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1. Apologies / Ngā Whakapāha  

At the close of the agenda no apologies had been received. 

2. Election of a Chairperson / Te Whakatū Poumua  

 At the start of the meeting a Chairperson will be elected. 

3. Declarations of Interest / Ngā Whakapuaki Aronga  

Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant and to stand aside from decision making when a 
conflict arises between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external 

interest they might have. 
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4. Akaroa Treated Wastewater Options 
Reference / Te Tohutoro: 20/1196094 

Report of / Te Pou 

Matua: 

Kylie Hills, Senior Project Manager, Kylie.Hills@ccc.govt.nz 

Bridget O’Brien, Programme Manager Water Supply, 

Bridget.Obrien@ccc.govt.nz 

Mike Bourke, Senior Technician Water and Waste Planning, 

Mike.Bourke@ccc.govt.nz 

Tara King, Senior Engagement Advisor, Tara.King@ccc.govt.nz 

General Manager / 

Pouwhakarae: 

David Adamson, General Manager City Services, 

david.adamson@ccc.govt.nz 
  

 

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Pūtake Pūrongo  

The purpose of this report is to provide the Hearings Panel with information on the Akaroa 

treated wastewater project and community views following public consultation on this 

project.  

The decisions in this report are of high significance in relation to the Christchurch City 

Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy.  The level of significance was determined by 
the high level of community interest and involvement in this project, the high level of impact 

on Māori culture and traditions and the significant financial cost. 

2. Proposed Officer Recommendations / Ngā Tūtohu  

In response to the five questions asked in the consultation booklet, please refer to 

Attachment A for the Officers’ recommendations. 

3. Background / Te Horopaki 

3.1 On 8 December 2011, the Council resolved: 

(a) The Akaroa Wastewater Working Party be thanked for its valuable work over the last three 

years. 

(b) A replacement wastewater treatment plant for Akaroa be located away from Takapuneke 

Reserve, and that staff discuss siting options with the Ōnuku Rūnanga and community, and 

report back to the Council within six months on suitable potential sites.  

(c) The outfall for the treatment plant be re-located to the middle of the Akaroa Harbour and 

that consideration be given to measures to address cultural concerns, in consultation with 

Ngāi Tahu.  

(d) The new treatment plant be designed to produce wastewater that achieves the best quality 
wastewater available at the time, and that the design of the plant enable the potential 

future beneficial re-use of treated wastewater for domestic, commercial or agricultural 

purposes.  

(e) Should suitable land become available, a land irrigation trial be costed and presented to 

the Council for consideration.  

(f) Environment Canterbury be advised of the working party outcomes adopted by the 

Christchurch City Council. 
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3.2 The Council applied for consents in 2014 for a new wastewater treatment plant, a new 

terminal pump station in the Childrens Bay boat park, upgrades to the wastewater network 

and a new outfall to discharge treated wastewater into the middle of Akaroa Harbour. 

3.3 Consents for the treatment plant, terminal pump station and network upgrades were granted, 

but those for the new harbour outfall and the wastewater discharge to the harbour were 

declined. 

3.4 This was due to the cultural effects of a direct discharge of treated wastewater to the harbour 

and an assessment that the application had not sufficiently investigated alternative locations 

and options for disposal of treated wastewater.  

3.5 With respect to the harbour disposal option, Ngāi Tahu advises that “Ngāi Tahu rights and 
interests associated with Akaroa Harbour are strongly focused on mahinga kai (food gathering 

practices). Discharge of treated wastewater to the harbour is culturally offensive and 

incompatible with the harbour as mahinga kai. As tāngata whenua, Ngāi Tahu have kaitiaki 
rights and responsibilities to actively protect natural resources in Akaroa for future 

generations. Protecting and enhancing the mauri (life force) of the harbour requires the 

elimination of wastewater discharges to Akaroa Harbour. The Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan 
(2013) provides further detail on Ngāi Tahu objectives and policies for managing wastewater 

in Akaroa to protect customary fisheries.”  

3.6 Since the outfall consent application was declined in 2015, we have explored many 

alternatives to discharging treated wastewater directly to the harbour. Three land-based 

options have been shortlisted, all of which involve irrigation of treated wastewater to new 
areas of native trees. The land-based options are the Inner Bays (Robinsons Bay, Takamātua 

and Hammond Point), or pump it over the hill to the Eastern Bays (Goughs Bay or Pompeys 

Pillar). The new harbour outfall remains an option. 

