource consent applications. Full detaills of the consent applications are
provided in that report. To carry out this audit of the consent applications | have
considered:

a. Assessment of Effects on the Environment (Jacobs, 2023)

b. Appendix C - Drawings (Jacohs, 2023);

c. Appendix D - Design Report (Jacobs, 2023);

d.  Appendix M - Ecological Impact Assessment (Boffa Miskell, 2023);
e

Further information that was provided by the applicant on 8 Aprl 2024, 23 October
2024, 20 November 2024, and 19 December 2024;

f.  Amended Ecological Impact Assessment {Boffa Miskell, May 2025);

g. Memao of site visit and proposed amendmentsfurther investigation (CCC, 16 July
2025).

| attended a site visit on 16 July 2025 with the applicant and their consuitants.

10.  In addiion, | have read and considered ecological evidence that formed part of the
Christchurch City Council’'s audit of the assessment of environmenial effects (AEE)
provided by the applicanl. As noled above, matiers covered in the evidence of Dr Shane
Orechard and Mr Andrew Crossiand overlap that of CRC ecologists.

11.  Finally, | have also taken into account relevant issues raised by submitters in relafion to
the effects | have considered in this repor.

Assessment of Receiving Environment

12. The Chrstchurch City Council is proposing to construct and install a senes of coastal
protection structures along the Avon-Heathcote Estuary edge and adjoining land
between South New Brighton and Southshore. Intent of these waorks is o protect
residential and open space areas adjoining the estuary from inundation and erosion and
provide public recreational/amenity assets (l.e. walking track, access to the estuary for
kayaks etc)

13. The cumment estuary edge in this area (South Brighten Park to Southshore Spit) contains
a series of ad-hoc and informal protection structures that were presumahbly installed by
the previous adjacent landowners at various fimes and to wvarying construction and
engineernng standards and with a wide vanety of matenals. A large poriion of these
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existing or remnant protection structures along this stretch of coastline are in a poor
condition and many individual structures hawve falled dunng, and as a result of the
Christchurch Earthquake Sequence (CES).

14. CRC understands that existing unconsented protection structures cannot be considered
to form the ‘existing environment’ for the purposes of these consent applications. The
AEE therefore needs fo consider the existing ‘baseling’ estuary environment as it was
prior to installation of unconsented coastal structures. The heading of Section 3 —
Existing Environment in the Boffa Miskell 92 response would be befter worded as
‘Current Environment' to clarfy that what is being described here is not the ‘existing
environment’ baseline against which effects of the proposal can be assessed.

15. As noted above, the proposad works area lies within and/or alongside the scheduled
City Plan Ihutai Site of Ecological Significance. The ecological importance of the estuary
is well-recognised. For example, as a whole the estuary is an Internationally Significant
wildlife habitat (O'Donnell 2000), while saltmarsh wetland vegetation/habitats of the
estuary margin are considered to be of regional ecological significance.

Assessment of Effects on the Environment

16. The key effects or issues of concem | cansider in this report are: i. construction phase
loss of saltmarsh vegetation and other [littoral (estuary margin) habitats; ii. construction
phase disturbance of estuary birdlife; iii. post-construction disturbance to estuary birdiife.
iv. post-construction loss of estuary margin saltmarsh and littoral habitats dues to coastal
SOQuUEEZE.

17. These effects are of concem because the estuary habitats and species, including is
birdlife and salimarsh vegetation, are ecologically significant under multiple Canterbury
Reagional Paolicy Statement {CRFPS) assessment criteria. CFRS Palicy 9.3.1 directs that
areas identified as significant will be protected to ensure no net loss of indigenous
biodiversity or indigenous biodiversity values as a result of land use activities.

18. | deal with these effects in turn discussing whether | agree with the Applicant's
assessment of effects, and whether | consider the Applicant's proposed mitigation
measures are adequate to address adverse effects.

Construction phase direct loss of estuary margin saltmarsh vegetation and habitats

189. | agree with the description of ‘salimarsh herbfield’ (Section 3.1.2.5) and ‘salimarsh
rushland’ {3.1.2.6) vegetation types in the Ecological Impact Assessment Report (Boffa
Miskell 2025). However, | give no consideration or weight to the accompanying
assessments of ‘ecological value' of these vegetation types (or other ecological features
described in the report). What is reievant, from an effects management perspective, is
‘ecological significance’. Thess vegetation types are ecologically significant under
CRPS assessment crteria, both of themselves but more importantly as part of the wider,
highly significant estuary ecosysiem.

20, | leave review of the applicant’s description of ‘Estuarine Species and Habitats’ (Section
32 of the Ecological Impact Assessment report) to my CRC colleague Ms Bums, other
than to note that these areas are also important avifauna habitat.

21.  The appiicant has not provided an estimate of direct loss of existing saitmarsh rushiand
vegetation as a result of proposed works, saying that level of effect is not possible to
determine at this stage. While | appreciate the unceriainty as to precise area / number
of sea rush plants affected, having visited the proposed works area recently | consider
that some loss is likely to occur. | agres that would constitute a loss of significant
biodiversity values in this context. | also agree thal, if consent is granted as sought, any
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loss of this significant vegetation area should ideally be avoided or otherwise (sub-
optimally) remedied (Secfion 7_2.1.5 Ecological Impact Assessment Report)

22. The applicant has estimated that approximately 017 ha of existing saltmeadow
vegetation will be lost due to direct construction impacts of loss of hydraulic connection
to the estuary. | agree with this estimate and that this is a moderate level of adverse
effect on an ecologically significant vegetation/habitat. | agree that, as these effects
cannot be avoided if consent is granted as sought, adverse effects must be remediated
to achieve no net loss (Section 7.2.1.6 Ecological Impact Assessment report).

Construction phase disturbance to estuary birdlife

23. | disagree with the applicant's description of avifauna populations and habitat use in the
vicinity of the proposed works area (Section 3.4 of the Ecological Impact Assessment
Repart). | rely instead on the exdremely comprehensive review evidence of Mr Andrew
Crossland for the CCC Consents audit, which is based on decades of bird counts carried
out around the estuary over all seasons and (imporiantly) stages of tidal inundation. Mr
Crossland has clearly identified deficiencies in the applicant's description of the avifauna
‘environment’; deficiencies which then translate across to emoneous assessments of
‘ecological value' and assessments of effects.

24 As noted above, | disagree with the applicant’s assessment of these effects, preferring
the evidence of Mr Crossland on this matter.

25 The applicant has offered no mitigation for construction-phase disturbance effects on
wading birds, qulls, terns and waterfowl. The 'offer of mitigation for disturbance effects
on ‘cryplic swamp birds’ Is just a distraction given these species are unlikely to even be
present in the area, compared to the obvious large numbers of waders, gulls, tems and
waterfow! that will be impacted.

Post-construction disturbance to birdlife

26.  Aagain, | disagree with the applicant's description of the affected avifauna environment
and their assessment of effects of post-construction disturbance on estuary hirdlife. |
agree with Mr Crossland’s evidence and conclusions on this matter.

27 While the proposed new adjustment to only two formalised (concrete stair) access points
to the estuary may reduce direct human disturbance (e g. trampling) of estuary habitats
relative to that from a larger number of access paints, with the promotion of the area for
recreational activity a significant increase in general use and therefore avifauna
disturbance is foreseeable. This will likely also involve increased use of small watercrafi
(e.g. kayaks, kite surfers) with additional disturbance to avifauna (as is evident at the
Femymead-Humphreys Drive side of estuary). The applicant's ecologists have
dismissed this effect.

28_ | also agree with Mr Crossland that the applicant’s claim of a net gain of intertidal mudfiat
habitat extent fails to account for habitat quality. The mew’ mudfiat areas are
fragmented, individually limited in size and situated along shoreline margins prone to
weed accumulation, algal growth and tidal debris. This will imit their value as feeding
and roosting habitat for estuary hirdlife.

Loss of estuary margin habitats - saltmarsh vegetation and habitats (including tidal
mudflats and littoral supra-tidal habitats) due to coastal squeeze

28.  The applicant's assessment of effects of habitat loss due to coastal squeeze was limited
in scope both temporally (20 years) and spatially, with the focus of their assessment
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being impacis on seagrass bed habitats. Coastal squeeze effects on estuary seagrass
heds are reviewed in the evidence of CRC colleague Ms Bums. She concluded that
there is still uncertainty around the potential adverse effects from coastal sgueeze on
seagrass beds, nteridal soft sediment habitats and macromveriebrate communities.

30. Eifects of coastal squesze on higher-elevation estuary and estuary margin habitais
above the (current) seagrass bed elevation limits have not been considered by the
applicant. For example, they have not assessed effects of coastal squeeze on the ability
of estuary margin saltmarsh and littoral vegetation/mabitats to adjust and persist in the
face of rising sea levels, or effects on high tide roosting habitats of shorehirds.

31, | consider that loss of these higher elevation estuary margin habitats (due to coastal
squeeze agamst existing informalfunconsented structures) is already underway, and
that further loss (against proposed new structures) over the next twenty years is
inevitable. And there is of course no guarantes that the new structures will be removed
in 20 years.

32 Inany case, the applicant's assessment of effects of coastal squeeze is basad on a false
premise, that is their consideration of the current unconsented structures as the ‘existing
enviranment’ baseline,

Proposed Conditions

33. | have read the ‘Revised Proposed Conditions’ provided by the applicant on 21 October
2025, Regional Consents Ecological Management conditions 4 - 8 do, in my opinion,
provide appropriate remediation or offsetting for direct effects / construction phase loss
of saltmarsh vegetation and other littoral (estuary marngin) habitats.

3. However, other adverse effects identified - that is construction phase disturbance of
estuary birdlife, post-construction disturbance to estuary birdlife and post-construction
loss of estuary margin saltmarsh and littoral habitats dues to coastal squeseze — are not
addressed in the Revised Proposed Conditions.

Response to issues raised by submitters

35 Ihutai Estuary Trust raised concems about loss of estuary habitat through coastal
squesze, the use of cobble beaches and reduced ecosysiem functionality, and
increased access onto the intertidal mudflats. | agree with their concems, as covered in
my evidence.

36. Department of Consenvation (DOC) raises concerns about coastal sgueeze reducing the
areas of saltmarsh and mudfiat habitat due to the proposed erosion protection structures
and recommend monitoring seagrass and mudflat for effects of coastal squeeze. | agree
with their concems and have covered these in my evidence.

Conclusions and Recommendations

37. | do not consider that construction phase disturbance impacts of proposed waorks on
estuary avifauna have been correclly assessed. These effects are therefore not
appropriately mitigated.

38,  Given the advice from Bruce Gabites that proposed works are excessive or unnecessany
relative to the level of coastal inundation and erosion nisk over the next 20 years, the
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unceriainty of the potential adverse effects on seagrass beds and mudfiat communities
identified by Ms Bums, and the adverse effects on higher elevation estuary margin and
littoral habitats from coastal squeeze discussed in my evidence, | share their opinion
that ‘harder’ engineered erosion protection structures as proposed should be avoided.

38 As also noted by CCC consent reviewers, there may instead be opportunities for
achieving nature based coastal protection solutions that are embedded within a more
naturalised landscape.

40 Mitigation for human disturbance of wildlife and wildlife habitats should also have been
included. The proposal as it stands represents a substantial lost opporiunity for esfuary
wildlife habitat remediation - for exampie safe roost provision, disturbance scresning,
improvements to shoreline feeding habitats — that could have been considered as part
of the projecL
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APPENDIX 4 - MEMORADUM BY MR JEREMY HEAD

CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL

Crurthehmra WWarlk DR A SN2/ IDAD
southshore Works (RMA/2023/3243

Southshore and South New Brighton Inundation Protection Project

LANDSCAPE PEER REVIEW

To: Janice Carter, Consultant Planner to Christchurch District Council

Copy:

From: Jeremy Head, Registered NZILA Landscape Architect
Jeremy Head Landszcape Architect 2022 Lid.

Date: 19 March 2025

1. Introduction

Jeremy Head, Landscape Architect [(author’) was requested by the Christchurch City Council (CCC) to
camy out a peer review of a landscape effects assessment (LEA - dated 27 November 2023) prepared
by Sue McManaway {Landscape Planner, Bofia Miskell) on behalf of CCC. The subject of the LEA is to
determine the landscape and natural characzr effecs of erosion and inundation protection works,
proposed to be constructzd in two separate areas. One within part of South New Brighton Park (SNBP)
and the second; within a strip of red-zoned land along the estuary edge of the spit extending between
Caspian Street and Mermaid Place (the Southshore Section’]. Both “sites” are referred to in this report
as the “site” unless spedfically refemed to otherwise.

This peer review began in late 2023 and has now been finalised after a hiatus following changes to the
scheme and the Applicant’s recent response: to several RFis, both from within CCC's Environment and
Planning section and Environment Canterbury Regional Coundil (ECan). & revised LEA has not besn
provided by the Applicant although & memorandum has been provided which concerns several
responses to recent RFs. The nature of these responses which essentially clarifies aspects of the
description of the site and Project, any propased recent changes to the design, and the Project’s
landscape effects have been incorporated into this peer review. The author has also prepared a
separate memorandum which addresses the Applicant’s response to the RF points in further detail.

This peer review does not form a “parallel landscape assessment’. The intent is to imparbally review
and svaluate the work completed by a colleague with similar competencies and in so doing, maintain
quality, improve performance, and provide credibility. The sole purpose of this peer review report is to
assist the decision maker.

The authors scope for the peer review is thresfold: (1) to confirm that the methodology used by the
Applicant’s landscape architect is appropriate and follows best industry practice; (2], to consider the
recent changes to the design for the Project and Applicants recent responses to RFls; and (3), that the
averall conclusions reached are sound. This peer review will also confirm whether the information
included in the assessment is sufficient to enable a robust understanding of the receiving environment
and the landscape effects of the Project This may highlight omissions in the assessment. This pesr
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review will also include comment on whether the effeds findings in the assessment are credible and
an be justified,

The peer review methodology is based on Te Tangi a t2 Manu Aotearca New Zealand Landscape
Assessment Guidelines [TTatM) and utilises information obtained from both desk top study and site
context investigation through field study.

While this report is not before the court, the author can confirm that this peer review has been
prepared in accordance with the Environment Court's Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses'. This
peer review is within the author’s area of expertise except where it states that other experis’ reporting
is being refied upon.

As requested, a summary of the pesr review author's expert qualifications and relevant experience is
included in Appendix 1 to this report.

The following documents have been relied on in the preparation of this peer review:

a) Landscape Assessment Report, prepared by Boffa Miskell and dated 27 November 2023.

b} Landscape and Matural Character Graphic Supplement, prepared by Boffa Miskell and dated
27 November 2023.

¢} Landscape Plans and Plant Palettes, prepared by Christchurch City Council and dated
November 2023 and the version including changes received 25 February 2025.

d) AEE prepared by Jacobs for Christchurch City Coundil and dated 4 December 2023.

€] Technical drawings prepared by Jacobs for Chrisichurch City Council and datzd 30
MNovember 2023 (Issue D7) and the version induding changes received 25 February 2025.

I  Memorandum prepared by Bofia Miskell and dated 13 Februarny 2025.

g] Christchurch Gty Council response to 592 and dated 19 February 2025.

h) Christchurch iy Council response to ECan RFis received 27 February 2025.

In late January 2024, a specific site visit was carried out in relation to this peer review which involved
walking the areas at SNBP and the estuary side of the spit between SNEP and Petrel Lane. During
fizldwork, the site condition, degres of visibility of the site and Project was ground-truthed following
earlier desktop study. Site photographs and field notes were taken at the time.

The site was not observed from further afield. A Tew years prior to this site visit, the peer review author
prepared a landscape assessment for erasion protection and remediation works for the Bromley
Landfill where it extended to the estuary. This work included observing the area from various locations
across the estuary, which also encapsulated the site subject to this peer review. Further the LEA makes
comment that "Whilst views from these [distant] areas may be possible, ony change ossociated with the
Site is likely difficult to be perceived in the context of the distance, the chonging Estuary foreground and
the brogder views available.” The peer review author agrees with this point.

In addition, the site was not observed from the estuany waters iself, nor from the estuary mudfiats, it
was determined during fieldwork that this was not necezsary for two reasons. The first being that the
maost potentially affected parties are located landward of the shoreline, and the second, that due to its
cunvaceous form, the shoreline was able to be observed from several places from the land which
provided & sufficient understanding of its current condition and how the land/estuary edge will appear
following the Project
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The peer review author understands from the AEE that the Project atitracts non-complying actvity
status overall.

2. Landscape Assessment Methodology

It can be confirmed that the landscape assessment methodology used in the LEA follows the guidance
set out in TTatM which is considered to be best industry practice. Reports by other experts are
referenced throughout the LEA {some of which are listed at Section 1.3) which demonsirates a good
understanding of the broader issues at play, the key technical imperatives and cultural and community
requirements and their azpirations. The widely recognised seven-point scale of effects from TTatM has
bezn used which enables a dear understanding of the various landscape effects and their comparison
with the RMA effecs scale. It is noted that several site visits were carmied out by the LEA author which
suggests a fulsome understanding of the site and its context was made possible. Appendix 1 to the
LEA includes general background information underpinning the assessment methodology which is
relevant and draws on the landscape assessment guidelines set out in TTatiM.

3. Description of the Existing Environment

A broad top down’ approach is taken where the site context is desoribed; first, under the "physical’,
‘assodative’ and “perceptual realms, and fourthly, under natural character (natural character effects
are correctly considered under RMA Section 6(a)). This is a logical and well set out approach. After
which the LEA "drills down' to an in-depth description of the site, broken into a separate description of
both parts of the site. The description of the wider landscape context, the site, and = condition
accord with the peer review author's understanding of the wider site context, his observations and
conclusions as to the current condition of the site.

The written site / context description is also supportad by a set of site photographs and photographic
viewpoint location maps which is very helpful. Of note, best practice use of a 50 mm focal length is
not siated in the photographic labelling f tittes. However, the images appear true” and are more than
likely to have been taken and prepared following best industry practice as per TTathi.

Section 3.4 descrnibes the visual catchment, the various viewing audiences, and their degree of visibility
of the paris of the Project and in a general sense how their views will change. The various parties and
the findings here accord with the peer review author’s own obsenvations during fieldwork. Actual
visual effects are not discussed. That comas [ater in the LEA in Section 5.0.

4. Project

The description of the Project is included in 1.7 {repart scope), and maore fully at 2.0 [Project
Descripticn). The description of the Project is at an appropriate level of detail to dearly understand the
implications of the changes to the landscape and the effeds of these changes. The general
amangement drawings prepared by Jacobs for CCC are relied upon in the subssquent natural
character and landscape effects assessment The drawings are referenced throughout which is helpiul.
This section of the LEA also demonsirates a good understanding of the background to, and design
rationale of the Project.
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Planting on the bunds is mentioned throughout the LEA and was relied upon in the original sffects
assessment. Recent requirements post the LEA stipulate that only mown grass be plantad on the
landward side of the bund and trees shall be located no dloser than 5 m from the core of the bund.
This is to facilitat2 maintenance and improve structural integrity f performance of the bund landform.
Of note, the current CCC landscape concept plan (still) shows no planting other than grass on the
bund within SNBP. In the Southshore Section the bund is [stll) shown planted with estuarine species
on the estuary side of the shared path / bund crest The landward side (stll) includes a mix of both
maown grass and other plants. & play ares is also shown partly on the bund south of Heron Street.
Trees are not shown on the bund, afthough some {5tll) appear to be within 5 m of the bund core. The
landscape plan has not been updated to remove planting and the play area from the landward side of
the bund. However, the Applicant has addressed the removal of planting from the bund in their recent
RFl response where they conclude that this will not alter their earlier landscape effects assessment
The author agrees with this conclusion which is discussed in more detail in the peer review author's
separate memorandum.

5. Statutory Context

The relevant statutory documents / provisions are cited at Section 4.0 in the LEA. The LEA states that
an exammation of sections of the various listed siatutory documents will be “required as part of the
landscape assessment’. However, while the various relevant provisions are exhaustively set out over
the following six pages, there is no explict land=cape response provided to each relevant to the
landscape aspects of the Project TTathM states that the "..purpose of reviewing the provisions is to
frame the londscope assessment in o way that best assists the decision maker...” and "...not to undertoke
o plonning azzessment of the proposal against the provisions. ™ Az such the approach used in the LEA s
sound and the following assessment and condusions respond indirectly to the statutory context. By
dint of including the varous provisions in the LEA provides a level of comfort that the assessment has
been appropriately framed. This i evident in places where oc@sional reference is made to some of
the aforementioned siatutory matters. As such, it is taken here that while an exhaustive "blow by blow”
response to each statutory provision is not included, or required, the guidance and expeciations of the
relevant provisions has been accounted for while underiaking the natural character and landscape
effects assessment.

6. Assessment of Effects

Section 5.0 structures an assessment of the effects on natural character, landscape, and the visual
realm separatzly. The LEA correctly states that these procedures are inexdricably linked which is
consistent with TTathM.

Natural Charader and Landscape Effects

There is a certain overlap betwesn natural characizr and landscape effedts and so both are discussed
together next

An environmental baseling” is mentioned - which is what all effects must be measured against. This
includes the consented basefine, but by the same token, must gxclyde any existing unconsented

FPage | 4

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 96 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



elements in the landscape relevant to the Project. Further, such unconsented items cannot be
considered "expeded’ and while valid to indude in the landscape description, these elements must be
disregarded when considering the effects of the Project

In this case such elements include various ad hoc ‘erosion protection works, garden furniture,
informal estuary access sbructures and the like, remaining in situ following recently removed
residential development due to the red-zone process”, In this vein the changes proposed, particularly
along the shoreling must be assessed in most @ses as wholly ‘new’ built elements, as opposed to
replacing or upgrading existing {unconsented) built works - with positive net effects. This is not
explicit in the LEA (see third and fourth to last paragraphs, page 27), although it is in the second to
last paragraph on page 28. Here, a Very low” adverse effect on natural character is assessed at the
broad scale balanced against current modification. However, no finding is provided at the site-based
saale as it is earlier in the LEA regarding the new bund (a2 Low” adverse effect on natural charadier is
assessed). In the third paragraph, page 31 the exisiing site condition (including unconsented elements
presumably) is considered to reduce the sensitivity to the propossd changes.

The peer review author condudes that the effeds of the replacement of unconsented structures with
the new improved warks have not however been substantively relied upon in the LEA. Instead,
localised modification of the local area and site through consented urban development, roading,
public paths, consented slipway structures, erosion protection structures and so forth appears to form
the weight of the exisiing basaline environment being relied upon.

This topic has been traversad in further detsil through the RFl process and has been addressed in
detail by the Applicant. The peer review author covers this in his separate memorandum.

Putting the above to one side, in the opinion of the peer review author, the natural charactzr and
landscape effects conclusions are fair and reasonable, when the ‘Low-moderate” (minor) Emporary
construction effects are considered combined with the erosion control structures being introduced
into the CMA, both of which will reduce natural character. The loss of coastal vegetabon cover albeit
being replaced with a greater area of vegetation cover will also decrease natural character temporarily.
The effeds findings are of course balanced with the long-term improvements to natural character
given the various aspects of the Project that are discussed such as ongoing erosion attenuation and
increased coastal vegetation cover. it is also of note that the Applicant condudes that any permanent
landscape effects following the Project will be Very low” adverse, which is fair and reasonable, and in
the peer review author's opinion on the conservative side.

In response to the RFis, a small table has been included in the Applicant s recent memorandum with
effects columns including “during construction’, “past all project construction” and lastly, an overall
effects finding “following project completion {within 5 years). Residual effeds are between "Low” and
Very low’ adverse (all 'Less than minor’) for both natural character, landscape and visual effeds - a
finding which is fair and reasonable.

Change over ime & mentioned as part of the assessment process. However fidal change which can
vary by up to 2.1 m* coupled with storm events are not discussed. Such events would presumably
have some bearing on the changes arising from the Project, such as the development of biota on the
new works and how tidal / erosional processes are altered / better attenuated for example. This would

! Jacobs AEE pg. 28 (121}
* Jacobs AEE pg. 58 (3446.4)
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doubtless have significant natural character and landscape benefits. it is assumed that the erosion
protzction works follow coastal engineering best practice and so an overwhalmingly positive outcome
for humans' use of the site and in many instances for flora and fauna too will result comparad with the
current situation.

It is acknowledged by the pesr review author that the permanent erosion protection works will
provide a stable and more permanent environment than what currently exists, at least for 20 years, it
is also understood that such structures will potentially contribute to ‘coastal squeeze’ inhibiting the
natural landward progression of biota, as sea levels rise for instance, were the site left in a less built
state. As such, some natural processes (the movement of biota across the landscape) will be restricted
to a point It is acknowledged that the effeds of the proposal, balanced against aftermative solutions
or @ 'do nothing’ approach will have likely been covered in detsil in others’ techmical reporting, such as
the ecological reporting.

Vizyg! Effects
The LEA correctly states in Appendix 1 that a landscape change or change to a view does not
necessarily constitute an adverse landscape effect

In this Section of the LEA 3 Low' adverse visual effect finding is concduded in places. Itis noted that
on the TTatM 7-point scale ‘Low’ can mean ‘less than minor’ or ‘minor’. The "Low’ adverse effect has
been darified through the Applicant’s RF| response as a ‘Less than minor” adverse effect.

The visual effects section fleshes out the various potentially affected parties and their locations
introduced in Table 1 of the LEA. The level of detail included in Section 5.3 provides a high level of
comfort that the LEA author has a therough understanding of the specifics of the Project, the site,
potentially affected parties and their locations, their likely viewpoints and amenity expectations. As
such, the effects findings (all adverse to varying degrees) included in this saction and summarisad in
the table on page 39 and in the later response to the RFls are considered to be fair and reasonable,
given the magnitude of the construction effecs, the marginal reduction in visibility of the estuary
watess for some due to the shightly raised bund, built changes within the CMA, all coupled with a likely
increase in public activity within the Project area.

As discuszed sarlier, existing unconsented (and unsightly) land=cape elements occur within the
exisiing basefine but do not appear to have been given spedal weight in the effeds assessment - the
corract approach, However, there are several [egitimate buiit elements within the site that do not
contribute to visual amenity values especially which have been considered as part of the existing
baseline environment in the LEA. The respaonse to the RFl has gone to some trouble to set out what
these include at the bottom of page 3 such as reno mattresses, stormwater outlets, tidal protection
warks, rock armouring and so forth which is helpful.

In the third to last paragraph on page 35, 3 point is made where a cobbled structure is preferred in
areas of the shoreline that are less modified, compared with other more modified areas, which are
therefore proposed to be treated with & less-natural enginesred solution, On the face of it, this raises
a quastion that a key design “driver” for treatment of the shorafine was how modified the area is
currentiy. Substantive comment has been provided around this point in the Applicant’s response to
the RFis where the choice of shoreline treatment is discussed and is dearly based on many factors
other than existing levels of modification / condition. This matter i5 also responded to in the peer
review authors separate memorandum. Suffice to say that the question of how the shoreling is treated
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and why has been further clarified and the proposad locations for ‘cobbled beach’ and rock revetment
- in absence of others' technical evidence recommending an alternative appears reasanable.

Private residents’ views are discussed in the LEA from page 37. This party is numerous and incudes
the occupants from over seventy dwellings located between Caspian Street and the southern end of
the Project For these parties, views of the Project will be long term and fixed. The LEA condudes that
construction effects will be Low-moderate” (minor) for these parties other than the occupants of 443
Rocking Horse Road ('44a’) where construction effects will be ‘Moderate’ (more than minor].

These construction effedts conclusions are considerad to be fair and reasonable given the scale of the
warks and works methodology described in the AEE.

It is noted that the recent iteration of the design for the Project (see Jacobs Shest 2005) includes a 200
mm increase in the height of the bund oppositz 443, This height increase is to reduce public views
into this property from the shared path. In turn, this will also cause slightly more screening to estuary
views for any cccupants of 44a, however a 200 mm height increase balanced with improved privacy
for this party and the other landscape improvements 5 not considered substantial encugh to alter the
effects finding in the author's opinion.

All private residents will doubtiess benefit from westward views to and across the estuary now, which
the LEA asseris. The Project may alter these views for some — a possibility covered in the LEA. Residual
adverse visual effects from within all private dwellings are assessed as “Wery low” which is fair and
reasonable. For some there will be a reduction in visual openness dus to new planting, reduced
visibility of the water due to the slightly higher bund and reduced privacy as more of the public will be
SE€n going past on the upgraded tracks.

Itis also of the peer review author's opinion, that for many people living adjacent to the site or
visiting, the visual effects following completion of the Project will potenbally be positive ar at worst
‘neutral’. This will b2 due to the earthworks changes [bund), remadiating the shoreling, and an overall
increase in vegetation cover, including native coastal plants. In some instances, westwards views to the
estuary will be opened up. In other areas there will be improvements to access for land and water-
based reaeational achvity. All these changes are directly assodated with the Project’s primary goal
which is to provide an increased resilience to flood risk. This will directly benefit those living nearby.
Most of the changes mentiened above are of course physical ones, however, how these changes
appear will be an enduring and, in most instances, (some estuary views will be affected), a walcome
reminder of the overall physical improvements to the site.

At Section 5.3.1 Distant Views' are discussad. The visual effects of the Project regarding distant views
are further clarified in the visual effects table in the Applicant’s response to the RFl as being "Low
(construction phase], Low’ to "Very low” (post all project completion) and Very low” adverse (following
completion within 5 years). It of the peer review author's opinion that any changes visible at distance
ansing from the Project post construction will likely be indiscermible other than possibly the visibility
of changes to vegetation. As such, effects are likely to be ‘negligible’ or perhaps "positive’. The LEA
concludes with a Very low’ residual adverse effect which allows for the possibility that a less
congruous change may be visible, which s a conservative approach and is not disputed.
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7. Recommendations

Several recommendations are included in the LEA to ensure that the landscape effects condusions
found in the LEA are not excesded (worsenad], The four recommendations induded are brief and
indicate aspecis forming part of the Project in any case. The point being made is that if the Project
specifics are altered then there may be effects implications. Or in other words, the LEA relies on the
plans and specifications as they are currently presentad. In this vein, the Applicant states in their
response to the RFls that the landscape effecs condusions have not altered following recent changes
to the design of the Project

A recommendation is made where new planting is recommeanded to be implementad sequentially and
in @n angoing mannear as construction works complete stage by stage. This is also included in the AEE.
Typically planting should occur only during the planting season [1 April — 30 September) which may
necessitate some delay following construction works in some instances and was raised in an RFL The
Applicant has provided a satisfactory response to this matter which was helpful and is traversed in the
peer review authors separate memorandum. Suffice to say that any rizk of plant failure can be
adequately addressed through conditions of consent.

The pear review author supports the recommendation in the LEA conclusion wheraby occupants of
the dwellings facing the Southshore Section are consulted regarding changes to vegetation cover
(removal of existing trees and/or the addition of new treas) which may atter their views, It may be
possible that the planting design be fine-tuned at detail design stage to accommedates any specific
and valued westward views from these parties.

[ £ \/
I..ll S.Ilgi{'ﬂm.

Jeremy Head
Registered NZILA Landscape Architect

19 March 2025
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Appendix 1

Jeremy Head: Qualifications and Experience

Jeramy holds the gualifications of Bachelor of Landscape Architecturs from Lincoln University [(hons)
1993 and is a registered member of the New Zealand Institute of Landscape Architects (since 2000).
Prior to 2000, Jeremy was an Associate member of the NZILA.

Jeremy has practised as a Landscape Architect for thirty years in both New Zealand and briefly in the
UK. Jeremy has been seif-employed since 2006 aother than four years spent at WSP [Christchurch) where
he held the posibion of Team Leader (South |sland Landscape and Urban Design sechon).

[During the course of his carear, Jeremy has besn involvad in a wide range of work in expert landscape
evaluation, assessment, and advice throughout MNew Zealand, induding district wide landscape
assessment, landscape assessments for several NoRs and public works for District and Regional Councils
and Central Government and for preparing landscape assessments for private developers.

As an independent expert, Jeremy is regularly asked to peer review others’ work and prepare and
present evidence in hearings.

Jeremy has mentored several landscape architects to achieve registration status in the NZILA,

In Novemnber 2017, Jeremy contributed to a full day workshop with four other senior landscape
architects as part of a national "roadshow’ with regards to developing an agreed landscape
assessment methodology. This was facilitated by the late Environment Court Judge Gordon Whiting

and is now borme out in the book: Te Tangi 3 t2 Manu Aotearoz - New Zealand Landscape Guidelines
which Jeremy regularly relies an.
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CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL

Southshore Works |‘ IMAS2023/3243)
Southshore and South New Brighton Inundation Protection Project

LANDSCAPE MEMORANDUM

To: Janice Carter, Consuliant Planner to Christchurch District Council

Copy:
From: leremy Head, Registered NZILA Landscape Architect
Jleremy Head Landscape Architect 2022 Lid.

Date: 19 March 2025 (20/08/2025 Updated to remove ‘draft” mark and resolved comment bax)

Preamble

| prepared a draft peer review of Boffa Miskell's 27 November 2023 landscape assessment for this
project on behalf of Christchurch City Council (CCC) (dated 26 January 2024). Since then, CCC have
received a series of RFls from the CCC Resource Consents Team and Environment Cantz=rbury (ECan).

A response to the 592 RFIs has been partly provided by CCC and partly by Bofia Miskzll on behalf of
CoC

| have been asked by CCC to review several of the responses o the RFI {(namely landscape-related
guestions 10— 14 and part of quesion 9) and to look at the updated scheme design plus some other
points that are within my field of expertise. | have also been asked to finalise my earlier peer review
taking the additional information received into account. As part of my anginal peer review
methodology, | visited the site and walked the full length in both diredions of where the propozed
works were located.

Comment on general points

| have been asked to comment ‘in principle’ on what the landscape at the site would look fike in 20
years following the Proposal if at that point in ime the proposed structural works were removed. The
following comment assumeas the vegetation cover has bezsn well-maintained and regular plant
replacement would have ocourred.

Shrub and ground cover vegelation would be well-established, and depending on species type, may
be due for replacement, parbcularly some ground cover spedies (e.g. grasses). Tree species would be
at advanced heights and widths — some trees would be at mature heights providing a good level of
buifernng to the structural works to views from residential areas to the east, and from within the sie.
Likewize, views of the estuary will be less available than they are now from some viewpoint locations
due to vegetative scresning. Matural slements, processes and patterns including estuarine vegetative
cover would be getiing established on the inter-tdal parts of the rock revetment, cobbled beaches
and rock steps. Groups of trees, shrubs and groundcovers may be self-seeding within their own
‘enclaves’ away from mowers and spraying and other interference.
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A proposed condition is made on page 2, point (g) of the BF] response where "..footings below 10 mm
of the estuary bed may be left in sitw.” | understand the intent of leaving some areas of footings in-sitw,
however, in my opinion, it would be very difficult to measure 10 mm (or 1 cm). The condition may
nesd to be reworded or be more effecizfocussed, and more in line with the later siatement at the
botiom of page 2: "Given the need to gvoid impads on the seagrass, there s no possible way fo remove
the buried footings in thess sactions however these will b2 flush or below the surface of the estuary, so
will not present a barrier to expansion of the seagrass landward.” (my emphasis added in bold)

Comment on Applicant’s response to RFI points

RFT Question 9 (part)

“In the third to last paragraph of the landscape visual gffects assessment on page 33, a pomt is mada
whera a cobblad struchure is praferved in areas of the shoraling that are loss modified, compared with
arher mora modified arens, which are therafore proposed o be treated with a more enginaerad
approach. This raises the point that some areas, while modified, may be as a result of unconsantad
activity. While the basis for the gabion baskets it claar, in terms of protoction of the middens with loss
modification the esiuary bed, less clear iz why the rock revermentz have been chosen as an eption in
the low engrgy environment af the estuary. This appears to be because they replace axisiing vartical
SiTuCres.

Please advise if an alternative approach such as cobbled beach was considerad for the areas shown
as rock revetment, and why the rock revetment was the preferred option, given the associated
landscape and ecological effects.

Plraze alse advise whether any assessmant of landscape or ecological impact was made af the
originally proposed 1:3 slope for the rock reveimant before the decizion to adopt the tteeper 1:1.5
slope was made (a3 per 3.1.3 of the preliminary design report) or provide an effecis basis for this was
not reguired.”

Applicant’s response:

Rock Revetment and Cobble Beach

“Arrpss the project, g combination of rock revetment and cobble beach hos been selected. Cobbie beach
was selecied for areas where local conditions result in lower erosion risk. Rock revetment was selected for
areas where there is greater evidence of erosion occurring, Additionally, rock revetment is proposed for
sections were there are space constraints which could otherwize result in impods on existing ecological
habiigts or the need for increased reclamation / encroachment into the coastal marine area.

It is worth noting mare broadly that the project was not conceived purely from a coastal process and
hazard perspective, and there are often varied regsons for elements of any proposal In this instance,
ather factors include:

1. The revetment aliows the inundation bund to be located closer to the coost, reducing the
impacts of overiook an neighbouring properties and preserving usable open space for the
community on the landward side.

2. The revetment encapsulates the ad hoc and cumbling coastol structures bullt by previous
residents, proteciing that material from entering the estugry ACMA
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3. Rewetment has been occepted os an erosion protection mechanism recently in severol other
locations, including at Main and Beachwville Roads (Sumner, multiple sections) and to the west,
south of Rat Island Reserve,

The community lobbied Council for many years, with the project as designed being the outcome sought.
A cobble beach would be significantly more expensive to caonstruct, ond ot odds with the communily’s
desires who do not accept thot it provides the some level of protection, It is therefore extremely unlikely
to get funded nor supported by the communiiy. If the bund were st bock and new erosion control
structures ovoided, then two outcomes could result;

1. Ongoing degrodotion of existing structures along the estuary edge ond stranding of these
structures in the estuary bed

2 Relegse of cantaminanis from the structures and lond intfo the Estuary.

While the need for these structures may not be dear from one perspective, it wes not the only driving
factor behind the proposal In this event, the actuol impacis need to be assessed, and a respanse to the
guestions around impacts are provided elsewheres in this response.

it s worth further noting that many of the retaining structures have been created by reclamation owver
decades by individual residents and subject to severcl resource consent processes where they have been
agssessed as part of the existing modified environment.

Additional information on the process ond an updoted Multi Criterig Assessment (MCA) can be found in
Attachment A "Response o final ECan matters 19 December 20247, Included below is further
information on the MCA and revision of this document that eccurred in lofe 2024,

Following our post-lodgement discussions, the project team met to update the origingl MCA and
this update is also ottached, We have excluded the gabion option from the original MCA as i
scored significanty lower and was never seen s suifable to explore. In carrying out this
reassessment, we have considered onfy matiers that have changed since the original ossessment —
ie we hove not alfered origingl scoring uniless there has been a material change in either the
design, or our understanding of the planning environmertdt, For clarity, the following changes have
been opplied:

®  The existing (wnconsented) coostol structures have been removed from consideration,

this primarily gffected the lendscope and visugl ratings

»  Arcess fo the estuary has been swopped from o positive to o negative (refer guestion 2g
above)

«  Manag whenua approval far the profect has been gained, setting this aspect to neutral

* The ‘cobble beach’ option, which was inificlly designed and assessed as encapsulating
the existing coostal structures and extending out info the estuary (reclomation) has been
assumed fo be construdied landward instead, with the structures removed.

The updoted MCA indudes notes explagining the rotional where rofings have changed, and the
result is thot revetment is more significontly preferred to cobble beach than it wos in the original
MCA —mostly due to changes in the social foctors” section. Further to this, and outside of the MCA

specifically:
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*  Providing cobble beoch along the entire length would conflict with the previous
technical specialist comments relating to the level of access to the estuary and potentiol
impact on ecological values.

+  The cobble beach would require fudl removal of all coastal structures and some 5500m3
of soil behind these, Qur estimate of costs to remove this materiol is around $2m, along
with ground 170007 of carbon emEsions in trucking if to Kofe Valley.

*  This would significantly incregse construction impadts for the community, fruck
movements and brogder impacis on flora and fauna.

Given the lower MCA rating, the increased costs and emissions and the brogder impacts, the
cobble beoch remuains o less preferred option and we have sought to close out oll other impocts
vig the other guestions.”

Comment — J Head

Bock revetment vs cobbled beach

The primary consideration in the RFl was whether there are areas of rock revetmeant that could
potentially be replaced with a more natural looking, gentier and less intrusive edge treatment — in this
instance the cobbled beach option. In this regard | rely on the Applicant’s response that the edge
treatment was chiefly in response to different intensities of wave action. The Applicant has provided a
detailed response to RFI Question 9 which in my opinion is well-reasoned and carefully explains that
the design outcome is the balanced result of 8 complex set of requirements, which is often the case.

The fact that the proposad rock revetment appears to coindde with areas of more modified shoreline
may simply reinforce the fact that these areas of shoreline are prone to higher levels of coastal
erosion, hence individual property owners” attempt= to protedt their estuary facing gardens and
outdoor areas pre red-zening. f further discussion on coastal erosion processes was provided where
sections of the proposed revetment could be safely replaced with a cobbled beach methodology, |
would support this change. While rock is not a naturally-occurring, material found at the site in any
format (the site is fully sand) a cobbled beach would be a preferable outtome, a5 it would be more
‘Tow key’, less obtrusive and more compatible with the original dune landform,

Pubii < (FCan Cuetion 2

The Proposal includes comprehensive changes to the estuary edge. Increased public access
opportunities to the estuary fiats may be possible though these changes which may have an adverse
effect on natural character, particularly in t2rms of RMA Section 6a. Presently, the estuary edge /
mudflats are quite accessible from mulftiple locations. | understand that some of this access is via
consented and unconsented structures. And from my own site observabions, in some places it is
possible to just hop down’ onto the estuary flats. | agree with the Applicant in this regard that the
Proposal will make access onto the estuary flats more limited than it currently is. Climbing a 1 in 1.5
sloping rock revetment is not particularly easy on foot and would be very difficult for all but the most
committed motoroyde or quad-bike rider. Estuary access will be betisr controlled by the Proposal,
focussed on several formed access paints, now reduced further to four in number. Access will be via
steps, rather than ramps, the latter of which would afford easy access to motorised vehides, such as
maotoroycles.
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| @&m satisfied that the proposed reduction in formal / controlled estuary access points from nine to
four with future conditions at detsiled design siage to protect seagrass will have a positive ffect on
natural character and landscape quality, compared with the existing situation. In this regard | agree
with the Applicants response to ECan Question 2{g).

| also note that the Applicant has raised the point that increased areas of cobbled beach, - an option
canvassed by ECan would make estuary access easier comparad with a steeper rock revetment
structure as propased.