3.7 Investigations considered a non-potable reuse network (purple pipe) in Akaroa so residents 

could use the highly treated water for garden watering or other non-potable uses such as 
toilet flushing. Currently this is not supported by the Ministry of Health due to a lack of New 

Zealand regulations and would require considerable effort from staff to pursue. However, 

using treated wastewater to irrigate public parks and flush public toilets is still an option, 

though this would only use about 4% of the wastewater. 

3.8 A detailed record of these investigations, including site visits and meetings with the Ngāi Tahu 
parties and the Akaroa Treated Wastewater Reuse Options Working Party can be found in the 

Akaroa Wastewater Summary of Disposal and Reuse Options report (Beca, 2020). 

3.9 Public consultation in July – August 2020 asked submitters: 

a. If they prefer irrigation to land or a harbour outfall 

b. Their order of preference for the land based options 

c. If they support the irrigation of Council parks and reserves with treated wastewater 

d. If they support Council exploring the feasibility of non-potable reuse for residential 

properties 

3.10 The Hearings Panel must now consider the written and public oral submissions received, the 

information in the Akaroa Wastewater Summary of Disposal and Reuse Options report 
(https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-

Wastewater-Summary-of-Disposal-and-Reuse-Options-Rev-3.pdf and 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/16U3jSPguKcumEZ_KKr0y8u1rLU6p-tnu), the joint statement 
of the Akaroa Treated Wastewater Reuse Options Working Party, 

(https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Summary-of-Disposal-and-Reuse-Options-Rev-3.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Summary-of-Disposal-and-Reuse-Options-Rev-3.pdf
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/16U3jSPguKcumEZ_KKr0y8u1rLU6p-tnu
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-WWWP-Joint-Statement-final-Redacted-web-version.pdf
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WWWP-Joint-Statement-final-Redacted-web-version.pdf) and the Ngāi Tahu statement 

(https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Ngai-

Tahu-Statement.pdf) to determine the most appropriate course of action for Council in these 

matters.  

3.11 Following the hearings process and a Council resolution on the preferred solution for each 
question in paragraph 3.9, the chosen option will be subject to the Resource Management Act 

process, as the Council will need to apply for resource consents for whichever option is 

chosen. This will provide further opportunity for members of the community to provide 
further comments on the selected scheme will impact them. The environmental effects of the 

chosen option, including effects on the community, must be considered and appropriately 

addressed as part of the Resource Management Act process. 

Community Views and Preferences / Ngā mariu ā-Hāpori 

4. Public Consultation / Te Tukanga Kōrerorero 

4.1 Community consultation on the Akaroa treated wastewater options project, was undertaken 

from Tuesday 21 July to Sunday 23 August 2020.  It was then extended to 11.59 pm on Monday 
24 August 2020.  This was due to a system update un-expectantly closing the consultation a 

day early as it reverted the closing time to the default time of 12.00 noon on 23 August 2020. 

4.2 The amended closing date and time for the consultation was communicated to the 
community via the Akaroa wastewater e-newsletter and with assistance from the Friends of 

Banks Peninsula group and with a message on the Council ‘Have your Say” website on 

Monday 24 August.  Emailed submissions were accepted over the entire weekend and up to 

the new closing date. 

4.3 Approximately 2700 flyers were delivered to property owners in and around Akaroa Harbour.  
The flyer advertised the upcoming consultation, where people could view the full booklet and 

listed the public information sessions (small flyer below). 

 

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-WWWP-Joint-Statement-final-Redacted-web-version.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Ngai-Tahu-Statement.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Ngai-Tahu-Statement.pdf
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The full consultation booklet (PDF)1 and a link to the Council ‘Have Your Say’ website2 was 

emailed to 776 key stakeholders when the consultation opened.   

Hard copies of the booklet (refer to Attachment B) were made available at all Council 

libraries, service centres and at Civic offices. 

4.6 The supporting technical report Akaroa Wastewater Summary of Disposal and Reuse Options 
(CH2M Beca, July 2020)3 including all appendices4 were made available on the ‘Have Your Say’ 

page. Also provided on that page were the joint statement of the Akaroa Treated Wastewater 

Reuse Options Working Party5, the Ngāi Tahu statement6 and the stream ecology report7. 

These are all important documents underpinning the consultation document. 

4.7 The community were asked to respond to five questions: 

 Should we discharge highly treated wastewater to land or the harbour? 

 If the decision is made to irrigate to land, to rank from 1-3 their preference (1 being most 

preferred and 3 being least preferred).  The choices being; Inner Bays (Robinsons Bay, 

Hammond Point, Takamātua) or Goughs Bay or Pompeys Pillar. 

 Would they support us irrigating highly treated wastewater on public parks? 

 Would they support us exploring further a purple pipe option for Akaroa? 

 Is there anything else they would like us to consider? 

4.8 At the request of the Friends of Banks Peninsula community group, 100 hard copy booklets 
were also left at the old post office in Robinsons Bay for locals to pick up.  Booklets were also 

made available at the information sessions held during the consultation period. 

4.9 Newsline articles were published to provide information on this project and encourage 

submissions on 17 July8 and 18 August 20209.  

4.10 The Newsline stories were also then posted on the Council social media channels.  These posts 

could then be shared by the community. 

4.11 A pre-engagement meeting was held with the Goughs Bay and Hickory Bay community on 19 

December 2019, at their request, to provide specific information and answer questions about 

the Goughs Bay option to the community. 

4.12 Pre-engagement meetings with the Robinsons Bay community were held, to provide specific 

information to the group on the Inner Bays option.  These were held: 

 Tuesday 7 July 2020 from 5.30 pm to 7 pm in the supper room at the Gaiety Hall in Akaroa. 

 Monday 13 July from 5.30 pm to 7 pm in the supper room at the Gaiety Hall in Akaroa. 

                                                                    
1 https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/WEB-Akaroa-treated-
wastewater-options.pdf  
2 https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-submissions/haveyoursay/show/316 
3 https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-
Summary-of-Disposal-and-Reuse-Options-Rev-3.pdf  
4 https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/16U3jSPguKcumEZ_KKr0y8u1rLU6p-tnu  
5 https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-WWWP-Joint-

Statement-final-Redacted-web-version.pdf  
6 https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Ngai-Tahu-
Statement.pdf  
7 https://drive.google.com/drive/u/0/folders/1vBF1w8-iOX7Vk7-N6YcSfU-QNhJ0vQkI  
8 https://newsline.ccc.govt.nz/news/story/four-options-for-akaroas-treated-wastewater 
9 https://newsline.ccc.govt.nz/news/story/feedback-on-akaroa-options-due-this-week 

https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/WEB-Akaroa-treated-wastewater-options.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/WEB-Akaroa-treated-wastewater-options.pdf
https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-submissions/haveyoursay/show/316
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Summary-of-Disposal-and-Reuse-Options-Rev-3.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Summary-of-Disposal-and-Reuse-Options-Rev-3.pdf
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/16U3jSPguKcumEZ_KKr0y8u1rLU6p-tnu
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-WWWP-Joint-Statement-final-Redacted-web-version.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Akaroa-WWWP-Joint-Statement-final-Redacted-web-version.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Ngai-Tahu-Statement.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Akaroa-Wastewater/Ngai-Tahu-Statement.pdf
https://drive.google.com/drive/u/0/folders/1vBF1w8-iOX7Vk7-N6YcSfU-QNhJ0vQkI
https://newsline.ccc.govt.nz/news/story/four-options-for-akaroas-treated-wastewater
https://newsline.ccc.govt.nz/news/story/feedback-on-akaroa-options-due-this-week
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 Tuesday 14 July from 5 pm to 6.30 pm in the function room at Civic offices in Christchurch. 

4.13 A community request was made for a specific meeting to also be held for the Takamātua 

community, to focus on the inner bays option.  This was held on: 

 Tuesday 21 July from 5.30 pm to 7 pm at the Gaiety Hall in Akaroa. 

4.14 During the consultation period we held information sessions that covered all of the options 

being considered for the project.  These were held: 

 Sunday 2 August from 2 pm to 3.30 pm in the Gaiety Hall in Akaroa. 

 Tuesday 4 August from 5.30 pm to 7 pm in the first floor meeting room in Civic Offices in 

Christchurch.  

 Monday 10 August from 5.30 pm to 7 pm in the Gaiety Hall in Akaroa. 