RFI Question 10

“Landscape assessment— for the natwral character and londscape gffects please clearly zeparate out
the remporary construction gffects, post construction gffects, and then an overall sffects finding. A
table (similar to that already provided for the vimal gffects azsezsment) would be a usaful way of
doing thiz. Nota alse guestion 22 below in terms of the duration af the construction gffects. ™

Applicant’s response:

“Following the completion of works and then planting within various common areas ocross the Projed
Site, it is considered thaot adverse landscape and notural charocter effedts will diminish. This will be g
progressive oufrome, evolving over the construction period following the compietion of planting in
increments throughout the Construction Footprint. It & understood that construction duration is [kely to
be between 12 and 15 months for Southshore and around 5 months for SNBP.

While construction activily continues around completed, planted areas, adverse landscape and natural
chorocter effects will likely vary between iow-moderate and low, but ance ol activily is ceosed and
machinery removed, this will reduce to low ooross the Sife.

Within approximately 5 years of il construction activity being completed, it is anticipated that the
Project Site will become integrated into the wider landscope. By this time, all vegetation will be semi-
mature to mature and well estoblished, At thic time, it is considered that the permanent londscope
effects will be reduced to very low.”

Comment — J Head

A table has been provided by the Applicant separating out the various effects atizibutad to ‘natural
character, ‘landscape effects’ (which includes visual effects), and construciion effects (Low-moderate”
adverse during, and "Low’ adverse post construchion). This is clear and helpful. A ‘Low’ adverse effectis
clarified as being ‘less than minor’ which is also helpful, as a Low level of adverse effect straddles
beoth ‘less than minor and @ ‘minor” equivalent RMA effect in Te Tangi & te Manu (TTathM). Of note, the
Applicant concludes that following completion of the project and inside five years, any adverse
landscape effects will be Very low’. This is a fair and reasonable condusion in my opinion and does
not atiempt o "gild the lily'. it is quite possible that in the long term (in this case after five years) the
new vegetation will have sufficienty matured, and natural elements, pattemns and processes have
come back into some semblance of balance (or better], where the Very low' adverse effect may
improve to neutral, or possibly "positive’.
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RFI Question 11

“Planze confirm whather a ‘do nothing * scanario has baen considerad for the landscape (and othar
technical) arsexsment’s and if not, provide justification for not providimg this. Alternamvely, please
provide thir assessment.

I nota that a kay question in relation to the enginegring responsa that has not been addressed in the
application is where should the shoraline be located” The local community appears to suppart the
raturn to the 2010 pre-sartiuake shoreling position, which appears to have boan won by reclomation
dua to potentially unconsmied coastal pretection siricmres. As the area is now predominantly m
public ewnership and mainly frae from residential units, there is petantial for the shoraling o be
Jurther landward and more akin to where it was in the 1950's for example. This could be a
significantly cheaper and more environmentally advantageous outcoma

The applicant s comment on this would assist, ar would g summary of the rationale for the approach
chozan by the Council and raflacted m thiz application. I nota I have raad the background Council
raparts (May 2019, 4dugust 2020) bur nota that thesa wera preparad for a differens purpose, and den 't
constitura a full consideration of alternaiives (noting that whethar the affect on tha environmaent is
significant in tarms of the Fourth Schadule duty to consider alternatives is not clear in the absenca of
the othar information requaried, in particelar the sates of the existing private structres and tha legal
ability to consider tham part of the existing environment}. "

Applicant’s response:

“This project has a focus on remedying the ffecs arising as @ resull of the CE5, those being the lowering
of land and inundation / flooding effecs. A ‘do-nothing” approgch 5 not an acceptobie outcome to the
community nor fo the environment, which would continue to degrade.

Rationale s included in the answer to Question 9 aobove. For completeness, we have repeated this os the
response (s also applicoble to this question.

The communily lobbied Council for many years, with the project os designed being the oufrome sought
A cobble beoch would be significantly more expensive o construct, gnd ot odds with the communiiy’s
desires who do not accept that it provides the same level of protection. it is therefore exirernely uniikely
to get funded. If the bund were set back and new erpsion control siructures avoided, then two outcames
could resull

1. Ongoing degrodation of existing structures olong the estuary edge ond siranding of these
structures in the estuary bed

2. Release of contaminarts from the structures and land not owned by Councl orto the
Estuary.

Whilz the need for these siruciures may not be clear from one perspedive, if was nof the only driving
foctor behind the proposal. In this event, the actual impads need to be assessed, and a respanse fo the
guestions ground impacts are provided elsewhere in this response,

it s worth further noting that many of the retagining struciures are not iegally in Council land, having
been cregted by reclamation over decades by individual resigents. If the revetment as described s not
s&en as o suitable splution, then we will need to return ip this maiter ond agree o way forward with
ECan, UINZ and other poriies to determine who 5 responsible for these struciures and lond are. For now,
we are gitemnpting to resoive it in o progmatic manner that is best for oll.
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Further discussion around the location of the shareline and where this should be located will form part of
proposed future discussions through the GHAP process. The CHAP process will not commence until
intarim measures for the community are in ploce.”

Comment — 1 Head

| agree in principie with the Applicant’s above response, that a solution needs to be found that
adequately meets the communities requirements for continued living in the area and that what is
proposed will have acceptable (but not necessarily positive) landscape and natural character effecis.

As an aside, returning the shorzline to a location based on another point in Gme, while possible, is not
particulariy relevant in my opinion. Prior to European settement, the spit landscape was very ‘'mobile”
where the sequence of sand dunes, interspersed with swampy hollows and sand flats in the inter-dune
low points would have been in a constant east to west “rippling’ migration pattem in response to the
onshore [easterly) wind. This effect still occurs to a degree in some of the spit's eastermmost residents’
yards that face the dunes, where a battle still occurs to keep sand out of outdoor areas.

On the other side of the spit the estuary shoreline would have also undergone far greater change in
its shape and location than it does now. This would have besn in response to the aforementioned
shifting dune landscape combined with the ebb and flow of the estuary. While tidal 2rosion and
depositional processes still occur, the natural pattern of duns migration has now been almaost
completely arrested following urban development of the spit including historic planned and ad hoc
reclamation works. The natural processes derived from the ariginal dune landscape would have had
some influence on where the estuary edge was located at any given paint in time. The former dunes
have been largely removed, resulting in 3 highly modified and levelled environment underiying urban
development and latterly red-zone "parkland’. In places the shoreline is now highly modified and
physically held in place to varying degrees of success’, As such, it seems arbitrary picking a “fixed’
shoreline position now, as any planned location will be in essence ignoring the spits ariginal and
naturally ephemeral nature. Or in other waords, what is propased is Tixed, and as such is no betier or
worse than another fixed locaton in my opinion, now that natural processes have been substantally
curtailed in arder to provide for urban development in the area.

RFl Question 12

The visual gffects assessmant notes a Tow " advarse visual gffect finding is concluded in places It is
noted that on the TTatM T-peint scale “low' can mean lass than minor” or ‘minor . This needs fo ba
clarified or whars ralevant couched as o “very low" to Tow ' fless than minor) adverse gffect. Ploase
note, including unconsented fand unszightly) landscape elemants within the existing basaling, o
increase the absorption capacity of the Project is not supportad.”™

Applicant’s response:

A range of visual effects have been identifted during consiruction, past all project construction, and
foliowing completion of the project at approximately 5 years. While the specific locafion and nafure of
unconsented elements ond structures have not been taken info eccount when gmessing [evels of gffed,
the site adjoins and forms part of an established modified urbon edge within which landscape and visuol
effects hove necessorily been considered.
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For the purposes of this assezsment, Tow’ eguates fo less than minor. An updated summary tablz is
provided below:” (not included in this memorandum)

Comment — 1 Head

The ‘Low’ level of effect in TTath and whether it equates with a ‘minor’ or ‘less than minor adverse
effect on the RMA scale has been addressed above in the comment on the Applicant’s response to
question 10.

| am satisfied that the landscape assessment does not place undue weight on the presence of
potentially unconsented structures to ‘downplay’ the landscape values of the site and setting. The
Applicant’s landscape assessment simply includes these various modifications as part of their
description of the baseline (note not consented) environment which in 2n overall sensz is a highly
modified one regardless of the various relatively small and unconsentz=d structures., it is also worth
noting that the Applicant concludes with a Very low’ and permanent adverse efiect arising from the
proposed changes which is on the consenvative side in my opinion, and as such does not overstate the
benefits of the removal of any unconsented siructures.

RFI Qurestion 13

“The proposed progressive planting approach conflicts with landscaping bast practice which i fo
plant within the planting season. Plense advize the extent to which the proposed progressive planting
approach has been relisd upon to mitigate adverse gffects, and the extent fo which a requirement to
delay planfing to the next planiing season following the construction works would increase these
affects, and to what dogrea.

Applicant s response:

“The Project is @ long linear construction project with o narrow construction carridor. Potential adverse
londscape, natural character and visual effects during construciion are proposed to be minimised
through a number of measures, one of which s to underiake londscape plonting progressively or on an
‘ongaing” basis as works in g commaon areg are completed. In other words, as the construction activify
commences and moves o different areas ocross the Project Site, the completed areos will be prepored
and approprigtely plonted as proposad, rather than it all being undertoken on completion of the Project.
In this way, locolised effects can be manaoged sooner.

However, as part of this approach it is intended that planting will be planned so that as much plarting
s possible tokes place within the next availaoble plaonting season to provide planis the best opportunity
for establishment, with planning and site preparation to occur eoding up to implementation. This is nof
considered to change overall effects findings. As noted in the respanse above (Q1) i = understood that
construciion duration is likely to be betwesn 12 ond 15 months for Southshore and around 5 months for
ENBR."

Comment — ) Head

| am satisfied with the Applicant’s response above. It would be prudent [if consent iz grantad) that
conditions be put in place to ensure that any new and completed planting is appropriately proteczd
irom subsequent construction phases and that condiions around appropriate planting methodology
including plant replacement are included. That way the Applicant may elect to plant oulside the
planting season {1 April — 30 September) 0 long as the plants are carefully managed to establish

Pzgz|E
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satistactorily. This may require a l[andscape management plan to be prepared that would among other
things detail out any ‘emergency” watering regime during the drier months,

RFI Question 14

“Council s Semior Technical Enginear Land Drainage has advized thar best practice siopbank
consiruction limits the axient af planting on the bund, as it acis as @ barrier fo the inspaction process.
A= such, to enabla signs of sopbank failure o be visibla, the landward side of the bund i required 1o
be graszed, rather than planted. In addition, all trees within Sm of the cenire of the bund need fo be
remeved.

Pleare provide updared plans that reflect these requirements and provide supplementary landscape
and scological azessments as required (where these may have relied on planting on the landward
side of the bund, for example in the landscaps assessment native groundeover and shrub planting is
partly relied upon to provide mitigation of the landscape and virual effects of the landform changes,
particularly to views eastwards of the bund). "

Applicant’s response:

“Updoted landscape plans are included os Attachment M.

Planting hos been removed [n occordance with the feedbock provided obove. Further tweoking of the
design will occur during the detoiled design phase of the project.

Londscope ond Ecology specialists have confirmed the redudiion of ploniing does not alter their
respediive gesessments. Further, speciglist inputs will confinue as the project progresses through the
detmiled design process.”

londscaope comment from Boffo Miskeil

“While estobliching end maintaining inundation bunds throwgh South Share in grass will cregle g more
open corrigor and slightly increase their legibility, they would remain low-profile feqtures within a more
comprehensive mosaic of parklond vegetation. This outcome will continue to assist with their effective
integration within this londscape and is not therefore considered to resull in any material increase in
landscape or visual ffeds.

In terms of notural characier, we previcusly identified that The proposed inundation bund will create o
new, roised feature with o low profile, o gentle batter and g path on the crest where there s currently
typically either o path or grass.” This would not change.”

Comment - 1 Head

Attachment M appears to be missing sheeis 1, 3 and 7. Looking at the shests that are within
Attachment M, it appears that there are trees within 5 m of the core of the bund. | assume that this
would be the case too, on the missing sheets. However, in some places, exisiing / retained and
additional vegetation [not grass) is shown on the landward side of the bund. | also assume this may be
the caze on the missing sheets. | understand that the planting design may well be ‘tweaked’ at detzil
landscape design siage, however, it would assist if these areas of vegeiation were removed from the
current set of plans, and missing shests, if necessarny.

| agree that emoving @Eller vegetabon cover from the bund, #nd trees near the bund would not be
substantial enough to alter the landscape effeds finding, which incudes visual effects. As | mentoned

Pege |2
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earfier, the Applicant has concluded that permanent landscape effects of the Proposal will be "Very
low” adwerse, which in my opinion is conservative. Te mitigate any potentally adverse effects of
remaoving this vegetation from the bund near the bund, | suggest that the removed vegeltstion is
relocated to a suitable area on the landward side of the bund. That way there would be no nett
change in the level of proposed vegetation as it is currently shown on the plans. Further, the
vegetation would increase in height over time, partially buffering the bund profile to landward views —
a bensficial effect

Jeremy Head
Registered NZILA Landscape Architect

19 March 2025

Pzge | 10
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APPENDIX 5 - MEMORADUM BY MS MELANIE BURNS

Before the Independent Hearing Panel appointed by
the Canterbury Regional Council

IN THE MATTER OF The Resource Management Act
1891

AND

IN THE MATTER OF Application CRC242267 to
underiake erosion and inundation protection works at
Southshore and South New Brighton Park.

Addendum to Section 424 Officer's Report
Report of Melanie Jane Burns

Introduction

Background

1 This report forms part of the Canterbury Regional Council's (CRC) audit of the
assessment of envimonmental effects (AEE) provided by Christchurch City Council [CCC]
(the applicant) in support of resource consent applications for ercsion and inundation
protection works at Southshore and South New Brighton Park.

2. This report will provide the decision-maker with information and advice related to:

a. the actual and potential effects of the proposed activities on estuarine ecology and
water guality in Southshore and South New Brighton Park.

3. While not required for a Council hearing for a resource consent application, | have read the
Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in giving evidence to the Environment Court. | agree
to comply with that code when giving evidence to the Hearing Panel in this matter. All my
evidence is within my expertise and | have considered and stated all material facts known
to me which might alter or qualify the opinions | express.

Qualifications

4 I hold the gualifications of Bachelor of Science in Ecology, and Master of Science in
Environmental Science from University of Canterbury. My MSc research was
undertaken in the Avon-Heathcote Estuary/lnutai and my thesis was titled The effects
of macroalgae mats an marine benthic fauna’.

5. | have nine years' experience as an environmental scientist specialising in estuarine
ecology and coasial water quality. | also have 11 years' experience in resource consent
monitoring of activities within the coastal marine area. | have been employed by
Canterbury Regional Council as a Senior Scientist — Coastal Water Quality and Ecology
since Movember 2021,

6. | have been mvolved with and led the estuanne ecology monitoring, coastal water
quality, and contact recreational monitonng programmes at Environment Canterbury. |
regularly contribute expert knowledoe to internal technical requests including activities
within the coastal marine environment.
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Scope of Report

T. This report s prepared under the provisions of section 42A of the Resource
Management Act 1981 (RMA). This seclion allows a council officer or consultant to
provide a report to the decision-makeri{s) on a resource consent application made to the
council and allows the decision-maker(s) to consider the report at the hearing. Section
41(4) of the RMA allows the decision-makern(s) to request and receive from any person
who makes a report under Section 42A “any information or advice that is refevant and
reasonably necessary o determine the application”.

8.  This report is supplementary to the Section 424 Report prepared by the CRC for the
above resource consent applications. Full details of the consent applications are
provided in that report. Te cary out this audit of the consent applications | have
considerad:

a. Assessment of Effects on the Environment {Jacobs, 2023);

b. Appendix C - Drawings (Jacobs, 2023);

t. Appendix D - Design Report (Jacobs, 2023);

d. Appendix M - Ecological Impact Assessment (Boffa Miskell, 2023);

e. Further information that was provided by the applicant on @ April 2024, 23 October
2024, 20 November 2024, and 19 December 2024;

f.  Amended Ecological Impact Assessment (Boffa Miskell, May 2025);

0. Memo of site visit and proposed amendmentsffurther investigation (CCC, 16 July
2025).

h. Updated consent conditions (CCC, October 2025).

| have also reviewed relevant data from ecological monitoring of the Avon-Heafthcote
Estuany/lhutai undertaken by Christchurch City Council and reporied in Berthelsen et
al. (2022). | have attended a site visit on 16 July 2025 with the applicant and their
consultants. Finally, | have also considered relevant issues raised by submitiers in
relation to the effects | have considerad in this report.

Assessment of Receiving Environment

9.  The Ecological Impact Assessment {EIA) Report by Boffa Miskell (2023) has provided a
detalled description of the estuarine ecoclogy and mapped the eastern boundary of
seagrass beds (Nanozostera muelfen, formerly Zostera muelferi) within the interfidal
area along the project footprint in South New Brighton Park (SNBF) and Southshore.

10. | agree with the assessment of ecological value of the hard-bottom habitats in SNBP
and the unvegetated soft sediment habitats along Southshore and SNBF as outlined in
the ElA reporti (Boffa Miskell, 2023).

11. | disagreed with the assessment of ecological value of the vegetaled soft sediment
habitats where seagrass beds are present in Southshore as outlined in the EIA report
{Boffa Miskell, 2023). However, Boffa Miskell have reconsidered their original
assessment and there is now agreement that these beds have very high ecological value
{Boffa Miskell, 2025).

12. Seagrass beds form a highly valuable estuarine habitat that supporis a high biodiversity
of fauna, act as a nursery for juvenile fish, provide important ecosysiem services,
including natural erosion protection. They are also important in reducing the effects of
climate change through carbon sequestration. Seaarass (V. muellen) are an At risk —
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Declining’ species under the New fealand Threat Classification System (de Lange &t
al, 2023). In Canterbury, there are only a small number of locations where seagrass
eds are present and the seagrass beds in Southshore are the largest area in the region.
Long-term data at Plover Street, Southshore, suggests that these beds are increasing
in percent cover (Berthelsen et al., 2022).

Assessment of Effects on the Environment

13. The application provides a detalled description of the existing erosion protection
structures, and design and location of the new erosion protection structures. The
application outiines the potential adverse effects from the construction of the structures
and post-construction effects on the estuarine environment. | agree with the potential
adverse effects that have been identified.

14. The potential adverse effects on the estuarine environment as outlined in the EIA report
(Boffa Miskell, 2023) are:

a. Loss of habitat through reclamation and habitat disturbance (sofi-botiom and hard-
hottom),

Maoriality of estuanne organisms,

Loss of estuarine vegetation,

Sedimentation and contamination, and movement of cobble beaches,
Moise and vibration effects,

=~ e ang

Increased access to the estuary bed, and
a. Coastal squeeze.

15. | have considered the further information provided by the applicant and submissions.
Outlined below are points of agreement and disagreement of these potential effects and
my assessment of proposed mitigation.

Loss of Habitat through Reciamation and Habitat Disturbance

16. Itis my understanding of the cument proposal that only the consented structure at SNBP
is considered existing environment. The remaining structures in SNBP and Southshore,
have been removed from the calculations of ‘declamation’ and the overall reclamation
assessment. Furthermore, the applicant has proposed design changes to the cobble
beach area at SNBP, which will mean fhere will be an overall ‘'net zero' reclamation
across the project footprint

17. The applicant has indicated they are prepared to change the position of the erosion
protection structures further landward than originaily proposed to avoid all reclamation
of soft sediment habiiat and disturbance to seagrass beds, except in two specific
locations (44a Rockinghorse Road and adjacent to the middens in SNBF) where there
are site constraints. The applicant has stated that the detailed desion drawings will
refiect a 'net zero' or better reclamation of the estuary.

18. Condition 9 of the proposed General Conditions allows for non-material changes to be
made to the detailed drawingsfapproved plans at any time. However, | recommend that
any further revisions to the design drawings maintain an overall ‘net zero' or better
reclamation of the estuary. Also, any material changes to the design plans should be
supplied to Environment Canterbury for review and approval. If a condition is included
that outiines this mitigation measure, then | consider that the effects on habiial loss from
reclamation will be negligible.
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Mortality of estuarine organisms

19. The ElA report (Boffa Miskell, 2023) assessed that there will likely be morality of sessile
or slow-moving organisms (mobile arganisms should be able to leave the area) from the
disturbance of the soft sediment habitats duning construction phase. The applicant
proposes to mitigate these adverse effiects by reinstating the excavated material within
the same fidal window. Boffa Miskell assessed the resulting effects as very low. This
proposed mitigation measure was not included in the proposed consent conditions. If a
condition is inciuded that ocutlines this measure, then | consider that the effects from
mortality of estuarine aorganisms to be low, not very low as assessad by Boffa Miskell.

Loss of estuarine vegetation

20, My understanding of the current proposal is that the propossd erosion protection
structures will not overlap with any seagrass beds or patches, and the eastem boundary
(estuary edge) of the seagrass habitat will be re-mapped before construction begins o
confirm the extent of overfap between the seagrass beds and the project footprint. I
needed the project design will be revised to avoid seagrass beds overapping with the
footprint of the new structures.