4.15 All of the information meetings offered to the community were very well attended with up to 

85 attendees and the community appreciated having an opportunity to understand more 

about the project and ask questions.  An independent facilitator was used to manage the 
meeting and to ensure that the community had both an opportunity to ask questions and also 

make comments about the project. 

4.16 Any questions that were raised at the community information meetings were noted and many 

of these questions were then added to our ‘commonly asked questions’ information, which is 

available on the Council ‘Have Your Say’ page. 
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Microsoft-Word-

Akaroa-Questions-Answers-10-August-2020.pdf 

 
Community information meeting in the Gaiety Hall in Akaroa - 10 August 2020 

5. Summary of Submissions / Ngā Tāpaetanga 

5.1 At the close of consultation 341 submissions were received.  This included submissions from 

these businesses and organisations: 

 Fishermans Bay Co. Ltd (34150) 

 Akaroa Health Hub (34148) 

 Eyrie Trust, Takamātua (34138) 

 Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (34134) 

http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Microsoft-Word-Akaroa-Questions-Answers-10-August-2020.pdf
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Consultation/2020/07-July/Microsoft-Word-Akaroa-Questions-Answers-10-August-2020.pdf
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 Ōnuku Rūnanga (33961, 33691, 33917, 33904, 33693, 33694, 33695) 

 Matapopore Charitable Trust (33860) 

 Friends of Banks Peninsula (34115) 

 Akaroa Harbour Recreational Fishing Club (Inc) (34070) 

 Akaroa Civic Trust (34066) 

 Robinsons Bay Bach Trust (34031) 

 Robinson's Bay Ratepayers and Residents Association (33989) 

 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (33963) 

 Takamatua Ratepayers Association (33936, 33733, 33593) 

 Kingfisher Smoke House (33926) 

 Akaroa On The Beach (34006) 

 Pavitt Family Trust (33902) 

 Department of Conservation (33883) 

 Kingan Transport Ltd (33838) 

 Canterbury District Health Board (33709) 

 Mt Pleasant International Trust (33698) 

 Cataliotti Wines (33632) 

 Burrowes Holdings Limited (33560) 

 Tresta Holdings Ltd (33545) 

 Akaroa Salmon NZ Limited (33531) 

 University of Otago  and NZ Whale and Dolphin Trust (34366) 

 Akaroa Ratepayers & Residents Association (34050) 

 Tree Crop Farm (34151) 

 Another Time Antiques (34000) 

 Children’s Bay Farm (34105) 

 Hickory Bay Farm Ltd (33611) 

 Kimberley Farm Trading Trust (34086) 

 

5.2 There were 22 submitters who in their own submission, also endorsed or mentioned 

supporting the Friends of Banks Peninsula submission (submission #34115). 

5.3 The Friends of Banks Peninsula submission itself (pages 67-75), also lists 324 people who 

endorse their submission, not all of these made formal submissions.   
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Question 1 – Should we discharge highly treated wastewater from our new 

treatment plant to land or should we continue to discharge into Akaroa 

Harbour? 

 At the close of consultation there were 179 submissions in support of discharging the 
highly treated wastewater to the harbour.  There were 107 in support of discharging the 

highly treated wastewater to land and 55 who did not indicate an option. 

Discharge to 

harbour 

Discharge to land Did not indicate Total 

179 (53%) 107 (31%) 55 (16%) 341 (100%) 

                     

6. Themes from those supporting discharge to the harbour   

For those submitters who supported the discharge of highly treated wastewater to the 

harbour, the most frequent comments related to: 

Comments No. of 

comments 
Submitter ID # 

Need to reduce inflow and infiltration in 
the existing network (leaking and damaged 

pipes carrying wastewater) 

27 33521, 33540, 33547, 33627, 
33628, 33652, 33754, 33775, 

33805, 33856, 33882, 33894, 

33895, 33911, 33925, 33926, 
33927, 33955, 33966, 34029, 

34034, 34068, 34082, 34113, 

34131, 34151, 34152 

The harbour outfall is the only safe and 

feasible option 

24 33554, 33555, 33664, 33754, 

33783, 33843, 33856, 33873, 
33898, 33926, 34017, 34021, 

34050, 34053, 34076, 34084, 

34091, 34106, 34113, 34143, 

34148, 34163, 34166, 34169 

53%

31%

16%

Where should we discharge highly treated 
wastewater?