21.  The applicant has also outiined that if there are severe design constraints (e.g. at 44a
Rockinghorse Road) and the overlap is limited to a very small number of isolated
seagrass plants, that they will discuss with the consenting authority a suitable measure
to avoid impacts on the seagrass habitat

22, The applicant proposes to minimise the disturbance to seagrass heds by requiring that
any works within 10 m of seagrass habitat is undertaken in accordance with a Seagrass
and Saltmarsh Management Plan (SSMF). The S5MP will include (but not be limited to)
requiring that the existing structures are removed from the landside only, with no
machinery permitted to enter the estuary, and manual remaoval of the structures. Where
the footing of the existing structures cant be removed without disturbing the seagrass
beds, they will be left insitu and cut off at a level of 100 mm above the estuary bed. The
works overseen by a suitably qualified and expenenced marine ecologist.

23. These mitigation measures have been included in the proposed consent conditions
(General Conditions - Condition 5 and Regional Consent - Conditions 4, 5 and 6).
Therefore, | consider that the risk of any adverse effects on seagrass beds will be low.

Sedimentation, contamination, and movement of cobble beaches

24, The EIA report (Boffa Miskell, 2023) outiined the potential for resuspension of benthic
sediment and associated contaminants from the excavated area, as well as the runoff
of temestrial sediment and contaminants from the works on the adjacent land. The
applicant has included erosion and sediment control measures in the proposed General
Conditions 17, 18, 19 and 20 to manage the runof of temestnal sediment and
contaminants. | recommend that the erosion and sediment control plan is provided o
Environment Canterbury for review prior to commencement of work. I this mitigation
measure s included, then | consider that the risk of adverse effects from sedimentation
to be low. However, the mitigation measures to minimise the potential for resuspension
of benthic sediments and contaminants which included working only during low tide
windows, reinstating the disturbed area of seahed within same low tide window, and
ensuring that the disturbed areas are compacted and level with the surrounding seabed,
have not been included in the proposed consent conditions. If a condition is inciuded
that outlines these mitigation measures, then | consider that the effects from
resuspension of benthic sediment and contaminants to be low as well.

25.  Establishment of cobble beach areas are proposed as part of the erosion protection
structures in SNBP and Southshore. | was concemed about the potential damage to the
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soft sediment habitats from the movement of these cobbles and the long-term changes
in the composition of substrate in this area. The applicant has proposed o monitor the
toe of the cobble beaches annually and afier large storm events and remove any
displaced cobble maternal and reposition it back into the cobble beach.

26. The proposed Regional Conssnt Condiions 10 and 11 include these mitigation
measures. However, Condition 11 does not include the reguirement to remove this
material by hand. | have suggested some changes to the wording of Condition 11
(paragraph 50 below) to include this mitigation measure. if this is included, then |
consider that the potential adverse effects 1o be low.

27. The EIA report (Boffa Miskell, 2025) assessed that if the deposited cobble and rock
material is not free from fine sediment that this could result in adverse effects on water
guality and estuarine organisms through both increased suspended and deposited fine
sediment. | agree with this assessment. However, the management of the quality of the
deposited maternal has not been included as a proposed consent condition.
Furthermore, the cobble and rock material needs o be free from contaminated material,
s0il, and pest species, as these could also have adverse efiects on the estuarine
ecology. If appropriate mitioation measures controlling these attributes are included as
consent conditions, then | consider the potential adverse effects on water quality and
estuarine organisms to be low.

Noise and Vibration

28. The ElA report (Boffa Miskell, 2023) assessed the offloading of material, excavation and
piling cperations as having a very low level of effect as it will only occur intermittentiy
and at low tide (so no propagation of noise through the water column). There has been
a subsequent change to the application, and the Tem Street Jetty is no lenger included,
50 there won't be any piling operations. | agree that the efiects of noise and vibration on
aquatic life will be very low.

Increased access to the estuary bed

28, The new erosion protection structures will include new siepped facilities to faciiitate
access o the estuary. | was concemed that the new stepped facilities may result in an
increased number of people, watercraft, and vehicles, accessing the estuary bed. Which
could result in trampling and disturbance to the sofi sediment habitats and seaagrass
heds, as well as littering.

30. My understanding of the current proposal is that the number of stepped facilities along
the project footprint will be limited to two formal well designed access points at Temn
Street and Godwit Street. Furthermore, the applicant proposed that the access points
will be designed to be a minimum of 30 metres from significant seagrass beds (o
minimise the disturbance from [aunching watercraft (2.g. kayaks). Also, new educational
signage outlining ecological walues, shellfish safety and dog access rules will be
installed.

31. The proposed consent conditions (General Conditions 1 and 33) outiine that there will
only be two stepped facilities and new signage will be installed advising on the ecological
values and water quality in the area. However, the proposed conditiens do not reguire
that these stepped facilifies must be at least 30 metres from the edge of seagrass beds
or significant patches to minimise the adverse effects. If this mitigation measure is
included as a consent condition, then | consider that the adverse effects from increased
access (o the estuary bed to be low.
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Coastal Squeeze

32. The applicant has proposed to install gabhian baskets (SNBFP), rock revetments
{Southshore) and cobble beach structures (SNBP and Southshore) to protect the
inundafion bund from ergsion. These structures could contribute to “coastal squeeze” in
the intertidal zone, reducing soft sediment habitat and the area avallable for seagrass
heds, as well as increasing water levels.

33, The applicant has agreed to trial 3 'soft edge’ natural beach in SNEBP (replacing part of
a cobble beach) but plans to retain the other cobble beach structures along Southshore
as well as the rock revetment structures.

3. Advice from Environment Canterbuny’s Senior Natural Hazard's Scienfist, Mr Bruce
Gabites, is that apart from two arsas between Heron Street and Penguin Street, the
current pasition of the LINZ bund is located a sufficient distance [andward of the existing
protection structures that it is unlikely to be subject to coastal erosion in the next 20
years. Mr Gabites also considers that there is no reason from a coastal process and
hazard perspective why a ‘harder enginesred rock revetment is required for the majonty
of the Southshore estuary shoreline when a slightly ‘softer’ engineered cobbie beach
would be sufficient.

35 The applicant engaged NIWA (now Earith Sciences New Fealand) to assess whether
vertical land movement, Sea Level Rise (SLR) and sedimentation will increase water
levels and reduce the interidal zone. This was to help determine if the proposed
acfivities could contribute to “coastal sgueeze” | have reviewed the report by NIWA
(2024) and the updated ElA by Boffa Miskell (2025).

36. The NIWA (2024) report highlights that over the proposed consent duration (20 years:
expiry 2045) there will be a small loss {between 1.8 m and 16.2 m) of intertidal area (due
to it becoming submerged al low lide) under the lower SLR scenarios (SSF 2-4.5 p17
and S5F 5-8.5 p50). Most of these areas are around the slopes of the low tide channels
(Boffa Miskell, 2025). However, under the higher SLR scenario (SSP 5-8.5 pa7) therea
could be a much larger loss of intertidal area up to 303.5 m particularly at the northern
end of the site (Table 3-1, NIWA 2024).

37. The NIWA (2024) report then assessed the proportion of the interfidal area currently
occupied by seagrass beds that could be lost under the different SLRE scenarios. Maost
of the intertidal area currently covered by seagrass will remain intertidal and confinue to
experience an altemation of emersionfimmersion periods (Boffa Miskell, 2025). Except
under the most extreme scenarno (55F 5-8.5 pa3) where some of the seagrass beds will
hecome permanently submergad (up 0 47% at the northem end of the site)

38 Although seagrass beds will only be affected under the most extreme SLR scenario, the
unvegetated soft sediment habitats will be reduced under all SLR scenarics. Bofia
Miskell (2025) considersd that this would only result in a very slight change to
macroinveriebrates compared to existing baseline conditions and assessed the adversa
efiects to be very low. In my opinion, there is still uncertainty about the potential adverse
efiects on the macroinveriebrate communities within the unvegetated soft sediment
habitats. This is because macroinverebrate community composition in interdidal soft
sediment habitats is often strongly zonated by the tide. The loss of intertidal area could
result in a loss of species or change in composition of communities i they are not able
to migrate shoreward (Rullens et al_, 2022) Mr Andrew Crossland who is an avifauna
expert at the CCC also share concems about the loss of intertidal habitat. Mr Crossland
is concemed that the loss of intertidal hahitat from coastal squesze could affect a wide
range of bird species that rely on the exposed mudfiats, seagrass beds and shallow
waters to meet their daily feeding requirements (Crossland, 2025).

39, The NIWA (2024) report also assessed the depth of high-water spring tides in the
intertidal area which will increase with rising SLR and land subsidence. Boffa Miskell
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(2025) stated that this could lead to longer pericds of immersion in deeper water at high
fide (or continuous immersion in areas no longer emerged at low fide), which could
reduce the photosynthetic capacity of seagrass with the severity of effect being
dependent an water clarity.

40. Boifa Miskell (2025) consider that given the limited changes in pholosynthetically active
radiation (PAR) at Southshore at high tide due to the good water clarity, and the ability
of seagrass to up-regulate photosynthesis at low tide, that the maanitude of pressure
from coastal squeeze on seagrass beds under the two lower RCP scenarios would be
negligible. They also state that even under the most extreme SLE scenario the seagrass
beds will only be a few centimetres below mean low water spring tide and with good
water clarity should still have access to suitable light (Boffa Miskell, 2025)

41. Therefore, to minimise the adverse effects on seagrass beds from increasing water
levels from coastal squesre, requires eitherwater clarity to remain high {i.e. low turbidity)
so that seagrass beds can continue to photosynthesis with increasing water depihs; or
sediment mud content (from deposited sediment) to remain low so they can compensate
for high turbidity by photosynthesising during low tide periods (emerged).

42 Long-term water quality monitoring at Penguin Strest (Southshore) by Environment
Canterbury has shown decreasing trends in turbidity over the last 10 years. However,
increasing turbidity is expected to cccur simultaneously with sea-level nse in many
places (Flowers et al. 2023a). Although Southshore currently has good water clarnty, it
may become vulnerable in the future through the increasing frequency and intensity of
exireme weather events thal deliver more land-derived sediment and nutrients, which
can increase water column turbidity (Seneviratne et al., 2012 as cited in Mangan et al,
2020).

43,  Al=so, the ability of seagrass beds 10 up-regulate during low tide depends on not only the
duration of emergence, but whether suspendad sedimenis settle out and smaother
primary producers (Drylie et al., 2018). Monitoring of estuarine sediment grainsize by
CCC at Plover Street' shows an increasing proportion of mud content in the surface
sediment (see graph below) over the last 15 years.

Baluid Covlend ot Plover Shieel

44  Seaarass beds have shown some resilience to Increasas in mud content (up o ~-33%).
While areas of high mud content (=39%) are likely to lead to degradation and loss of
seagrass habitats and the expansion of unvegetated soft sediment habitats (Flowers et

1

Thitpa:iheww lawn.org . nzfexplore data‘canterbury-region/sstuarissmvon-heathcote-
egtuannhutalplover-strest
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al., 2023b). The mud conient at Plover Street in 2025 was recorded around 36%.
Therefore, it is possible that the seagrass beds at Plover Street (Southshore) are already
experiencing stress, which could reduce their ahifity to up-regulate with increasing SLR.

45 In my opinion, there is still some uncertainty around the level of adverse efiects that
increased immersion periods and higher water levels, arising from coastal squeeze,
could have on seagrass beds.

46. Boffa Miskell (2025) also stated that to understand the adverse effects under the most
extreme SLR scenario more comprehensive mapping across Southshore area is needed
to assess the likely changes to the intertidal area, depth patterns in the new permanently
submerged areas and wheather some areas of soft sediment habitat not colonised by
seanrass could become suitablefavailable for colonisation.

47. The applicant has proposed a consent condition stating that a decommissioning plan for
the structures will be provided at least 12 months prior to expiry of the consent unless a
new consent is sought to authorise the continued occupation of the structures.

48 Owverall, the construction of rock revetments and cobble beaches along the estuary edge
in Southshore will under all SLR scenarios result in coastal squeeze over the duration
of the consent. i is my opinion that there s still uncertainty regarding the potential
adverse effects from coastal squeeze on seagrass habitats and interidal soft sediment
habitats and the resulting effect on macroinveriebrate community composition. Given
the advice from Mr Gabites, it is my recommendation that a ‘sofier engineered’ solution
along Southshore should be used instead of the rock revetments. Furthermore, a
maonitoring plan should be implemented to collect data to inform future coastal
adaptation strategies along Southshore and consent applications.

Proposed Conditions

48 | have reviewed the proposed General Consent condifions and Reagional Consent
conditions and have suggested additions underlined.

80. Reagional Consents - Condition 11
If needed, based on the results of the yearly mapping and of any post-storm inspection:

a. Reinstate the onginal position of the foe of the cobble beach structures.

. Remove any material washed anto the soft sediment habitat and saltmarsh habitats,
by hand {i.e. no machinery in the CMA).

£. Re-establish saltmarsh plants in areas where cobbles have caused damaage to the
saltmarsh vegetation.

d. Results of the yearty mapping and post-storm inspections and any activities
associated with clauses a. — ¢. shall be documented and provided on request to
Canterbury Regional Council.

46. General Conditions — Condition 12

At least 10 working days prior to the proposed commencement of construction, the
consent holder shall submit to the Consent Authorities for cerification, the following
management plans:

al A Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMPY;
b} A Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP);
¢} An Erosion, Sediment and Dust Control Plan (ESDCPY),
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d) A Spill Response Plan;
e} Heritage Management Plan,
fl Seagrass and Saltmarsh Manaoement Plan (SSMP).

For the purpose of clarity, Canterbury Regional Council will take the lead in relation to
feedback on the CEMP, ESDCF and Spill Response Plans.

Christchurch City Council will lead the feedback on the CTMFP and Heritage
Management Plan.

51. General Consents - Condition14

The Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) required by Condition [x]
shall cleariy set out the measures to be undertaken to comply with the condifions of this
consent.

The CEMP shall be submitted to the Canterbury Regional Council: Attention: Regional
Leader Monitoring and Compliance, and Christchurch City Council at least five 30
waorking days prior to construction works commencing and shall be adhered to by the
Consent Holder.

The CEMP shall include, but is not limited to:
a) A map showing the location of all works;

by Details of the construction methods proposed for the inundation bund, gabion
baskets, rock revetment, cobble beach and soft beach area; seawall;

c) Details of forecast monitoring frequency including methodology for providing
tempaorary joining of the inundation bund where tidal and rainfall events are likely to
pose an inundation risk;

d) A programme of works including an indicative fimeframe and sequence of works,
consistent with any seasonal and tidal restrictions specified in Condition [x] and the
Construction Methodology required by Condition [x];

g} The methodology for stabilising the site if works are abandoned;

fi  Controls on the disturbances within the CMA, including the placement of geotexfiles
or geofabncs in excavations

g} Construction noise and vibration controls;
1. h) Water quality management;

iy Reference to the Spill Responss Plan (required by Condition [x]), outiining how
compliance with its proceduras will be achieved,

[ Beference to the Seagrass and Salt Marsh Management Plan [SSMP] (reguired by
Condition [x]), outlining how adverse effects on seagrass and saltmarsh hahitats will
e avoided;

1) Archaeclogical and Cultural Discovery protocols;

k) Site notices to inform the public of the works and direct people safely to altemative
routes;

[}  The monitoring and visual ohservations, required in accordance with condition (x)
to (x).

m) Details of site induction processes for all personnel, covenng all relevant
environmental, health and safety, and cultural protocols;
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n) Contact details for all key project personnel, including the designated Site
Supenvisor and specialist technical advisors (eg SOEP, archaeoclogist), and

o) Waste management and recycling protocols for all construction-generated waste

Advice Mote: The CEMP may be prepared as a combined joint document that addresses
the matters required by both the Canterbury Regional Council and Christchurch City
Council land use resource consents.

Response to issues raised by submitters

52. Ihutai Estuary Trust raised concerns about loss of estuary habitat through coastal
squeeze, the use of cobble beaches and reduced ecosysiem functionality, and
increased access onto the intertidal soft sediment habitats. | agres with their concems
and consider that | have covered these within my advice.

53, Depariment of Consenvation (D0OC) raises concems about coastal squeeze reducing the
areas of saltmarsh and soft sediment habitat due to the proposed erosion profection
structures and recommend monitoring seagrass and soft sediment habitat for effects of
coastal squeeze. | agree with their concems and consider that | have covered these
within my advice.

54 Simon Francis Watts is in support of the application and says that seagrass meadows
will be naturally replenished from offshore meadows. | am unaware of any offshore
seagrass meadows within the Canterbury region. Seagrass beds in Canterbury
predominately occur in intertidal areas with some extending into shallow subtidal areas.

Conclusions and Recommendations

55. | agree with the assessment of the ecological value of the hard-bottom habitats in SNBP
and unvegetated soft sediment habitats along Southshore and SNEBP. There is now
agreement that the seagrass habitats along Southshore have very high ecological value.

56. The applicant has made changes to the design plans to address earlier concems that
were raised by CRC. However, there are still some mifigation measures that |
recommend are included as consent conditions before | consider the adverse effects to
be low.

57. | consider that there is still uncertainty around the potential adverse effects from coastal
squeeze (and higher water levels) on seagrass beds and loss of interfidal soft sediment
habitats on macroinveriebrate community compaosition, over the duration of the consent.
Itis my recommendation that a ‘sofier engineered’ solution along Southshore is adopted
and that a monitoring plan is implemented to collect data to inform future coastal
adaptation strategies and consent applications.
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APPENDIX 6 - MEMORADUM BY MR BRUCE GABITES

Before the Independent Hearing Panel appointed by
the Canterbury Regional Council

IN THE MATTER OF The Resource Management Act
19891

AND

IN THE MATTER OF Application CRC242267 by the
Christchurch City Council to install a series of coastal
erosion and nundation protection works along the
estuary edoe between South New Brighton and
Southshore.

Addendum to Section 424 Officer’s Report
Report of Bruce Martin Gabites

Introduction

Background

1. This report forms part of the Canterbury Regional Council's (CRC) audit of the
assessment of environmental effects (AEE) provided by the Chnstchurch City Council
{the applicant} in support of resource consent applications for a series of coastal erosion
and inundafion protection works along the estuary edge between South New Brighton
and Southshore.

2. This report will provide the decision-maker with information and advice related to:

a. the actual and potential effects of the proposed activities on nearshore coastal
processes

3. While not required for a Council heanng for a resource consent application, | have read the
Code of Conduct for Expent Witnesses in giving evidence to the Environment Courl. | agree
to comply with that code when giving evidence to the Hearing Panel in this matter. All my
evidence is within my expertise and | have considered and stated all material facts known
to me which miaght alter or qualify the opinions | express.

Qualifications

4. | have been employed by the Canterbury Reagional Council (CRC) as a coastal hazard
scientist since 2003 and have besn responsible for monitoring rates of change along the
Canterbury coast since this time. | hold a Master of Science degres in Marine Science
from the University of Otago.

Scope of Report

5 This report is prepared under the provisions of section 42A of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA). This seclion allows a council officer or consultant to
provide a report to the decision-maker{s) on a resource consent application made to the

council and allows the decision-maker(s) to consider the repori at the hearing. Section
41(4) of the RMA allows the decision-maker{s) to request and receive from any person
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who makes a report under Section 42A “any information or advice that is refevant and
reasanably necessary o determine the application”.

3. This report is suppiementary to the Section 424 Report prepared by the CRC for the
above resource consent applications. Full details of the consent applications are
provided in that report. To carry out this audit of the consent applications | have
considered the relevant sections of the assessment of effects on the environment (AEE)
submitted by the applicant, including iis technical appendices. | have also reviewed
furthier information that was provided by the applicant on the 16" of February 2025.
Finally, | have also taken into account relevant issues raised by submitters in relafion fo
the effects | have considered in this report.

Assessment of Receiving Environment

7.  The Christchurch City Council is proposing to construct and install a series of coastal
protection structures along the Avon-Heathcote Estuary edge and adjoining land
between South Mew Brighton and Southshore 1o lessen the impacts of coastal hazards
an the local community.

8. A large part of the estuary side of Southshore and South New Brighton was purchased
by Land Information Mew Fealand (LINZ) on behalf of the govemment following the
Christchurch Earthquake Sequence (CES), and an inundation bund was constructed on
this ‘red-zoned' land as well as adjoining properies to provide protection to the
surmounding areas from seawater inundation.

9. The local community is concermed about two coastal hazards, both of which will be
addressed in this project. The first hazard is the loss of land along the estuary edge duse
to coastal erosion, while the second hazard is inundation of low-lying land around the
South New Brighton and Southshore area by seawater, which is caused by high estuary
water levels or a combination of high water levels and locally generated waves.

10. In order to address these two coastal hazards, the Council is proposing to construct a
senes of gabion baskets, rock revetments and cobble beaches to armour and protect
the shoreline against further future coastal erosion.

11. The current estuary edgs in this area predominantly contains a series of ad-hoc and
informal protection structures that were presumably installed by the previous adjacent
landowners at vanous times and to varying construction and engineering standards and
with a wide variety of materials.

12. A large portion of these existing or remnant protection structures along this stretch of
coastiine are in a poor condition and many individual structures have failed during, and
as a result of the Christchurch Earthquake Sequence.

13. In addition, and due to land subsidence that occurred during the Christchurch
Earthquake Sequence, many of these protection structures are now at levels where they
are overtopped by waves and this combination of factors has led to erasion of the land
behind.

14. The initial application planned to encapsulate and/or reuse the remnant protection
structures into the new erosion protection works, however recent amendments to the
proposal will see the remnant protection structures removed altogether with the edge
protection structures and the inundation bund shifted inland.

15. The second intention of this propasal is to replace the existing LINZ bund with an
enagineered bund along the approximate onentation of the existing bund to a levelof 11.5
m CDD (Christchurch Drainage Datum). This height has been chosen o be consistent
with similar bunds and to satisfy the CCC requirements of a minimum bund level of 11.4
m COD. A height of 11.5 m CDD will provide 0.1 m of freeboard above the Council's
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minimum bund level of 11.4 m CDD to allow for construction tolerance and general
settlement.

1G. The edge protection structures are planned to be seaward of the inundation bund to
provide protection to the inundation bund during high water level and coastal storm
events.

17. The works that are proposed to occur in this project have a design life of 20 years which
are intended to pravide sufficient time for the CCC to undertake appropriate consultation
and planning with the local community so that a series of future adaptation measures
and strategies can be implemented to ensure the resilience of the community s
maintained into the future.

Assessment of Effects on the Environment

18. | have read the Southshore and South New Brighton Park Preliminary Design Report
(Appendix O) of the consent application and make the following comments on the
information contained within it

18. The design basis for the inundation bund is given in section 3.1.2 (Po 8) and the criteria
fior the bund inciude the following features:

= [Design level of protection to be ahle to be maintained for 20 years 1o allow time for
decisions with communities on longer-term adaptative planning responses o climate
change and sea level rise o be made and implemented. The expected physical lifetime
of the structures will be longer than 20 years, however, increased maintenance and
repairs may he required to maintain the structures after this timeframe.

=  Maximum storm scenario (waves and water level): Protection from erosion in a 50-
year return periocd (2% AEP) extreme estuary water level combined with waves
generated by a S0-year return period (2% AEP) south-west or westerly wind event
blowing across the estuary.

» No allowance for increased water levels due {o sea level rise, or other climate change
factors (e.g. increased wind climate, changed fluvial/pluvial flood frequency).

= No allowance for further land subsidence along the shoreline.

» Bund structures will be designed for standard static conditions but not be designed to
withstand seismic load cases and will require inspection and maintenance following a
seismic event

20, One of the key pieces of information within the design report in my opinion is the estuary
water levels provided in Section 2.3 and specifically within Table 2-1 (Pg 5) which is
included below.

Tabla 2-1. 5torm Tide Lavels at Bridge 5t from Mulgor (2018) and GHD (2021)

iteference Meenn Sen leee]l M it trighesr Sy 1P i 1 -y FEP

{haksd ) i’ - Axtrosnaumical
Thde (1RAT]
Mulgmr (2008} 2 21mEDOD 1026 m COD 1043 m CO0 11 06 e COI0Y 11 7&m CLEDY TL3% m CIECF
GHE 2021) - - - 1112 m LD 111%m COD 1143 m COD

Finte 00 = Chrivzierh Ominage Damem

21.  These values are the basis for the design level of the inundation bund and are also one
of the key parameters in the design criteria for determining the amount of damaage and
the level of overtopping to the rock revetment. They therefore underpin the enfire project
and | consider it appropriate that they be examined.
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22, Water levels within the Avon/Heathcote lhutai Estuary have been measured by the
Christchurch City Council at the Bridge St recorder site since 1957, and this dafa set
has been synthelically extended back to 1960 (Jacobs 2019) to give a longer term
record, and this longer record was used by Mulgor (2018) and GHD (2021) to calculate
projected water levels of the estuary for a specified series of return period events. | have
no reason to suspect that the values in this table are incorrect, and | therefore consider
that these values are accurate and appropriate to use.

23.  The highlighted values shown in Table 2-1 above are those that have been used in the
design report and of particular note in this table is the height for a 50 year retum period
water level event which as calculated by GHD (2021) is 11.12 m COD (Christchurch
Drainage Datum).

24, The new inundation bund in Southshore and landward of the South New Brighton Park
will be built to a level of 11.5 m CDD to be consistent with similar bunds and to satisfy
the CCC requirements of a minimum bund level of 11.4 m CDD. It is expected that the
build level of 11.5 m CDD will provide sufficient allowance for post construction
settlement and variations in survey tolerances of up to 100 mm to occur so that the
finished bund will still satisfy the CCC bund height requirements.

25. Based on the calculated water levels shown in Table 2-1, the inundaticn bund helght of
11.5 m COD will provide approximately 380 mm of freeboard above the 50 year ARI
estuary water level event, approximately 310 mm of freeboard above the 100 year ARI
water level, and approximately 230 mm of freeboard above the 200 year ARI estuary
water level. The finished bund will provide approximately 470 mm of freeboard above
the 20 year ARI estuary water leve! and is in my opinion, unlikely to be overnopped within
the 20 year consenting timeframe.

26. The bund level of 11.5 m CDD effectively provides protection for estuary water level
events with retum periods of between 500 and 1000 years without taking into account
changes in sea leve! due to climate change factors, or changes in ground levels.

27. A key requirement of the inundation bund is to provide protection against erosion ina 1-
in-50 year estuary water level event in combination with a 1-in-50 year wave event.

2B,  An analysis of a 1-in-50 year retum period wave event was not provided within the
design report, however a slightly lower 1-in-20 year retum pernod wave event had been
calculated in an earlier study by Jacobs (2020). In this report, Jacobs (2020) found that
waves with significant heights of approximately 0.F m and perods of 3.1 s could be
generated from winds biowing from the west or south-west across the estuary, and the
resulting wave run-up elevations for these waves were calculated to reach 0.2 m above
the extreme water levels in this event. Given this information, | would anticipate that a
longer 1-in-50 year retum period wave event would have slightly larger wave heights,
longer periods and therefore higher run-up heights than those for a 1-in-20 year event.

29,  If a combined wave and water level event were to occur at the same fime within the
estuary, and based on 02 m of wave run-up accurring in a 1-in-20 year retum pericd
wave event within the estuary, the proposed inundation bund built o a level of 11.5m
CDD is also likely to provide protection during combined events where the water level is
at an AR level of up to 1 in 200 years.

30.  Assuming that a slightly [arger amount of wave run-up were to occur in a 1-in-50 year
wave event, the proposed inundation bund built to a level of 11.5 m CDD is also in my
apinion, likely to provide protection during combined events where the water level is at
an AR level of up to 1 in 100 years.

31. A 1-in-50 year water level event on its own has an approximately 33% probabifity of
occurming over the next 20 years (hitpsJiwww weather goviepziwxcalc_floodpenod).
Theaoretically, a 1-in-50 year wave esvent has the same probability of occurring over the

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 126 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)



same timeframe as the water level event, however | consider that there is a relatively
high level of dependence between the estuary water level and the likelihood of a high
wave event. In my opinion, high wave events are more likely to occur during high estuary
water levels, however there also remains a level of independence betwesn the two
factors as a high estuary water level does not necessarily mean that a high wave event
will also occur.

32 In my opinion, the probability of both events occuming concumently will be less than the
33% probability of each event occurming on its own, however | also consider that the
probability of both events occurring concurrently wiil also be noticeably higher than if the
two events were treated as being compietely independent of each other and simply
multiplied together. If such a calculation were performed, the resulting event would be a
1-in-2500 year event (0.04% AEF event), which has a 0.8% probability of occurring
within the next 20 years.

33, | therefore consider the use of 2 1-in-50 year estuary water level event in combination
with a 1-in-50 year wave event to be overly consenvative considering that the design life
timeframes for the proposed erosion protection structures are for 20 years. It is
acknowledged in the design basis that the expected physical lifetime of the structures
will be longer than 20 years, and that after this time, there may be a requirement for
increased maintenance and repairs to occur and be undertaksn in order to continue to
pravide a sufficient level of protection to the local community.

34 One of the key points of the design basis was that no allowance was made for climate
chanoe considerations such as increased walter ievels due to 523 level rise, ar ofher
climate change factors (e.g. increased wind climate, changsd fluvial’pluvial flood
frequency). No allowance was also made for land subsidence along the shoreline.

35 The reason to not include climate change effects/SLR at the design stage was taken by
the CCC after discussions with the local community that have been ongoing since the
Christchurch Earthguake Sequence. What is being proposed in this application is
therefore a relatively short-term solution that is being taken to deal with the impacts of
the Chnstchurch earthquakes and to allow the CCC to consult further with the local
community about future adaptation solutions to climate change.

36.  HWincreases in sea level due to climate change effects and changes in local ground level
are taken into account (such as from the NZ Seanse project), this is likely to increase
the likelinood of an event cccurring and therefore decrease the retum period over the
design life of the structures. However, | do not believe that the changes in the level of
the sea or changes in the ground levels in the wider area over the next 20 years will
have any matenal impact on the protection afforded to the community in this area by the
construction of the inundation bund to this height | therefore consider that a bund height
of 11.5 m CDD will provide protection against inundation for at least the next 20 years
even with sea level and ground level changes.

37. The reguirements for the inundation bund as specified hy the CCC are shown in section
321 (Pa 9) of the De=sign report and these are:

» Construct an engineered bund to RL 11.5 m beside the existing LINZ bund alignment
in Southshore, and between the Jetly near Beatty Streel and the southemn end of the
campaground on Halsey Street in South Mew Brighton Park, the same as is provided
along the lower reaches of the Ot3karo Avon River

= The new bund will be approximately 5 m set back from the erosion protection or behind
the existing LINZ bund in Southshore, whichever is further from the edge. The South
MNew Brighton Park bund has been set back from the edge by between 40 to 180
metres.
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38 The proposed origntation of the inundation bund is generally along the alianment of the
existing LINZ bund through the Residential Red Zone in Scuthshore to avoid overiooking
adjoining properties and to allow the ongoing use of the fand in is current state. For the
South New Brighton Park area, the original alignment of the proposed inundation bund
was through coastal forest and generally followed existing paths to minimise the impacts
on trees. For both locations, the ends of the inundation bunds are proposed fo tie into
existing areas of high ground to provide a continuous level of 1.5 m CDO

359, Early in the Design report (Pg 1), it is stated that “The existing LINZ bund was
constructed as a temporary and non-sngineered measure after the demoliion of the
RRZ (Residential Red fone) properties to replace some of the inundation protection
previously provided by private property boundary structures. This was generally
constructed of site-won topsoil and did not respond to a specific design level and some
locations along the LINZ bund are lower than the projected 50 year retum period tide
level ”

40. The height and position of the LINZ bund along Southshore was noted in the earfier
Jacobs (2019) Estuary edge condition inventory report (Section 7.1.2 — Pg 47) and this
section stated that: “Within cleared RRZ, LINZ as the post CES land owner, constructed
a temporary bund (O1-4) to 3 general elevation of 11.2 m following the March 2014
storm tide event (10.90 m) to provide protection from estuary flooding. At the time of
construction, the bund was not continuous; as did not include the road ends which were
council land. However, following flooding in these location in extreme storm tides in July
2017 (10.96 m), these gaps were filled by council as emergency works, such that the
und now provides continuous protection over 3 1.6 km length from Godwit Street to
sputh of Tern Streel. As reparted by Ch2M Beca (2018) the bund comprises of grassed
s0il section (constructed by LINZ) and aggregate or quarry run sections (constructed by
council).”

41.  The proposed alignment of the inundation bund has therefore been chosen for reasons
that appear to have little to do with fulfilliing a specific inundation hazard requirement.

42, The protection structures for the inundation bund have been designed so that less than
5% damage occurs to the armour units during a concident 50-year wave and estuary
water level event (section 3.3 .21 of the Preliminary design report). Table 3-1 specifies
the criteria used in the assessment and design of the rock revetment

Tabla 3-1, Damage and ovartopplng criteria for tha rock revetmant

Armour unit Qvertopping

Oa Mz

criteria

50 1112 oa iz Mo damage < 20 U/s/m st the
revstrrant (no
significant srosion
behind the structurel

43 These two considerations — the proposed alionment of the inundation bund and the
requirement for less that 5% damage to occur to the erosion protection structures —
along with the use of a concurrent 1-in-50 year estuary water level event and a 1-in-50
year wave event within the estuary has driven the design of the erosion protection
structures and to a large dearee, also determined the location of the erosion protection
structures.

44 Three different structures have been proposad to provide protection against erosion for
different secfions of the coastline within the project area, with these structures being a
sernes of gabion baskets, a rock revetment, and a cobble beach. All three protection
structures are proposed o have a crest height of 11.2 m CDD and have been designed
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50 that wave mun-up may overiop them during large storm events without causing
significant damage to the structures.

45. The design of the erosion protection works is such that additional matenal can be added
to the structure at some point into the future should future sea levels require this to

happen.

46. At Southshore, a rock revetment is proposed for the majority of the shoreline in this area,
with a 330 m section of cobble beach proposed for the area hefween 62b and 88
Rockinghorse Rd.

47. A series of gablon baskets have been proposed for the South Mew Brighton Park area
from the boat ramp to 50 m north of Jellicoe Marsh to provide protection to a series of
middens which have historic and cultural heritage values so that they can be protected
and preserved. These baskels have also been chosen for their small footprint which
minimises the impacts on the ecology of the estuary mudflats while still being able to
provide adequate protection against erosion.

43. A cobble beach was orginally proposed for the southern end of this section of coast,
however another recent amendment to the project will see the cobble beach replaced
with @ more naturalised, yet still engineered “soft edge’ shoreline. A recent amendment
to the proposal would effectively see this area becoming a ftrial area for ‘sofier
engineered protection structures, and at the time of writing, will comprise a series of
imported rock ‘headiands' placed at regular intervals, with locally available beach
material and imported sand used to create a senes of SW facing beaches between the
‘headlands’. Appropnate planfing would also take place towards the back of the created
beaches.

49. The cobble beach would however remain as an option for this area if the amount of
future shoreline erosion is deemed greater than what the community is willing to
withstand. As part of the trial of these proposed "soft’ engineering solutions, a seres of
yet to be determined Tailure triggers” or points at which the trial is deemed to have been
unsuccessful in protecting the shoreline against erosion are to be included, and if or
when these trigger points are reached, it is envisaged that the onginally proposed cobble
beach would be installed in this area.

50. Iis acknowledoed in the design report (Section 3.3.3.1 Pg 16] that: “A minimum median
cobble size of Dpsy = 130 mm is required at South New Brighton Park. Smaller depth
limited wave conditions are estimated at Southshore due to the higher estuary bed
elevation, and therefore the minimum required median cobble size is slightly less (Daso
= 100 mm)."

51. As already mentioned, the cobble beach option at South MNew Brighton Park s proposed
to now become a ‘backstop’ option & or when a more natural ‘sofi edge” trial is deesmed
unsuceessful in this area. However, it is my opinion that if a conservative combination
of wave and water level factors has been used in the design process and has found that
a cobble beach will provide sufficient protection against coastal erosion for the next 20
years in the South New Brighton Park area where the combination of water, wave and
river channe! processes are likely to be greatest within the estuary, | see no reason from
a coastal process and hazard assessment perspective why a ‘harder engineered rock
reveiment is therefore required for the majority of the Southshore estuary shoreline.

52.  The higher estuany bed elevations around Southshore will effectively have the impact of
reducing the wave heights in this area, and as this area is also further from where the
main channel of the Avon River enters the estuary, | consider it likely that the impacts
from the river channel are also likely to be lower. The wind fetch across the estuary from
southerty through to south westerly wind directions is also slhaghtly lower for the
Southshore area (refer to section 4.2.3 1 of the Coastal processes assessment) and |
therefore believe that the Southshore area is likely to be subject to generally less
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energetic wave, water and river channel processes when compared to those adjacent
to the South Mew Srighton Park area.

53. It is my opinion that a slightly "softer’ engineered cobble beach along the Southshore
estuary coastiine would also provide sufficient protection against coastal erosion for this
area, and the selection of the rock revetment along the majority of the Southshore
estuary shoreline appears excessive given the wave and water conditions that are 1o be
mitigated against.

54 | have also read through the Coastal Processes and Matural Hazards Assessment in
support of Resource Consent Application report (Appendix 1) of the consant application
and make the following comments on the information contained within it

55 In my opinion, the key paris of this report are located within Section 4. This section
provides a thorough assessment of the coastal processes that are operating within the
project area and wider estuary environment, and in my opinion, the author uses
appropriate data and sources of information to assess the environment in sufficient
detail. | consider that the information provided within this section is therefore appropriate
for the scale and location of the proposed acfivities, accurate, relevant and sufficiently
detailed for me to make an assessment of the potential effects that the proposed
structures may have on the coastal environment

56. The assessment is limited in directly assessing the impacts of climate change and SLR,
howsaver climate change effects were considersd in the amounts of projected future
coastal erosion around the estuary edge (seclion 426 — Pag 29), as well as in the
effectiveness of the imundation bund at the end of the proposed consent duration
(section 5.1.5 — Pg 3B).

7. The extremes estuary water leveis are shown in Section 4 2 3 of the report, and as these
values are the same as those used in Section 2.3 of the Desiagn report, | see no need o
repeat my analysis of these here.

58. The estuary edge has been subject to a number of investigations and repons since the
earthquakes, including the Avon-Heathcole |hutai Estuary Edge Condifion Inventory
report which was camied out by Jacobs in 2019, This pariicular report provides a detailed
investigation into the condition and height of the vanous edge structures from MNorth of
Bridge Strest through to the South Brighton Spit Tip, and it also quantifies the amount
of erosion that has occurred since the CES by using the August 2010 estuary edge
position as the baseline against which the amount of erosion since has been measured
against Due to its comprehensivensss and relatively recent assessment, | consider that
it contains relevant information that is perinent to this application.

208 The August 2010 shoreline position for the majority of the Southshore estuary coastline
is not the same as the historic unmodified and therefore “natural” estuary shoreline of
the 1950°s or earlier. Mumerous reclamations and protective structures have clearly
been installed and underiaken since the 1950's which have encroached into the estuary
and subseguently pushed the estuary shoreline further seaward. The 2010 shoreling is
therefore noticeably different to the 1950's shoreline and generally further seaward, so
by choosing the 2010 shoreline position as the baseline against which shoreline change
has been measured, in many locations land that has been reclaimed between the 1950's
and 2010 will appear to have been ‘lost’ since 2010, even if the erosion of that land since
2010 means that the shoreline s now effectively in the same position as it could have
been if the land was not reciaimed in the first place.

The Jacobs 2019 shoreline assessment report concluded that 40% of the 7.1 km
shoreline between South Mew Brighton and south of Tern St had been stable (+/- 1 m)
since 2010, with a further 34% having undergone erosion since February 2011, The
majority of the erosion that had occurred in this area was less than 4 m, with only 330

LT
=
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i

m (5%) of the 7.1 km of shoreline between South Mew Brighton and south of Tem St
experiencing erosion of greater than 4 meters.

1. For the Southshore area, 37% of the shoreline behind the existing structures along the
Godwit Street to south of Tem Sireet shoreling has eroded since the CES, with the
amount of erosion being generally less than 4 m as it was concluded that the remnant
protection structures still provide some degree of erosion protection. Erosion of areater
than 4 m was only observed for 2 40 m stretch of coastiine immediately south of Godwit
Street. Erosion was found to be prominent around areas where there were gaps in the
protective structures, and in some instances, these areas of localised erosion have been
informally filled with loose rubble and other material o prevent any further erosion.

G2. The Jacobs 2019 shoreline assessment noted 75% of the South New Brighton Park area

had suffered erosion, with the areas of highest erosion cormesponding to the locations
where the elevations of the reno matiresses were at their lowest

83. One of the key sections of the natural hazards assessment report is Section 4 2.6, which

specifies the projected amounts of future coastal erosion that may occur at given dates
in the future under various amounis of sea level nse. The information contained in this
section primarily comes from a report camied out by Tonkin & Taylor in their 2021 coastal
hazards assessment for the Christchurch City Council. | have reviewed the information
in this report by Tonkin & Taylor and consider that the values they have used for
calculating amounts of change within the Avon-Heathcole estuary to be appropnate. |
therefore am comforiable with the values for the various parameters (shown in Table
424 of T&T 2021 Pog 81) that are used in the calculations of the Area Susceptible to
Coastal Erosion around the Avon-Heathcote estuary (Table 5.4 on page 111 of T&T
2021) and which are also summarised in Table 42 (Pg 29) of the natural hazards
assessment report shown below.

Table 4.2: Summary of projected future coastal erosion produced by Tonkin & Taylor (2027) for
Southshore from the combination of SLA, short term storm cut and extrapolation of long-term rates.
Greyed boxas are most relsvant estimates for the design life of this project

2050 (6a%k) " TOBD (58] 210 (Ea%)
@2 mi SLR Obami SLR O4m SLA 0B SLR 0 4m 5LA 1 SLA 1.5in S5LR
Sauthshare (TET Cell 14, a'!.m -B -8 12 m & 12 m 13 m
Plewer o Tern SIreer)
Gourhshare (TART C=dl 17; ~11m -1&m =10 -2&m -Tam -1&m -¥9 m
Pigreer o Eisbrtlie Street)

g4, | do note that the T&T approach to future coastal erosion involves the use of a 'banks

down' scenario where the exisiing protection struciures are assumed to not be present.
As the existing structures still have some protective function against coastal erosion, |
consider the projected amounts of future erosion o be conservative if the structures
remain as they presently are, however | also note that recent changes to the proposal
now include the removal of these structures. In light of this change, | consider the use
of the ‘banks down' approach and therefore also the projected amounts of future coastal
erosion to be appropriate.

5. |alsonote that the values forthe storm cut distances within the T&T report (section 4.4 .2

Pg 74 T&T (2021)) are considered to be conservative as these distances assume that
an equilibrium beach profile is reached during a given storm. This approach therefore
does not take into account the fact that an eqguilibnum profile may not be reached during
the storm or altematively assumes that an equilibrium profile is reached within the
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storm's duration and without regard for whether it would be physically possible for the
assumed changes (o the beach profile to actually ccour.