Harbour Land Not indicated
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Comments No. of 

comments 
Submitter ID # 

The outfall should be extended out even 

further (beyond the heads) 

23 34282, 33537, 33576, 33591, 
33621, 33625, 33664, 33699, 

33733, 33880, 33894, 33895, 

33925, 33934, 33935, 33937, 
34003, 34006, 34091, 34113, 

34148, 34151, 34169 

The wastewater should be treated to an 
even higher standard and discharged to the 

harbour 

22 33521, 33615, 33652, 33699, 
33702, 33744, 33805, 33882, 

33886, 33894, 33895, 33911, 
33925, 33926, 34003, 34017, 

34021, 34029, 34050, 34068, 

34091, 34152 

The harbour outfall is the cheapest/most 

economical to ratepayers 
14 34283, 33591, 33664, 33666, 

33698, 33770, 33843, 33898, 

34017, 34050, 34076, 34082, 

34151, 34169,  

Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 

 

Reduce inflow and infiltration issues - We received feedback from the community about the 

importance of repairing the existing pipework, to ensure that there is less wastewater 

requiring treatment. 

“We would suggest that the Council investigates further and targets substantial repairs and 
renewal of the existing wastewater network system to minimise the over capitalisation of the 

treatment plant.” - Submitter #34082 

Project team comments: 

6.3.1 We agree that inflow and infiltration (I&I) in the wastewater network should be reduced 

as much as possible. Otherwise we are building an overly large and expensive scheme to 

pump, treat and dispose of large amounts of groundwater and stormwater. 

6.3.2 We have undertaken a distributed temperature sensing survey of the Akaroa 

wastewater network. This pinpoints to the nearest metre any sources of stormwater 
inflow and groundwater infiltration, by measuring changes in temperature 

(groundwater and stormwater are colder than wastewater so a drop in temperature 

indicates cold water getting into the network via a fault). We therefore have a very good 
understanding of the faults in our network and those private laterals which have 

problems. 

6.3.3 This is relatively new technology for identifying inflow and infiltration and provides 

much better information than traditional approaches. Traditionally it has been very 

difficult to get significant reductions in I&I without lining every pipe and every lateral in 

the network, which is very expensive.  

6.3.4 To err on the side of caution, we have assumed that the work we plan to undertake to fix 
faults will result in a 20% reduction in I&I. This is based on the traditional approach. 

However, we are hopeful that with the much improved information we have from the 

distributed temperature sensing survey will mean that our targeted approach will be 
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much more successful than the traditional approach, and that we will see much greater 

reductions in I&I than 20%.  

6.3.5 It is important to note that a significant portion of I&I is from private properties and our 
assumed reduction in I&I of 20% does not rely on private property owners fixing their 

faults. However, we will be actively engaging with property owners with faulty laterals 

and requiring them to resolve their issues. 

6.3.6 We will be able to measure the effectiveness of the work using the flow meters that we 

have at each pump station and at the treatment plant. We will then use these revised 

flows for the design of the new wastewater scheme. 

6.3.7 The work to reduce I&I in Akaroa is being funded from the Government’s 3 Waters 
Stimulus Funding, with a budget of $3.1 million. This is currently included in the cost 

estimates for each of the land based options (see Appendix AD Cost Estimates of the 

Beca report). Now this work is being funded by the Government it can be deducted from 
these cost estimates.  The revised cost estimate range for each option is shown in Table 

1. 

Table 1 - Comparison of Proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant and Reverse Osmosis 

Option 1 2 3 4 

Inner Bays 
Irrigation 

Scheme 

Goughs Bay 
Irrigation 

Scheme 

Pompeys Pillar 
Irrigation 

Scheme 

Mid-Harbour 
Outfall 

Low end cost 
estimate 

$51 million $58 million $63 million $45 million 

High end cost 
estimate 

$59 million $67 million $73 million $52 million 

 

Extension of the harbour outfall - Requests were made by some of the community to extend 

the harbour outfall even further, to lessen the risk of polluting the harbour. 

“I understand the reluctance of having a harbour outfall pipe in the inner harbour.  So ask why a 

longer outfall pipe that reaches beyond the heads is not considered.  Wastewater from 

Christchurch City is piped out into the sea of the New Brighton shore.” -Submitter #34091. 