66. | also believe that the amount of future erosion is lkely to be primarily driven by specific
storm events rather than due to ongoing gradual erosion of the shoreline. As an
example, the value of -5 m of erosion that is estimated to occur for Cell 16 through o
2050 with 02 m of SLR is composed of an estimated storm cut amount af 3 m coupled
with additional eresion of 2 m due to SLR.

67. Owerall | consider that the information presented in this section of the repor is accurate
and | agree with the conclusion that erosion of between 5 to 11 m may potentially occur
aver the next 25 years through to 2050 i there is relative sea level rise of 0.2 m.

68. An imporiant point to note about the amounts of future coastal erosion calculated within
the T&ET (2021) report and referenced here, is that the baseline against which the future
erasion is measured from is the toe of the structure for Class 1 structures (significantly
maodified shorelines). This implies that the amount of erosion that could occur into the
future is measured against the base of the existing structures along the Southshore
coast, rather than from the current shoreline position. (section 3 2 pages 31-32 of T&T
(2021). Any erosion that has subseguently occurmed since the earthquakes could be
considerad to be expected to have occurred and therefore the amount of potential future
erosion may be discounted by that which has already ccourred.

69. The Jacobs 2019 estuary edge report found that “The cument LINZ inundafion bund
alignment is setback by 0 m to up to 20 m from the presemt-day edoe.” Further
information on the distances between the LINZ bund and the estuary edoe structures
along Southshore are given in Section 7.3 of the Estuary edge condition inventory report
(Jacobs 2019), and for the section of estuary coastiine between Godwit and Heron St
section ¥.3.1 (Pg 57) of the inventory report states: “The setback distance between the
LINZ bund (O1) and the estuary edge varies hetween 0 — 15 m. The two areas where
the bund is along the edge (443 Rockinghorse Rd and Heron St), it has been protected
by council placed rock revetment.”

70. Based on the projectad amount of future coastal erosion between Plover and Ebbtide St
from the Tonkin & Taylor 2021 analysis shown in Table 4 2 through to 2050, | consider
that the existing LINZ bund between Godwit and Heron 5t is unlikely o be subject to
erasion within the next 20 years.

71. Forthe section of estuary shorelineg betwesn Heron St and Penguin Street, section 7.3.2
of the Esfuary edge condition inventory report (Jacobs 2019) (Pa 57) states: “The
sefback distance between the LINZ bund and the edge structures varies between 10-20
m along this sub area”

72. | consider that an approximate 25 m length of the estuary shoreline seaward of #78
Rockinghorse Rd as well 35 a 20 m length of shoreline at the end of Penguin Street may
be susceptible to erosion of the LINZ bund within the next 20 years if the projected
amounts of future coastal erosion for the area between Plover and Ebbtide Streets do
OCCUr.

73. Forthe section of estuary shoreline between Penguin Street and Plover 5t, section 7.3.3
of the Estuary edoe condition inventory report (Jacobs 2019) (Pg 59) states: “The
sethack distance between the LINZ bund and the estuary edge structures is between
10-15 m along this sub area "

74. Using the projected amount of future coastal erosion between Plover and Ebbtide St
from the Tonkin & Taylor 2021 analysis shown in Table 4_2 through to 2050, | consider
it unlikely that erosion of the existing LINZ bund will occur for the area between Penguin
Street and Plover Street within the next 20 years.
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75.  For the section of estuary shareline between Plover Street to Tem Street, section 7.3.4
of the Estuary edge condition inventory report (Jacobs 2018) (Pg 59) states: “The
sethack distance between the LINZ bund and the estuary edge structures in this sub-
area is in the range of 8-15 m.”

7G. Using the projected amount of future coastal erosion between Plover and Tem St from
the Tonkin & Taylor 2021 analysis shown in Table 4 2 through to 2050, | consider it
unlikely that erosion of the existing LINZ bund will occur for the area between Plover
Street and Tem Street within the next 20 years.

7. \Lastly, for the area South of Tern Street, section 7.3.5 (Pg 59) of the Estuary edge
condition inventory report (Jacobs 2019) siated: “The LINZ bund terminates
approximately 150 m from the southem end of this area, being is (sic) setback from the
estuary edge around 15 m at Tem Street and around 60 m at its southern end.”

78. Using the projected amount of future coastal erosion between Plover and Tem St from
the Tonkin & Taylor 2021 analysis shown in Table 4.2 throvgh to 2050, | consider it
uniikely that erosion of the existing LINZ bund will occur for the area south of Termn Street
within the next 20 years.

78, Owerall, apart from two areas of between 20 o 25 m each between Heron and Penguin
Streets, it is my opinion that the curment position of the LINZ bund along Southshore is
located a sufficient distance landward of the existing estuary edge structures that the
LINZ bund is unlikely to be subject to coastal erosion for the next 20 years, even with
relative sea level rise of up to 0.2 m. Put another way, | do not consider that the projected
amounts of estuary edoe erosion along the Southshore estuary shoreline are likely to
result in erosion of the existing LINZ inundation bund in this area within the next 20
years, and | therefore struggle to see why hard coastal erosion protection works are
required.

80. Another way to consider the imformation presented is that i the proposed inundation
bund along Southshore was located 5 m or more further landward of the existing LINZ
bund wherever possible, it 15 my opinion that there would likely be sufficient space for a
natural estuary edge to develop. In my opinion, there is time and space for natural
coasial, estuarine and ecological processes, including sea level rise impacts associaled
with climate chanoe and ground level changes to shape the natural estuary edoe without
impacting on the leve! of protection afforded to the local community from the proposed
inundation bund and necessitating the nesd for erosion protection works for the next 20
years.

81. | am generally in agreement with the conclusions reached in Sections 5 and 6 of the
Coastal Processes and Natural Hazards Assessment report (Appendix 1) and from the
information provided, | don't expect that there will be significant impacts on coastal
processes from the proposed activities either during construction or once the works have
been completed.

82. The estuary is a relatively low energy environment, and the estuary edge is away from
the main channels from the Avon/Ot3karo and Heathcote/Opawaho and therefore
aenerally unaffected by river flow. The estuary edge is generally only affected by coastal
processes around high tide and during storm tide events, so there is only a relatively
short window over which coastal processes can act upan the estuary edge.

83 In my opinion, this time element is likely o imit the scale of any impacts that do arise to
being relatively small, and localised. The structures to be buit along Southshore will
form a confinuous structure and will be tied into existing structures and higher ground at
the southern end of Southshore. | therefore believe that the chance of ‘end effects’
occurring will be low and even if such effects do occur, | believe that they'll be relatively
small and localised due to the low energy environment and the shor window through
which waves can impact upon the coast
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84 If consent were granted for the ercsion protection structures, | also don't beliegve that
thers will be many issues during construction from a coastal hazard perspective unless
there is a significant storm or ather natural hazard event that occurs while construction
is occuming. The erosion protection works will occur in a gradual and staged manner
along the coast as fides and weather windows allow, and one of the requirements for
construction is that the sdge won't be lefi unprotected during construction. This
reguirement should therefore limit the amount of edge excavation and erasion protection
that can get done, to that which can be achieved in a day.

85 As the erosion protection works progress along the coast, there is potential for scour of
the "softer’ unprotected shoreline to occur where this butts against the ‘harder’ erosion
protection warks. This risk will exist for the duration of the construction of the erosion
protection works and essentially move along the coast as the works progress, howeyer
aiven the generally low energy environment in which the works will e occurring and the
relatively small window over which the coast could be impacted, | consider that this risk
can be mitigated by the construction methods and earlier mentioned edge protection
reguirement

86. Based on the proposed design plans, and assuming that the proposed works are camied
out by 3 competent and experienced earthworks contractor to the specifications, depths
and heights, and with the proposed materials shown in the design document and the
accompanying design drawings, | consider that the proposed inundation and erosion
protection works will provide sufficient protection for well in excess of the design life of
20 years.

87. | am generally supportive of the approach that has been proposed for dealing with the
impacts of coastal erosion and coastal inundation for the Scouth New Brighton Park area.
The coastal erosion and inundafion issues have been separated out for this area with
the inundation bund located between 40 and 180 m landward of the estuary edge. At
these distances from the estuary edge, | consider it highly unlikely that this bund will be
subject to erosion from coastal processes within the next 20 years, and particularly so
once the gabion baskets to protect the historic middens are installed.

3. The design plans show that the inundation bund in the South New Brighton Park area
‘will tie into areas of natural high ground at both ends of the bund. It is therefore my
opinion that the inundation bund will provide a sufficient level of protection from
inundation to the South New Bnghton Park area.

89. One of the key documents for works in the coastal area is the New Zealand Coastal
Policy Statement (2010) which contains a series of objectives and policies to direct the
types and locations of particular activities. An assessment of this application against the
relevant NZCPS objectives and policies is given in Section 10.3.4 of the consent
application document In my opinion, the most relevant NZCPS policies to this
application are policies 24 to 2T as these underpin Objective 5 which relates 1o coastal
hazard risks and climate change.

90. In my opinion, the proposed erosion protection structures in this project run contrary to
clause e of NZCPS Policy 25 which specifies that hard protection structures are to be
discouraged in areas potentially affected by coastal hazards over the next 100 years.
This section of the policy also promotes the use of natural defences which in my opinion
iz also not achieved by the proposed erosion protection structures. 4s there is space
available along the majonty of Southshore, it is my opinion that if sufficient time were
aiven, natural processas are likely o eventually create a natural estuary shoreline which
‘will offer its own level of protection to this area against coastal erosion. | consider the
aption of ‘doing nothing' to be one way of prometing natural defences.

91. | also consider that the replacement of the proposed inundation bund along the
orientation of the existing LINZ bund does nat achieve the intended outcome of clauses
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a, ¢ and d of Policy 25 which are to avoid increasing the risk of social, environmental
and economic harm from coastal hazards; encourage redevelopment or change in land
use where that would reduce the risk of adverse effects from coastal hazards, including
managed retreat by relocation or removal of existing structures or their abandonment in
extreme circumsiances, and designing for relocatabliity or recoverability from hazard
events; and encourage the location of infrastructure away from areas of hazard risk
where practicable.

2.  Paolicy 27 of the NZCFPS provides a range of strategies for protecting significant existing
development from coasial hazard risk. A range of options for reducing risk are to be
assessed as part of this policy, and when evaluating those options, clause 2a focuses
“on approaches to risk management that reduce the need for hard protection structures
and similar engineering interventions™. Additionally, clause 3 states that “Where hard
protection structures are considered to be necessary, ensure that the form and location
of any structures are designed to minimise adverse effects on the coastal environment.”

93 In my opinion, if the inundation bund was located further l[andward than what is proposed
in this application and therehy satisfying the requirements of clause d of NACPS Paolicy
25, this would likely reduce the requirement for the accompanying erosion protection
structures and thereby also satisfy the requirements of clauses a, b, d and 2 of NACPS
Policy 25. | also consider that locating the inundation bund landward will be consistent
with and also satisfy clauses 1, 2 and 3 of NZCPS Policy 27.

94 Lastly, if the inundation bund was located further landward to satisfy Policies 25 and 27,
then this would in my opinion, also be consistent with NZCPS Policy 26.

Conclusions

95. | consider the data and information used in the Design and the Coastal Processes and
hazards assessment reports to be appropriate and relevant, and | am satisfied that the
reports have provided sufficient detail for assessments of the impacts of the proposed
activities on coastal processes within the Avon-Heathcote estuany.

96. Mo allowance for increased water levels due to sea level rise or ather climate change
impacts or changes in ground elevations were included in the design process. The
reason to not include climate change effects/SLR at the design stage was taken by the
CCC after discussions with the local community that have been ongoing since the
Christchurch Earthquake Sequence.

97.  What is being proposad in this application is therefore a relatively short-ierm solufion to
deal with the impacts of the Christchurch earthguakes while the CCC consult further with
the local community on long-term climate adaptation options.

98. | consider the use of a storm scenano of a 1-n-50 year estuary water level event
occumng concurrently with a 1-in-50 year wave event as a design level for the inundation
bund to be overly consenvative for a desiagn period of 20 years.

99_ [t is my opinion that the proposed height of the inundation bund of 11.5 m CDD for both
South Mew Brighton Park and Southshore will provide protection from estuary water
level events of between 500 and 1000 years without taking into account the impacts of
climate change or local land changes. When buiit to this height, it is also likely to provide
protection against inundation during a storm scenario of a 1-in-100 year estuary water
level event occurring concurrently with a 1-in-50 year wave event.

100. | do not believe that the changes in the level of the sea or changes in the ground levels
in the wider area cver the next 20 years will have any material impact an the protection
afforded to the community in this area by the construction of the inundation bund to this
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height. | therefore consider that a bund height of 11.5 m CDOD will provide protection
anainst inundation for at least the next 20 years even with sea level and ground level
changes.

101. The proposed orientation of the inundation bund is generally along the alignment of the
existing LINZ bund through the Residential Red Zone in Southshore to avoid overiooking
adjoining properties and to allow the ongeinag use of the land in its current state. For the
South New Brighton Park area, the onginal alignment of the proposed inundation bund
was through coastal forest and generally followed existing paths to minimise the impacis
on trees.

102. The proposed alignment of the iInundation bund has therefore been chosen for reasons
that appear to have little to do with fuifilling a specific inundation hazard requirement.

103, Three different structures have been proposed o provide protection to the inundation
bund against erosion for different sections of the coastline within the project area, with
these structures being a series of gabion baskets, a rock revetment, and a cobble beach.
All three protection structures are proposed to have a crest height of 11.3 m CDD and
have been designed so that wave run-up may overtop them during large storm events
without causing significant damage 1o the structures.

104. The design of the erosion protection works is such that additional material can be added
to the structure at some point into the future should future sea levels require this to
happen.

105. A cobble beach has been found to provide an appropnate level of protection against
coasial erosion to the South New Brighton Park area and parts of Southshore over the
next 20 years. If this conclusion has been reached for a consenvative storm scenario in
a relatively energetic area of the Avon-Heathcote estuary, it is my opinion that a similar
structure would also provide sufficient protection against coastal erosion in the generally
less energefic area of Southshore.

106. It is my opinion that a slightly “softer’ engineered cobble beach along the Southshore
estuary coastline would also provide sufficient protection against coastal erosion for this
area, and the selection of the rock revetment along the majonty of the Southshore
estuary shoreline appears excessive given the conditions thatl are to be mitigated
against.

107. | consider that the mformation contained within the Tonkin & Taylor (2021) report into
coastal hazards for the Christchurch City Council to be accurate and appropriate and
agree with the findings of this report that erosion of between 5 and 11 m could potentially
occur along the Southshore and South New Brighton shorelines over the next 25 years
if relative sea level nse of 0.2 m occurs over this time.

108. | consider that erasion of the estuary shoreline is most likely to occur during episodic
siormm events as opposed to occurming at 3 low gradual rate.

109. | also believe that the existing position of the LINZ bund along Southshore is located
sufficiently landward of the existing coastal protection structures in this area that the
bund is unlikely to be subject to erosion within the next 20 years, even considering the
changes that may occur due to sea level and local land level changes over this time.

110. Another way to consider the information presented is that if the proposed inundation
bund along Southshore was located 5 m further landward of the existing LINZ bund
wherever possible, it is my opinion that there would likely be sufficient space and
therefore time for natural coastal, estuarine and ecological processes, including sea
level rise impacts associated with climate change and ground level changes to occur
without impacting on the level of protection afforded to the local community from the
proposed inundation bund and necessitating the nesd for erosion protection works for
the next 20 years.
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111. | thersefore consider that there is sufficient time within the next 20 years for conversations
with the local community on longer-term adaptation planning responses to he
considered and implemented before any further inundation or erosion protection works
are reqguired.

112 If the proposed works proceed as designed, | believe that the level of protection that
they will provide will far exceed either the design life or the consenting timeframe. | do
not befizve that they represent a short-term solution as given the design criteria that has
beesn applied and the information that has been supplied, it is my apinion they will provide
protection from inundation for in excess of 100 years, and protection against erosion for
at least a similar timeframe. The design of the rock revetment also allows for additional
material to be placed onto it in the future if required and has therefore been designed
with a longer timeframe in mind. | consider that the proposed structures represent a
significant upgrade to the pre-earthguake levels of protection from coastal erosion and
inundation to the local community.

113. If the works proceed as proposed, | see that the requirement for future discussions
around adapiation to changes caused by climate change effects and increased sea
levels to essentially become redundant as the level of protection provided to the
community from the proposed structures will ensure that future works would be unlikely
to be required for the next approximately 100 years.

114. | am supportive of separating the coastal inundation hazard from the coastal erosion
hazard as is proposed at South New Brighton Park and generally see no reason why a
similar approach cannot be taken for Southshore. | see no justification from a coastal
process or hazard perspective why these two hazards need to be linked together as they
are along Southshore, paricularty when there is in my opinion, land available on which
the inundation bund could be constructed.

115. Assuming that the works will be carried out by a competent and experienced earthworks
contractor to the proposed levels, widths and depths specified in the design report and
drawings and using the specified matenals and methods, | consider that the changes to
the coastal processes within the estuary either during the construction phase, or once
the works have been completed to be less than minor.

116. In my opinion, the proposed inundation and erosion protection structures run contrary to
the New fealand Coastal Policy Statement policies 25 and 27. Clause d of NZCPS
Policy 25 encourages the location of infrastructure away from areas of hazard risk where
practicable, while clause e specifies that hard protection structures are to be
discouraged in areas potentially affected by coastal hazards over the next 100 years,
while also promoting the use of natural defences.

117. | believe that if the inundation bund was located further landward than what is proposed
in this application, the requiremeants of clause d of NZCPS Policy 25 would be satisfied,
and this would in turn likely reduce the requirement for the accompanying erosion
protection structures and thereby also satisfy the requirements of clauses a, b, d and e
of NZCPS Policy 25. | also consider that locating the inundation bund landward would
be consistent with and also safisfy clauses 1, 2 and 3 of NZCPS Policy 27, and by
extension, also be consistent with NZCPS Policy 26.

118. My overall perception of the information that has been provided is that the coastal
inundation and erosion protection works that have been proposed and requested by the
local community and the location of these works along the Southshore coastline are
predominantly done for reasons that are not to do with the curmrent coastal processes or
the potential future coastal hazards and impacts that may affect this area.
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APPENDIX 7 - RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS

Resource Consent CRC242267 (s9)
Applicant: Christchurch City Council
Recommended Duration: 10 Years

Limits

1 The works authorised by this resource consent are limited to
a. The undertaking of earthworks;
b. The undertaking of vegetation clearance

including works within 10m of a natural inland wetland along South New
Brighton Park and Southshore Estuary Edge, as shown on Plan
CRC242267 attached to and forming part of this resource consent.

2 The maximum depth of excavation for the works authorised by this
resource consent must not exceed 1.2 metres below ground level.

Advice Note: It will be up to the Consent Holder to demonstrate
compliance with the maximum excavation depth. This can be done, for
example, via reference to a specified datum and reduced levels from that
datum or via site specific survey points or other measurements.

3 Excavation works must not be carried out within the exposed water table
during times when groundwater levels are higher than the deepest part of
the excavations.

4 All material imported onsite must be virgin aggregates and free of
contaminants.

Advice Note: For the purpose of this consent, cleanfill is defined, as per
the Waste Management Institute New Zealand Technical Guidelines for
Disposal to Land Revision 3 (October 2022), as Virgin excavated natural
material such as clay, soil and rock that are free of combustible,
putrescible, degradable or leachable components. When discharged to the
environment, clean fill material will not have a detectable effect relative to
the background, and the fill site will be able to be utilised for an
unrestricted purpose on closure.

Prior to Commencement of Works

4 Prior to commencement of the works described in Condition (1), all
personnel working on the site must be made aware of, and have access to,
the following:

a. Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
required to be prepared and maintained under Resource Consent
CRC242268;

b. Construction Methodology Plan (CMP) required to be prepared and
maintained under Resource Consent CRC242268;

c. Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) required to be prepared
and maintained under Resource Consent CRC242269;
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d. Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan (SSMP) required to be
prepared and maintained under Resource Consent CRC242268;

e. Saltmeadow Remediation Plan (SRP) required to be prepared and
maintained under CRC242268; and

f. Resource Consents CRC242268, CRC242269 and CRC25199, and
all associated documents.

5 At least 15 working days prior to the commencement of works on site, the
consent holder must request a pre-construction site meeting with the
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager (via
ECInfo@ecan.govt.nz), and all relevant parties, including the primary
contractor. At a minimum, the following must be covered at the meeting:

a. Scheduling and staging of the works;

b. Responsibilities of all relevant parties, including confirmation that
the persons implementing the ESCP on the site are suitably trained
and/or experienced;

Contact details for all relevant parties;

Expectations regarding communication between all relevant parties;
Procedures for implementing any amendments;

Site inspection; and

Confirmation that all relevant parties have copies of the contents of
this resource consent document and all associated erosion and
sediment control plans and any other discharge treatment
methodologies employed.

@™oao

During Works

6 All practicable measures must be taken to:
a. Minimise soil disturbance to that necessary to carry out the works
described under Condition (1);
b. Prevent soil erosion;
c. Avoid placing excavated material in a position where it may enter:
i.  Any neighbouring site;
i.  Asurface water body; and
iii.  The Christchurch City Council’s reticulated stormwater
network, or any other private or public stormwater devices.
a. Tracking of material off-site during the works must be avoided at all
7 times.
b. In the event that material is tracked off-site, the tracked material
must be removed as soon as practicable.