Project team comments: 

6.4.1 The proposed outfall option has a 1.2 km marine pipeline to discharge in the mid-

harbour to ensure dilution of discharged water and adequate flushing of discharged 

water out of the harbour. The cost estimate for this pipeline is $14.5 million.  

6.4.2 The option of an outfall past the heads of Akaroa Harbour was considered in the report 

Akaroa Wastewater Selected Options 2008 (MWH, 2008)10.  

6.4.3 This report advised that an outfall length of approximately 11 km would be required to 

ensure the outlet diffusers were located beyond the proposed (now existing) marine 

reserve. The report noted:  

 A major uncertainty is the nature of the sea bed and its suitability for construction of 

an outfall and securing it to the seabed. The Akaroa Harbour marine chart notes that 

the Harbour entrance has “generally heavy ground swell” and “Loose seabed, bad 

                                                                    
10 https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Selected-Options-2008-MWH-
October-2008.PDF 

https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Selected-Options-2008-MWH-October-2008.PDF
https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Selected-Options-2008-MWH-October-2008.PDF
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holding ground”. The heads of Akaroa Harbour face southward and are expected to 

experience significant water currents and swells, particularly during bad weather.  

6.4.4 A pipeline extending down the harbour terminating beyond the harbour heads would 
also be in significantly deeper water (greater than 40m deep) and in an area of strong 

current. This introduces significant cost, technical and construction safety risks.  As a 

comparison the Christchurch ocean outfall is 18m deep.    

6.4.5 The cost estimate in the MWH 2008 report for the ocean outfall pipeline was $28 million 

to $47 million.  

6.4.6 The MWH report concluded that while an ocean outfall would remove the discharge 

from the harbour, the capital costs for an ocean outfall were significantly higher than 
other disposal options, with land disposal being the most technically and economically 

feasible option for removing the discharge from the harbour. The report recommended 

land disposal be investigated further, which the Council then did. 

6.4.7 The Council’s senior cost engineer has reviewed the cost estimate for an outfall beyond 

the Akaroa Heads and advised that it would be $63 million to $73 million in 2020 dollars, 

with the overall scheme cost estimate ranging from $91 million to $104 million. This is 
$18 million to $46 million more than any of the options consulted on, and $56 million to 

$69 million more than the Long Term Plan budget of $35 million. 

6.4.8 In addition to the high cost and technical risks, this would still constitute a direct 

discharge of wastewater to marine water. The adverse effect on the Ngāi Tahu parties’ 

cultural values would be high. The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement and the 
Regional Coastal Environment Plan aim to avoid the discharge of treated human waste 

into water in the coastal environment, unless there has been adequate consideration of 
alternative methods. An ocean outfall may not be sustainable management under the 

Resource Management Act.  

6.4.9 Therefore, because of the technical, cultural, cost and consenting risks, staff 
recommend that an ocean outfall beyond the Akaroa Heads is not considered any 

further.  

 

Higher standard of treated wastewater - There were a number of submitters who would 

support the highly treated wastewater being even more highly treated before it is discharged 

to Akaroa harbour. 

“This should involve a high level of treatment (eg. reverse osmosis) which would eventually allow 

various levels of reuse and/or release to streams or the harbour via a wetland.” - Submitter 

#34068. 

Project team comments: 

6.5.1 The proposed treatment process for all options is of an extremely high standard and 

staff are not aware of any wastewater schemes in New Zealand that deliver a greater 

level of treatment, except for nutrient (nitrogen and phosphorus) removal.  

6.5.2 A number of submissions have promoted reverse osmosis which would be in addition to 

the ultra-filtration treatment process already proposed. To our knowledge, reverse 
osmosis is only used in areas that are extremely short of fresh water for drinking-water 

and need to use seawater or stormwater as a source of drinking-water (e.g. cruise ships, 

Perth, Singapore). The waste stream from the treatment process is discharged to the 

sea. 
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6.5.3 Table 2 compares the treated wastewater standard of the proposed treatment plant 

with reverse osmosis. It can be seen that the pore size for reverse osmosis is 10 – 100 

times smaller than for ultrafiltration. Both processes would remove protozoa, bacteria 
and larger viruses. Reverse osmosis would remove smaller viruses and salt. 

Ultrafiltration may also remove small viruses depending on the unit chosen, but it 

would not remove salt. Neither process would remove ammonia. 