Discovery of Contaminated Soils or Materials

8 In the event that any contaminated soil or material outside the scope of
Detailed Site Investigation — Southshore and South New Brighton Erosion
Protection, dated 30 November 2023 is uncovered by the works, a
contamination discovery protocol must be implemented, including but not
limited to the following steps:

a. Earthworks within 10 metres of discovered contaminant soil or
material must cease immediately;

b. All practicable steps must be taken to prevent the contaminated
material becoming entrained in stormwater. Immediate steps must
include, where practicable:

i.  Diverting any stormwater runoff from surrounding areas
away from the contaminated material’ and
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ii.  Minimising the exposure of the contaminated material,
including covering the contaminants with an impervious
cover;

c. Notification of the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention:
Contaminated Sites Manager, within 24 hours of the discovery;

d. Earthworks within ten metres of discovered contaminant soil or
material must not recommence until a suitably qualified and
experienced contaminated land practitioner (SQEP) confirms to
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager, that
continuing works does not represent a significant risk to the
environment;

e. All records and documentation associated with the discovery must
be kept and copies must be provide to the Canterbury Regional
Council upon request.

Advice Note: For the purpose of this condition, temporary stockpiling
means material being stockpiled for no longer than the overall construction
period or the stage of construction if construction occurs in stages,
whichever is the shorter period, and only for as long as reasonably
necessary. The overall requirement to avoid, where possible, the
stockpiling of contaminated material or soils prevails.

Any material removed from the site during the works that is potentially or
confirmed as contaminated, must be disposed of at a facility authorised to
receive such material.

Stockpiling of Contaminated Material

10

Stockpiling of contaminated material or soils must be avoided where
possible. In the event that temporary stockpiling of suspected
contaminated material is required, then the contaminated material
stockpiles must be managed as below:

a. Stockpiled contaminated material or soils must be kept separate
from uncontaminated excavated soils stockpiles and any virgin
aggregate or other material also stockpiled on-site; and

b. Stockpiled contaminated material must be placed on polythene
sheeting or similar impervious material to prevent contamination of
underlying material; and

c. Stockpiled contaminated material must include a perimeter bund or
berm installed to prevent runoff leaving the area and stormwater
from other areas entering the stockpile area;

d. Stockpiled material must be covered or dampened during dry and
windy conditions so as to prevent wind erosion; and

e. If any rainfall is forecasted that has the potential to cause runoff
from the stockpiles, or if the stockpiles are left overnight, over the
weekend or over public holidays, the stockpiled material must be
covered with plastic sheeting or a suitable material such as clean
topsoil, or otherwise stabilised, to prevent stormwater runoff coming
into contact with contaminated material.

Advice Note: For the purpose of this condition, temporary stockpiling
means material being stockpiled for no longer than the overall construction
period or the stage of construction if construction occurs in stages,
whichever is the shorter period, and only for as long as reasonably
necessary.
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Spills

11

All practicable measures must be taken to avoid spills of fuel or any other
hazardous substances within the site. These measures must include:

a. Refuelling of machinery and vehicles must not occur within 20
metres of:

i.  Open excavations;
i. Exposed groundwater; and
iii. Stormwater devices.

b. A spill kit must be kept on site that is capable of absorbing the
quantity of oil and petroleum products that may be spilt on site at
any one time, remains on site at all times.

c. Inthe event of a spill of fuel or any other hazardous substance, the
spill must be cleaned up as soon as practicable, the stormwater
system must be inspected and cleaned, and measures taken to
prevent a recurrence;

d. The Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager,
must be informed within 24 hours of a spill event exceeding five
litres and the following information provided:

i.  The date, time, location and estimated volume of the spill;
ii.  The cause of the spill;
iii.  The type of hazardous substance(s) spilled;
iv.  Clean up procedures undertaken;
v. Details of the steps taken to control and remediate the
effects of the spill on the receiving environment;
vi.  An assessment of any potential effects of the spill; and
vii. Measures to be undertaken to prevent a recurrence.

Artesian Aquifer Interception

12

In the event of an interception of unanticipated levels of artesian flows, all
practicable measures must be undertaken to remedy or mitigate any
change in aquifer pressure, water quality or temperature. This must
include:

a. The contractor must immediately cease all works within the
immediate area of excavation that caused the interception of the
artesian flows;

b. The contractor must determine and document whether the flow is
constant or increasing, if the turbidity is constant or increasing and
if the flow is confined to the excavation;

c. The contractor must notify the site engineer and/or other
appropriate personnel to determine the emergency measures
required to arrest the artesian flow. Emergency measures must
include, but not be limited to:

i.  The installation of a layer of impermeable material to the
extent required to reform a capping layer over the aquifer to
prevent the upward movement of groundwater through the
confining layer; or

ii. Inserting a vertical pipe in the aquifer interception point (if
practicable) and provide for a secure seal against the pipe
to enable the stabilisation of the artesian flow in the pipe,
and to determine the above ground water level to assess
any further measures.
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d. The temporary artesian flow beyond the excavation must be
controlled and mitigated with appropriate erosion and sediment
control measures;

e. The Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager
must be notified as soon as practicable but no later than two
working days after the interception; and

f.  Upon remediation and arresting of flow from the aquifer
interception, the construction methodology must be reconsidered
and, if required, revised to avoid future interceptions of the aquifer.

Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Material

13

a. Any activity which may modify, damage or destroy a pre-1900
archaeological site or material must follow the archaeological
authority process under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Act 2014. An archaeological authority is required from Heritage
New Zealand to modify, damage, or destroy any archaeological
site, whether recorded or not in the New Zealand Heritage
List/Rarangi Korero.

b. Inthe event of accidental discovery of any archaeological material,
all works must cease immediately in the part of the site known, or
suspected, to be an archaeological site.

c. The Canterbury Regional Council, Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga and Papatipu Rinanga, as well as the New Zealand Police
in the case of discovery of koiwi/human bones, must be informed
immediately of the disturbance, and the archaeological authority
process under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014
must be followed.

d. Inthe event of the accidental discovery of Maori archaeological
sites or material, the accidental discovery protocol for Maori
archaeology must be followed in addition to the process under the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.

e. To ensure that all statutory and cultural requirements have been
met, any works in the part of the site subject to the archaeological
discovery must not recommence until authorised by the Canterbury
Regional Council and:

i.  Upon completion of the archaeological authority process
referred to under (c); and
ii. Inthe event of the accidental discovery of Maori
archaeological sites or material, and in addition to (c) upon
completion of the process referred to under (d); and
ii.  Inthe event of the discovery of koiwi/human bones,
immediately advise the New Zealand Police.

After Completion of Works

14

Within two weeks of the completion of each stage of works authorised by
this resource consent:
a. All disturbed areas must be stabilised and/or revegetated;
b. All spoil and other waste materials from the works must be removed
from site.

Advice Note: The use of polymers for site stabilisation purposes, including
those forming a component of hydro-seeding formulas, may require
separate authorisations under the Resource Management Act 1991.
Further, polymers are not considered a long-term or permanent
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stabilisation technique and may require repeated application to ensure the
site remains stabilised.

Advice Note: Vegetation planting on site shall where possible include
locally sourced indigenous planting to enhance the cultural landscape,
increase indigenous habitat, and provide ecosystem services that directly
or indirectly improve the atmospheric carbon levels and temperature, soil
retention, stormwater management, improve water quality and contribute to
waste decomposition and nutrient recycling.

Administration

15

The Canterbury Regional Council may annually, on the last working day of
May or November, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of
this resource consent for the purposes of:

a. Dealing with adverse effect on the environment which may arise
from the exercise of this resource consent, and which is not
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.

16

If this resource consent is not exercised before 31 March 2031, it lapses in
accordance with Section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Advice Note: ‘Exercised’ is defined as implementing any requirements to
operate this resource consent and undertaking the activity as described in
these conditions and/or application documents.
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APPENDIX 8 - RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS

Resource Consent CRC242268 (s12)
Applicant: Christchurch City Council

Recommended Duration: 20 Years

Limits
1 The activity authorised by this consent shall be limited to:
a. The disturbance of the foreshore and seabed;
b. The deposition of material on the foreshore and seabed;
c. The erection of structures on the foreshore and seabed;
d. Reclamation of 898m? of the foreshore and seabed:;
e. Maintenance of the structures; and
f.  Occupation of the Coastal Marine Area

Associated with the placement of erosion and inundation protection
structures, along South New Brighton Park and Southshore Estuary Edge,
shown on Plan CRC242268A attached to and forming part of this resource
consent.

2 The works authorised under Condition (1) must be located within the
Project Footprint, Southshore and South New Brighton as demonstrated
within Plans CRC242268B — | attached to and forming part of this to this
resource consent. Works within the Project Footprint must be limited to the
following works and associated ancillary activities:
a. Removal of an existing earth bund and existing structures including
those located within the Coastal Marine Area (CMA);
b. Installation of a new inundation bund;
c. Installation of a new cobble beach, rock revetment, gabion baskets
and a soft edge area;
d. Installation of two stepped access points at Tern Street and Godwit
Street which must be more than 30m from any seagrass beds;
e. Planting, footpaths, nature play, and other landscape sundries as
shown in the landscaping plans;
f. Maintenance activities associated with the structures described in
this condition; and
g. Decommissioning of structures.

Advice Note: For the decommissioning of structures, the Consent Holder
should undertake the relevant planning assessment prior to the removal of
the structures and obtain necessary resource consents if required.

3 The Consent Holder must removal all structures constructed at the expiry
of this resource consent unless authorised by a resource consent. A
decommissioning plan shall be prepared and structures removed prior to
the expiry of consent.
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Activities carried out in accordance with Condition (1)(a) to (1d) must cease
five years from the exercising of this consent.

Design and Construction

The activities and the erosion and inundation protection structures
authorised under Condition (1) must be undertaken and constructed in
general accordance with the design methodology described in the
application and design Plans CRC242268J — O, attached to and forming
part of this resource consent.

Soft Edge Area

The consent holder must implement a soft edge along the eroded edge in
the vicinity of South New Brighton Park, as shown on Plans CRC242268P -
R, attached to and forming part of this resource consent.

The consent holder must prepare a detailed design of the soft edge area
including materials, construction methodology and any associated planting
or restoration works which must be prepared by a suitably qualified Coastal
Engineer, Ecologist and Landscape Architect, and be submitted to the
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager (via
ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz) 30 working days prior to the commencement of
works for certification.

The soft edge area must be designed to:
a. Provide erosion protection to the existing edge;
b. Enhance the natural character and ecological values of the coastal
environment; and
c. Enable monitoring of the erosion rates and patterns.

Prior to the Commencement of Works

Prior to the commencement of construction and following the submission of
the management plans, the consent holder must request a pre-construction
meeting must be held with the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention:
Compliance Manager (via ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz), and all relevant parties
including the Christchurch City Council, the primary contractor, and the
consent holder. At a minimum, the following must be covered in the
meeting:

a. Scheduling and staging of works;

b. Responsibilities of all relevant parties including confirmation that the
person or persons implementing the ESCP on the site are suitably
trained and/or experienced;

Contact details for all relevant parties;

Expectations regarding communication between all relevant parties;
Procedures for implementing any amendments;

Site inspection; and

Confirmation that all relevant parties have copies of the contents of
this consent document, CRC242267, CRC24229 and CRC25199,
and the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).

@™o oo

10

Prior to commencing works, the consent holder must provide a copy of:
a. This consent document; and
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b. Consent documents, CRC242267, CRC242269, CRC251999 and
RMA/2023/3243 or any variation thereof;

To all persons undertaking activities authorised by this consent and explain
to those persons how to comply with the consent conditions.

11

At least 10 days prior to the start of construction, the Consent Holder must
erect a sign at the site explaining the nature of the work, timeframes
expected for the completion of the works and a contact name and
telephone number.

12

At least 10 days prior to work commencing, the consent holder must advise
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager (via
ECInfor@ECan.govt.nz) in writing if any existing structure is to be
completely removed from the Coastal Marine Area. The removal of
structures must be planned so that no more than 30m of the shoreline is
exposed at one time.

Construction and Environment Management Plan

13

The consent holder must prepare a Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) which clearly sets out the measures to be
undertaken to comply with the conditions of this consent. The CEMP must
be submitted to the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance
Manager (via ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz), at least 30 working days prior to
construction works commencing for certification that it complies with the
conditions of this consent and must be adhered to by the consent holder.
The CEMP must include but not limited to the following:

a. A map showing the location of all works;

b. Details of the construction methods proposed for the inundation
bund, gabion baskets, rock revetment, cobble beach and soft beach
area; seawall;

c. Details of forecast monitoring frequency including methodology for
providing temporary joining of the inundation bund where tidal and
rainfall events are likely to pose an inundation risk;

d. A programme of works including an indicative timeframe and
sequence of works, consistent with any seasonal and tidal
restrictions and the Construction Methodology required by
Condition (16);

e. The methodology for stabilising the site if works are abandoned,;

f. Controls on the disturbances within the CMA, including the
placement of geotextiles or geofabrics in excavations;

g. Construction noise and vibration controls;

h. Water quality management;

i. Reference to the Spill Response Plan required by Conditions (33)-
(36), outlining how compliance with its procedures will be achieved,;

j- Reference to the Seagrass and Salt Marsh Management Plan
(SSMP) required by Condition (20), outlining how adverse effects
on seagrass and saltmarsh habitats will be avoided;

k. Archaeological and Cultural Discovery Protocols;

I. Site notices to inform the public of the works and direct people
safely to alternative routes;

m. Monitoring and visual observations required by this consent.

Details of site induction processes for all personnel, covering all
relevant environmental, health and safety, and cultural protocols;

>
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0. Contact details for all key project personnel, including the
designated Site Supervisor and specialist technical advisors
(eg SQEP, archaeologist); and

p. Waste management and recycling protocols for all construction-
generated waste.

Advice Note: The CEMP may be prepared as a combined joint document
that addresses the matters required by both the Canterbury Regional
Council and Christchurch City Council land use resource consents.

14

The CEMP must be certified by the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention:
Compliance Manager (via ECInfo@ecan.govt.nz) acting in a technical
capacity to works authorised by this consent first commencing, and the
consent holder must undertake all activities authorised by this consent in
accordance with the certified CEMP.

15

The CEMP may be amended at any time. Any amendment of the CEMP
must be to achieve the purpose of the CEMP as set out in the conditions of
this consent, and must be approved in writing by the Canterbury Regional
Council, Attention: Compliance Manager (via ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz)
acting in a technical Certification capacity prior to works authorised by the
consent operating under the amended CEMP. Upon approval of the
amended CEMP the consent holder must undertake all activities
authorised by this consent in accordance with the amended CEMP.

Construction Methodology Plan

16

The consent holder must prepare a construction methodology plan (CMP)
for each stage of works which must include, but is not limited to:
a. Adescription of how the relevant structures and activities
components will be carried out;
b. The proposed timing of the works, including compliance with any
seasonal or tidal restrictions;
c. ldentifying specialist inputs required for the stage, such as a stand
over ecologist, Suitably Qualified and Experienced Person (SQEP)
or archaeologist.

The construction methodology plan must be submitted to Canterbury
Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager (via
ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz) for certification that the methodology complies with
the requirements of condition (16)(a) — (d) above, at least 30 working days
prior to the commencement of works.

17

The Construction Methodology Plan may be amended at any time. Any
amendment of the CMP must be to achieve the purpose of the CMP as set
out in the conditions of this consent, and must be approved in writing by
the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager (via
ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz) for certification prior to works authorised by the
consent operating under the amended CMP. Upon approval of the
amended CMP the consent holder must undertake all activities authorised
by this consent in accordance with the amended CMP.

Ecological Management — Seagrass, Saltmeadow and Saltmarsh
Areas
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18

a.

At least 30 working days prior to the commencement of works, the
eastern boundary (closest to the estuary edge) of the seagrass,
Saltmeadow and saltmarsh habitat (below MHWS) must be re-
mapped by a suitably qualified marine ecologist to:
i.  Confirm the extent of any overlap between seagrass and the
project footprint at 44a Rocking Horse Road; and
ii.  Confirm that there is no further overlap between seagrass,
or saltmarsh and the project footprint.
The project design or construction methodology required by
Condition (16) is to be revised to avoid affected areas if the updated
mapping identifies new areas of seagrass and/or saltmarsh that
overlaps with the footprint of the proposed structures.
Before work is undertaken in the proximity of seagrass and/or
saltmarsh, a suitably qualified marine ecologist must mark the
eastern boundary of the main seagrass meadow, as well as the
location of small, isolated seagrass patches (with flags / stakes or
similar), and the eastern boundary of saltmarsh habitat, to ensure
that the seagrass and saltmarsh areas to be avoided are clearly
visible.

19

All works associated with the removal of existing structures where
seagrass, Saltmeadow or saltmarsh is within 10m of the structure, will be
undertaken in accordance with the following requirements:

a.

Development of a Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan
(SSMP) as required under Condition (20) prior to the
commencement of works near seagrass and saltmarsh habitats.
Development of a Saltmeadow Remediation Plan (SRP) as
required under Condition (22) prior to the commencement of works
near Saltmeadow habitats.

A detailed methodology for demolition of the existing structures
must be included within the SSMP, to ensure disturbance of
seagrass during demolition and removal of the existing structures is
avoided.

A Suitably qualified Experienced Ecologist must be present during
works, in a ‘standover’ capacity, for the works between CH1260-
1270 and 1310-11370m where seagrass, Saltmeadow and/or
saltmarsh abuts the structures and any other areas identified by the
pre-construction survey required under Condition (x).

Demolition works must only occur from the landward side.
Machinery is not permitted to enter the estuary for the purpose of
removing existing structures.

Physical removal of the existing structures within the estuary is to
be done manually, including the removal of footings where possible
without disturbance to the seagrass. In areas where structure
footings cannot be removed without disturbance of seagrass,
footings may be cut off at a level 100mm above the estuary bed
and left in situ.

Seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan

20

The seagrass and Saltmarsh Management Plan (SSMP) must be prepared
by a suitably qualified marine ecologist to identify how risks on seagrass or
saltmarsh adjacent to the construction corridor will be managed through
the construction process. The SSMP must outline measures for the
management of physical works near mapped seagrass, Saltmeadow or
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Saltmarsh areas. The SSMP is to be supervised by a suitably qualified
marine ecologist who must be present on site when work is undertaken in
areas where impacts on seagrass and saltmarsh may occur.

21

The SSMP must be certified by the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention:
Compliance Manager (via ECInfo@ecan.govt.nz) acting in a technical
capacity to works authorised by this consent first commencing, and the
consent holder must undertake all activities authorised by this consent in
accordance with the certified CEMP.

Saltmeadow Remediation Plan

22

The Saltmeadow Remediation Plan (SRP) must set out the measures to be
undertaken to reestablish Saltmeadow remediation. The SRP must be
prepared by a suitably qualified ecologist with input from a suitably
qualified engineer with groundwater expertise. The SRP must include but
not be limited to:

a. lIdentifying areas of low-lying surface landward of the erosion
protection revetment, which have suitably saline soils for the
reestablishment of Saltmeadow;

b. Confirming the areas are at least 0.2 ha to achieve an overall Net

Gain;

Identification of species to be planted;
Planting timeframes;

Pest and weed control measures;
Maintenance measures; and

Ongoing monitoring required.

@mopoo

Advice Note: The SRP may be prepared as a joint document that also
addresses the matters required by RMA/2023/3243.

23

Where mapping carried out in accordance with Condition (22) indicates
there has been a loss of saltmarsh below MHWS that is attributed to the
project during construction phase, remediation must be required by
planting of greater numbers of saltmarsh plants into sparsely vegetated
areas of (or at the upper edge of) existing saltmarsh, to achieve no net loss
or a net gain in saltmarsh extent.

Deposition Material

24

a. Any material deposited into the reclamation area must consist of
clean rock or general beach gravel; and

b. Any rocks to form the revetment or cobble beaches must be quarry
rock that so far as practicable are free of any sediment and will not
contain any contaminants.

Erosion and Sediment Control

25

The works authorised by Condition (1) must only occur in accordance with
the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan required by Condition (7) of
resource consent CRC242269.

During Works

26

No construction related machinery, or vehicles must be on the estuary bed
within the Coastal Marine Area at any time.
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27

All construction related machinery, or vehicles must be stored securely and
at least 20 metres away from the estuary edge.

28

No works may be undertaken in the two hours either side of high tide.

29

All material excavated that will be reinstated to the disturbed area must
occur within the same tidal window and must be compacted and level with
the surrounding seabed.

30

All material excavated from the land and Coastal Marine Area must be
reused on site if deemed cleanfill or taken from the site and at a facility
authorised to receive such material in accordance with RMA/2021/2094.

31

To prevent the spread of pest species, the consent holder must ensure that
activities authorised by this consent are undertaken in accordance with the
Biosecurity New Zealand’s hygiene procedures and that machinery must
be free of plants and plant seeds prior to use.

Advice Note: You can access the most current version of these procedures
from the Biosecurity New Zealand website: http://www.biosecurity.govt.nz

32

Any material removed from the site during works that is potentially or
confirmed as contaminated, must be disposed of at a facility authorised to
receive such material.

Advice Note: ‘Contaminated’ means land that has a hazardous substance
in or on it that (a) has a significant adverse effects on the environment; or
(b) us reasonably likely to have significant adverse effects on the
environment.