Table 2 - Comparison of Proposed Wastewater Treatment Plant and Reverse Osmosis 

  

Proposed 
Ultrafiltration 

Plant 
Removes  

Reverse 
Osmosis 
Removes 

Millionths of a 
mm (µm or 

micron) 

Number of 
Water 

Molecules in a 
Row  

Pore size – ultrafiltration    10 35 

Pore size – reverse osmosis   0.1 – 1  0 – 4  

One millimetre particle ✓ ✓ 1,000,000 3,508,772 

Protozoa (large) ✓ ✓ 500,000 1,754,386 

Human hair ✓ ✓ 17,000 59,649 

Protozoa (small) ✓ ✓ 5,000 17,544 

E.coli ✓ ✓ 1,000 3,509 

Wavelength of green light ✓ ✓ 550 1,930 

Virus Cell (Big) ✓ ✓ 400 1,404 

Virus Cell (Covid 19) ✓ ✓ 65 228 

Virus Cell (Small) 

Dependent on 
filter unit 

chosen 

✓ 

10 35 

Salt (NaCl) X ✓ 0.700 2.5 

Alcohol molecule X 

Dependent on 
filter unit 

chosen 0.440 1.5 

Water molecule X X 0.285 1.0 

Ammonia X X 0.260 1.0 

Volume of concentrated waste 
stream (m³/year)  1,040 62,400 - - 

 

6.5.4 Reverse osmosis treatment would introduce a number of significant problems. Key 

issues would be: 

 The reverse osmosis process is highly energy intensive, requiring a similar amount 

of energy to pumping over the 670 m high hill to the Eastern Bays. It would require 

an additional $80,000 - $120,000 of electricity per year compared to ultra-filtration. 
This would significantly increase the operational cost and carbon footprint of the 

wastewater treatment plant. It would also increase the capital expenditure by 

around $4 million. 

 Approximately 20% - 40% of the water treated by reverse osmosis must be 

discharged as a waste stream and will carry all of the contaminants removed from 
the cleaned portion of flow. This waste stream would need to be discharged to land 

or harbour.  

 For Akaroa, the waste stream from the proposed treatment plant would be 1,040 
cubic metres per year and it is proposed to transport this by tanker to the 

Christchurch wastewater treatment plant for processing into biosolids, which is 
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about one tanker per week. For reverse osmosis the waste volume would increase 

to 62,400 cubic metres per year. This would require 60 tanker trips per week, which 

would be expensive and have negative impacts on the road and increase our 

carbon footprint. We do not support this option.  

 Alternatively the waste stream would need to be disposed of locally to land or to 
the harbour. This would require resource consent and would be more problematic 

than disposing of the treated wastewater to land or harbour, because the 

environmental effects would be greater. 

 The Council would also need to decide what could be done with the remaining 60% 

- 80% of clean water from the reverse osmosis process. This water would be no 
more culturally acceptable to discharge directly to water (to the harbour, a stream 

or groundwater) than that of the proposed process. 

6.5.5 There is therefore no obvious benefit in using reverse osmosis and several 
disadvantages. The proposed treatment process is appropriate for the receiving 

environment (land or harbour) and we do not support a higher standard of treatment. 

7. Themes from those supporting discharge to land 

For those submitters who supported the discharge of highly treated wastewater to land, the 

most frequent comments related to: 

Comments No. of 

comments 

Submitter ID # 

Importance of protecting the harbour 22 33557, 33558, 33626, 33692, 

33693, 33697, 33768, 33844, 
33845, 33853, 33854, 33859, 

33833, 33916, 33917, 33919, 
33929, 33931, 33988, 34095, 

34134, 34336 

Biodiversity 13 33559, 33578, 33590, 33665, 
33672, 33692, 33729, 33768, 

33810, 33845, 33883, 34089, 

34134 

Community education 7 33578, 33665, 33729, 33810, 

33869, 34089, 34134 

Climate change 6 33578, 33590, 33672, 33729, 

33982, 34134 

7.2 Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 

 

Protecting the harbour - The most common reason for submitters selecting the land option, 

related to a desire to protect the harbour. 

“Clean water and a harbour rich in mahinga kai is surely an aspiration we all share.”- Submitter 

#33988. 