Construction Spills and Hazardous Substances

33

a. All practicable measures must be undertaken to prevent oil and fuel
leaks from vehicles and machinery; and

b. Refuelling of machinery and vehicles where practicable must not
occur within 20 metres of the Coastal Marine Area and must be
supervised throughout the whole activity.

34

a. All refuelling equipment must have shut-off valves.

b. The storage of fuel and other hazardous substances not otherwise
subject to specific bunding, containment and management as
contained in the CEMP pursuant to Condition (13) must not occur
within 20 metres of the Coastal Marine Area and must be stored
securely.

c. All vehicles and works areas must have a spill kit capable of
absorbing the quantity of fuel stored and other hazardous
substances that may leak or be spilt.

d. Spill contaminant equipment must be immediately available and
kept on site at all times.

35

The consent holder must immediately inform the Regional On-Scene
Commander — Marine Qil Spills of a leak or spill of a hazardous substance
into the Coastal Marine Area. Within 24 hours of the spill the consent
holder must provide the Compliance Manager with the following
information:
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a.

b.

Clean up the spill as soon as practicable, inspect and clean the spill
area, and take measures to prevent a recurrence.
Inform the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance
Manager (via ECInfo@ecan.govt.nz) as soon as possible of a spill
event and provide the following information:
i The date, time, location and estimated volume of the spill;

ii.  The cause of the spill;

iii.  The type of hazardous substance(s) spilled;

iv.  Clean up procedures undertaken;

v. Details of the steps taken to control and remediate the

effects of the spill of the receiving environment;

vi.  An assessment of any potential effect of the spill; and

vii.  Measures to be undertaken to prevent a recurrence.

Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Material

37

a.

Any activity which may modify, damage or destroy a pre-1900
archaeological site or material must follow the archaeological
authority process under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
Act 2014. An archaeological authority is required from Heritage
New Zealand to modify, damage or destroy any archaeological site,
whether record or not in the New Zealand Heritage List/Rarangi
Korero.

In the event of accidental discovery of any archaeological material,
all works must cease immediately in part of the site known, or
suspected, to be an archaeological site.

The Canterbury Regional Council, Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga and Papatipu Runanga, as well as the New Zealand Police
in the case of discovery of kdiwi/human bones, must be informed
immediately of the disturbance, and the archaeological authority
process under the New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 must be
followed.

In the event of the accidental discovery of Maori archaeological
sites or materials, the accidental discovery protocol for Maori
archaeology, must be followed in addition to the process under the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.

To ensure that all statutory and cultural requirements have been
met, any works in the part of the subject site to the archaeological
discovery must not recommence until authorised by the Canterbury
Regional Council and:

i.  Upon completion of the archaeological authority process
referred to under (c);

ii. Inthe event of the accidental discovery of Maori
archaeological sites or material, in addition to (c) upon
completion of the process referred to under (d); and

ii.  Inthe event of the discovery of koiwi/human bones,
immediately advise the New Zealand Police.

Following the Completion of Works

38

The consent holder must remove all spoil and waste material from the site
on completion of works.

39

All structures erected, extended, or placed in or on the foreshore or seabed
during the exercise of the consent must be positioned to ensure that they
do not cause erosion or exacerbate flooding.
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40

Following the completion of works and prior to the reopening of the area for
public access, the consent holder must erect educational signs at the two
public access points (Tern Street and Godwit Street), and at other
locations. Each sign must clearly state:

a. Information on mahinga kai / shellfish gathering including current
health or contamination advisories;

b. That dogs are prohibited from the Avon/Heathcote-Ihutai Estuary at
all times; and

c. Information on ecological values of the Avon/Heathcote-lhutai
Estuary including sensitive habitats, protected species, restoration
areas and how users can minimise their effects.

Advice Note: The signs will comply with the CCC Parks Signage Manual.

Maintenance and Inspection

41

All structures erected, extended or placed in or on the foreshore during the
exercise of the consent must be maintained to standard where they will
continue to function as designed for the duration of the consent.

42

The consent holder must complete visual inspection of the structural
integrity of all structures erected, extended, or placed in or on the foreshore
or seabed during the exercise of this consent at the following minimum
frequency:
a. At least once every 12-months after completion of the structure;
and
b. Within one month of a coastal storm that is equal to or exceeds a 1-
in-100-year Annual Recurrence Interval event.

43

The results of the visual inspections carried out in accordance with
Condition (42), and any proposed maintenance, including proposed
timeframes, identified as a result of the inspection, are to be advised to
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager (via
ECInfo@ecan.govt.nz) within 20 working days of the completion of the
inspection.

44

If any of the structures constructed under this consent are damaged
beyond repair and are required to be abandoned, the consent holder must
remove the structure.

Advice Note: The consent holder should undertake the relevant planning
assessment prior to the removal of the structure and obtain necessary
resource consent if required.

Cobble Beach Monitoring

45

The consent holder must monitor the migration of cobble beach material
onto the mudflat habitat (both at South New Brighton Park and Southshore)
and onto the saltmarsh habitat below MHWS at Penguin Street
(Southshore) by undertaking the following:
a. Monitor and map the position of the toe of the cobble beach
structures every 12-months, commencing at the completion of
construction and annually thereafter, to assess whether the
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structures are encroaching or moving closer to the mudflat and
saltmarsh habitats.

b. Promptly inspect the cobble beach structures following large storm
events; and

c. Assess damage to the saltmarsh vegetation in case of cobble
encroachment/inundation in the saltmarsh habitat.

46 Based on the results of the yearly mapping and of any post storm
inspection required under Condition (45), the consent holder must:

a. Reinstate the original position of the toe of the cobble beach
structures;

b. Remove any material washed onto the soft sediment habitat and
saltmarsh habitats by hand (i.e., no machinery in the CMA);

c. Re-establish saltmarsh plants in areas where cobbles have caused
damage to the saltmarsh vegetation; and

d. Results of the yearly mapping and post-storm event inspections
and any activities associated with Condition (46)(a) to (c) must be
documented and provided on request to the Canterbury Regional
Council.

Soft Edge Monitoring Plan

47 At least 30 working days prior to the commencement of construction of the
soft edge area, the Consent holder must submit a Soft Edge Monitoring
Plan (SEMP) to the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance
Manager (via ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz). The SEMP must be prepared by a
suitably qualified and experienced coastal scientist/engineer and must
include, at a minimum:

a. Baseline topographic and ecological surveys of the trial area and
adjacent shoreline;

b. Location and condition of intertidal and supratidal habitats;

c. Presence of key ecological values or protected species;

d. The location of permanent monitoring cross-sections;

e. Parameters to be measured including specific “failure triggers” for
erosion beyond a set line or the formation of a significant erosion
scarp:

i Beach width;

i. Sediment volume;
iii. Berm elevation; and
iv.  Ecological indicators.

f. Details of how the Soft Edge Monitoring Plan will integrate with and
inform the overarching Long-Term Monitoring and Adaptive
Management Plan (LTMAMP); and

g. Reporting format and timeframes.

48 Following construction, the Consent Holder must undertake monitoring of
the soft edge trial area at the following frequency:

a. Routine monitoring of at least once every six months;

b. Event-based monitoring within three working days following any
storm or tidal event that is equal to or exceeds a 1-in-100-year
Annual Recurrence Interval event;

c. Annual ecological monitoring at least every 12-months, assessing
changes in habitat or species composition.
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Monitoring must continue for the duration of the soft edge trial. If a cobble
beach is implemented, monitoring under the SEMP is no longer required,
and cobble beach monitoring is required under Condition (47).

49 Monitoring results must be collated and submitted to the Canterbury
Regional Council within 30 working days of each monitoring round. Each
report must include an assessment of:

a. Changes in beach profile and sediment volume;

b. Effects on adjacent shoreline stability;

c. Effects on ecological values; and

d. An evaluation of whether the soft beach trial is meeting the design
objectives under Condition (8) and failure triggers identified in the
Soft Edge Monitoring Plan.

a. If the monitoring undertaken under Condition (48) demonstrates

50 that the soft edge trial is not achieving its intended erosion

protection objectives and/or is resulting in adverse environmental
effects beyond those assessed in the application, the Consent
Holder must, in consultation with the Canterbury Regional Council,
review the design and management of the trial.

b. Subject to the agreement of the Canterbury Regional Council, the
Consent Holder may implement an alternative erosion management
option such as the construction of a cobble beach within the same
general footprint as the soft edge trial.

c. Prior to implementing any alternative erosion management option,
the Consent Holder must submit for certification by the Canterbury
Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager, a detailed
design and construction methodology prepared by a suitably
qualified and experienced coastal engineer/scientist demonstrating
that the proposed works will:

i.  Provide improved erosion protection compared to the soft
edge trial;
ii.  Maintain or enhance the natural character and ecological
values of the coastal environment; and
ii.  Remain within scope and effects of this consent.

51 The Consent Holder must maintain the soft edge (or subsequent cobble
beach if implanted) in accordance with the certified design and must
update the Soft Edge Monitoring Plan accordingly.

Complaints Register

52 The consent holder must maintain a Complaints Register for any
complaints received during construction works. The Complaints Register
must include:

a. The date and time the complaint was received;

b. The nature and location of where the complaint has originated, if
provided;

c. Asummary of the complaint; and

d. Any corrective action undertaken by the Consent Holder to avoid,
remedy or mitigate the issue raised.

Administration
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53 The Canterbury Regional Council may annually. On the last working day of
May or November, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions of
this resource consent for the purposes of:

a. Dealing with adverse effect on the environment which may arise
from the exercise of this resource consent, and which is not
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.

54 If this consent is not exercised before 31 March 2029, it lapses in
accordance with Section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Advice Note: ‘Exercised’ is defined as implementing any requirements to
operate this resource consent and undertaking the activity as described in
these conditions and/or application documents.
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APPENDIX 9 — RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS

Resource Consent CRC242269 (s15)
Applicant: Christchurch City Council
Recommended Duration: 5 Years

Limits
1 The activities authorised by this consent must be limited to the
discharge of:

a. Sediment laden water associated with works undertaken in
accordance with CRC242267; and

b. Contaminants to land from the re-use of contaminated soil.

c. Within the application site, including works within 10m of a natural
inland wetland at along South New Brighton Park and Southshore
Estuary Edge, shown on Plan CRC242269 attached to and
forming part of this resource consent.

Prior to the Commencement of Works

4 Prior to the commencement of the activities described in Condition
(1), all personnel working on the site must be made aware of and
have access to:

a. The contents of this resource consent document and all
associated erosion and sediment control plans and other
discharge treatment methodologies; and

b. Resource Consents CRC242267, CRC242268 and CRC251999
and all associated documents.

5 All erosion and sediment control measures detailed in the ESCP required
by Condition (6) of this Resource Consent must be installed prior to the
commencement of any earthworks or stripping of vegetation and topsoil
on site.

6 At least 15 working days prior to the commencement of works on site, the
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance Manager (via
ECInfo@ecan.govt.nz) must be informed of the commencement of works.
Erosion and Sediment Control

7 The discharges authorised under this resource consent must occur in
accordance with an ESCP. The ESCP must:

a. Detail best practicable sediment control measures that will be
implemented to ensure compliance with the conditions of this
resource consent;

b. Be prepared by a suitably qualified person with experience in
erosion and sediment control in accordance with:

i.  Canterbury Regional Council’s Erosion and Sediment
Control Toolbox for the Canterbury Region (ESCT), which
can be accessed under http://esccanterbury.co.nz/; or

c. An equivalent industry guideline. If an alternative guideline is
used, the ESCP must provide details of the relevant alternative
methods used and an explanation of why they are more
appropriate than the ESCT; and
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d. Be signed by an engineer or suitably qualified person with
experience in erosion and sediment control, confirming that the
erosion and sediment control measures for the site are
appropriately sized and located in accordance with the ESCT or
alternative guideline.

8 The ESCP must:

a. Include a map showing the location of all works;

i. Detailed plans showing the location of sediment control
measures, on-site catchment boundaries, and sources of
run-off;

ii.  Detail how best practicable measures are taken to
minimise discharges of sediment-laden stormwater run-off
beyond the boundaries of the site;

ii.  Include drawings and specifications of designated
sediment control measures, if these are not designed and
installed in accordance with the ESCT;

iv.  Detail the methodology for stabilising the site entrance and
exit points and any measures employed to prevent off-site
tracking of sediment and other materials from the site;

v. Include a confirmation that the erosion and sediment
control devices have been sized appropriately in
accordance with the ESCT;

vi.  Include a programme of works, including a proposed
timeframe for each stage of the works and the earthworks
methodology;

b. Detail the management of any stockpiled material;

c. Detail the inspection and maintenance of the sediment control
measures;

d. Detail sampling procedures and protocols;

e. Define the discharge points where stormwater is discharged onto
land/infiltrates into land;

i. Include a description of dust mitigation to be used and
details of best practicable options to be applied to mitigate
dust and sediment discharge beyond the site boundary;

i. Detail the methodology for stabilising the site if works are
paused for more than five working days or abandoned;

iii.  Detail the methodology for stabilising the site and
appropriate decommissioning of all erosion and sediment
control measures after works have been completed; and

iv.  Include measures such as Chemical Treatment Plan
should the use of water treatment chemicals be required.

Advice Note: The use of water treatment chemicals may require
additional consent under section 15 of the Resource Management Act.

a. The ESCP must be submitted to the Canterbury Regional Council,
Attention: Compliance Manager (via ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz), after
the commencement of the resource consent and at least 30
working days prior to works commencing, for approval that it
complies with the ESCT and the conditions of this resource
consent.

b. The discharge must not commence until approval has been
received from the Canterbury Regional Council that the ESCP is
consistent with the ESCT or equivalent industry guideline as per
the requirements under Condition (7)(b)(ii), and the conditions of
this resource consent.

Consent Number: CRC242267 CRC242268 CRC242269 CRC251999 Page 177 of 184
Applicant: Christchurch City Council Section 42A Hearing Report (Version 10/2020)


mailto:ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz

c. Notwithstanding Condition (9)(a), if the ESCP has not been
reviewed and/or approved within ten working days of the
Compliance Manager receiving the ESCP, the discharge may
commence.

10

The ESCP may be amended at any time. Any amendments must be:

a. Only for the purpose of improving the efficacy of the erosion and
sediment control measures and must not result in the reduced
discharge quality; and

b. Consistent with the conditions of this resource consent; and

c. Submitted in writing to the Canterbury Regional Council, Attention:
Compliance Manager (via ECInfo@ECan.govt.nz), prior to any
amendment being implemented.

11

Erosion and sediment control measures must be inspected at least once
per day as well as following any rainfall event that results in more than
five millimetres of rainfall at the site. Any accumulated sediment must be
removed, repairs made, as necessary, to ensure effective functioning of
measures and devices. Records of any inspections must be kept and
provided to the Canterbury Regional Council on request.

12

If the consent holder abandons works on-site, or pauses for more than
five working days, adequate preventative and remedial measures must be
taken to control sediment discharged from exposed or unconsolidated
surfaces. These measures must be maintained for so long as necessary
to prevent sediment discharges from the earth worked areas.

During Works

13

All practicable measures must be taken to:

a. Minimise soil disturbance to that necessary to minimise the
potential for sediment-laden stormwater runoff to be generated;
i.  Prevent soil erosion as a result of stormwater runoff
generated from the works area;
b. Avoid placing excavated material in a position where it may
become entrained in stormwater runoff and discharged to:
i.  Any surface water body;
ii.  Any neighbouring site; and
ii.  The Christchurch City Council reticulated stormwater
network.

14

a. Tracking of material off-site during the works must be avoided at
all times.

b. In the event that material is tracked off-site, the tracked material
must be removed as soon as practicable.

Monitoring

15

a. During works and when a discharge of construction-phase
stormwater is occurring, the stormwater runoff generated during
the rainfall and flowing towards the discharge points into land
must be visually assessed for:

a. Any sheen of oil or grease or discolouration (other than
discolouration from sediment); and
b. Any sludge or emulsion; and

b. Observations must be photographed and recorded;

c. Records of visual assessments including photographs must be
kept and provided to Canterbury Regional Council on request

Discovery of Contaminated Soils or Materials
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16 The works authorised by Condition (1) must only occur in accordance
with the Discovery of contaminated material or soils protocols required by
Condition (8) of resource consent CRC242267.

Stockpiling of Contaminated Material

17 Stockpiling of contaminated material or soils must be undertaken The
works authorised by Condition (1) must only occur in accordance with the
Stockpiling of contaminated material or soils protocols required by
Condition (10) of resource consent CRC242267.

Spills

18 All practicable measures must be taken to avoid spills of fuel or any other
hazardous substances within the site. These measures must include:

a. Refuelling of machinery and vehicles must not occur within 20
metres of:

i.  Open excavations;

i. Exposed groundwater;
iii. Surface water bodies; or
iv.  Stormwater devices.

b. A spill kit must be kept on site that is capable of absorbing the
quantity of oil and petroleum products that may be spilt on site at
any one time, remains on site at all times.

c. Inthe event of a spill of fuel or any other hazardous substance,
the spill must be cleaned up as soon as practicable, the
stormwater system must be inspected and cleaned, and measures
taken to prevent a recurrence;

d. The Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Compliance
Manager, must be informed within 24 hours of a spill event
exceeding five litres and the following information provided:

i The date, time, location and estimate volume of the spill;
ii.  The cause of the spill;
iii.  The type of hazardous substance(s) spilled;
iv.  Clean up procedures undertaken;
v. Details of the steps taken to control and remediate the
effects of the spill on the receiving environment;
vi.  An assessment of any potential effects of the spill; and
vii.  Measures to be undertaken to prevent a recurrence.
Upon Completion of Works

19 Erosion and sediment control measures must not be decommissioned
until the site is stabilised and the stormwater system for the developed
site is functioning. Decommissioning of the measures must be undertaken
in the following order:

a. All disturbed areas must be stabilised and/or re-vegetated as soon
as practicable following completion of the works;

b. Any visible debris, litter, sediment and hydrocarbons must be
removed from all sediment control measures and disposed at a
suitable facility; and

c. Erosion and sediment control measures must be removed.

Advice Note: The use of polymers for the site stabilisation purposes,
including those forming a component of hydro seeding formulas, may
require separate authorisations under the Resource Management Act
1991. Further, polymers are not considered a long-term or permanent
stabilisation technique and may require repeated application to ensure
the site remains stabilised.
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Upon completion of works and the removal of erosion and sediment
control measures, any visible sediment accumulation on impervious
surfaces within or immediately adjacent to the works site must be
removed to minimise the risk of sediment becoming entrained in
stormwater. All sediment removed must be removed and despised of at a
suitable facility.

Administration

21 The Canterbury Regional Council may annually. On the last working day
of May or November, serve notice of its intention to review the conditions
of this resource consent for the purposes of:

a. Dealing with adverse effect on the environment which may arise
from the exercise of this resource consent, and which is not
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.

22 If this consent is not exercised before 31 March 2029, it lapses in

accordance with Section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Advice Note: ‘Exercised’ is defined as implementing any requirements to
operate this resource consent and undertaking the activity as described in
these conditions and/or application documents.
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APPENDIX 10 - RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS

Resource Consent CRC251999 (s15 — discharge to air)
Applicant: Christchurch City Council

Recommended Duration: 5 Years

Limits

1 The discharges to air authorised by this consent shall only be fugitive dust
from unconsolidated surfaces as shown on Plan CRC251999, attached to
and forming part of this consent.

Dust Management Plan

2 The earthworks and storage activities must occur in accordance with the
Dust Management Plan (DMP).

a. The DMP must be submitted to the Canterbury Regional Council,
Attention: Compliance Manager, at least 15 working days prior to
works commencing.

b. The DMP must detail the best practicable dust management
measures that will be taken to ensure compliance with this consent,
including but not limited to:

i.  Adescription of the activity that will result in the discharge of
contaminant to air;

ii.  Adescription of how often the contaminants will be
discharged;

iii.  Adescription of the intensity and character of the discharge;

iv.  Adescription of the maximum duration of the effect of the
discharge;

v.  Adescription of the offensiveness of the discharge;

vi.  Adescription of the location of the discharge, including a
description of the activities that occur on neighbouring
properties and locations of any sensitive activities that may
be affected:;

vii.  An explanation as to how any adverse effects on sites that
are sensitive to Ngai Tahu, such as statutory
acknowledgement areas, silent file areas, or wahi tapu or
wabhi taonga are to be managed; and

viii. A description of the management practices being
implemented to minimise the discharge or the effects of the
discharge of contaminants.

During Works

The consent holder must take all practicable measures to prevent the
discharge of dust from excavations. This shall be by means that include,
but are not limited to:
a. Wetting the open excavation area, and any unsealed areas, as
required; and
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b. Minimising drop heights.

The consent holder must take all practicable measures to prevent the
discharge of dust from stockpiles. This must include, but not limited to:
a. Limiting stockpile height to a maximum 5 metres; and
b. Spraying stockpiles with water as required.

The consent holder must ensure that there is no discharge of dust, which is
offensive or objectionable beyond the boundary of the property on which
the consent is exercised.

Records

A record of complaints relating to dust must be maintained, and must
include:
a. Location where the dust was detected by the complainant;
b. Date and time where the dust was detected;
c. Adescription of the wind speed and wind direction when the dust
was detected by the complainant;
d. The most likely cause of the dust detected;
e. Any corrective actions undertaken by the consent holder to avoid,
remedy or mitigate the dust detected by the complainant; and
f.  The record must be provided to the Canterbury Regional Council
upon request.

Administration

The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per year, on any of the last
five working days of May or November, 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; or
b. Requiring the consent holder to carry out monitoring and reporting

instead.
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