Project team comments: 

7.3.1 We recognise this as a fundamental principal for all options and have proposed an 

extremely high level of treatment to support this for all of the consultation options. 
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7.3.2 We agree that it is preferable to discharge the treated wastewater to land as it protects 

the harbour and supports the cultural needs and aspirations of Ngāi Tahu, including 

mahinga kai. 

 

7.4 Biodiversity - There were also a number of comments relating to biodiversity being a benefit 

of a land based option. 

“Enhancement of indigenous biodiversity by establishment of new habitats in wetland and 

irrigated areas.” - Submitter #34134 

Project team comments: 

7.4.1 We agree that increased biodiversity is an advantage of the land based options, as the 

planted areas of native trees will create habitat for birds and insects. 

 

7.5 Community education - Other positives of a land based option recognised by submitters, 

relates to opportunities for more education of the area. 

“The inner harbour option provides unique opportunities for connecting with the landscape. It 

creates new environments and ecosystems in the development. It allows visitors and residents to 
Akaroa better understand the resource of water, our relationship with it, and a platform to 

educate on these.”  - Submitter #34089 

Project team comments: 

7.5.1 We agree that this is an advantage of the land based options.  

 

7.6 Climate change - There were other submitters who believed there was a benefit of a land 

based option in relation to climate change. 

“Of all the benefits/issues raised locally, the one that seems to have had the least ‘airtime’ is also 

the most important to me – namely the long term environmental benefits of a land based 

solution, particularly the uptake of carbon by irrigated trees and the development of a wetland 

as part of the land based solutions.” - Submitter #33672. 

Project team comments: 

7.6.1 We agree that the native trees storing carbon dioxide and reducing our greenhouse gas 

emissions is an advantage of all three land based options.   

7.6.2 In the context of the Council goal of being carbon neutral by 2030 and the district being 
carbon neutral by 2045, the land based options present a significant opportunity in 

achieving carbon offsets as a part of that goal. 
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8. Themes from those who did not indicate a preference 

For those submitters who did not tick either of these boxes to indicate whether they 

supported a discharge to land or to the harbour, the most frequent comments related to: 

Comments No. of 

comments 

Submitter ID # 

Support for reduce, recycle and re-use of 

the wastewater 

22 33857, 33862, 33877, 33957, 
33971, 34005, 34031, 34039, 

34041, 34046, 34066, 34081, 

34086, 34093, 34094, 34100, 
34103, 34104, 34105, 34107, 

34111, 34115 

Need to reduce inflow and infiltration in the 
existing network (leaking and damaged 

pipes carrying wastewater) 

21 33732, 33738, 33781, 33852, 
33862, 33902, 33920, 33957, 

33989, 33993, 33994, 34005, 
34041, 34042, 34045, 34047, 

34048, 34103, 34104, 34116, 

34136 

All of the options are too expensive 19 33732, 33738, 33781, 33877, 

33957, 33989, 34039, 34041, 

34042, 34047, 34086, 34103, 
34104, 34114, 34115, 34116, 

34132, 34136, 34171 

Support re-use with water treated at a 

potable standard 
18 33730, 33738, 33781, 33920, 

33957, 33989, 33933, 33994, 

34005, 34031, 34039, 34047, 
34066, 34081, 34101, 34104, 

34166, 34138 

Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 

 

Reduce, recycle and re-use of the wastewater - Many submitters did not support any of the 
options being considered and instead supported the ‘Friends of Banks Peninsula’ submission, 

which was based on reducing, recycling and re-use of the wastewater. 

 “We support Friends of Banks Peninsula submission and implementing action steps.” -Submitter 

#33932 

The friends of Banks Peninsula (FOBP) submission suggested an integrated solution with four 

stages: 

 Stage 1: Reduce I&I, get consents for additional new components of the wastewater 

system, retain plant at Takapūneke and outfall until stage 3. 

 Stage 2: Build new treatment plant at Old Coach Road, with small buffer pond, larger 

wetland and purple pipe. Takapūneke treatment plant closes, but existing outfall still 

functions (interim solution). Decision made on stage 3 and consents sought. 

 Stage 3: Harbour outfall ceases, either through development of recycling or extended re-

use. 
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 Stage 3 Option A: (preferred option) Treatment upgraded to potable, provides 

opportunities for managed aquifer recharge (MAR) stream recharge or disposal of potable 

water to the harbour via coastal infiltration. 

 Stage 3 Option B: If treatment not to potable standard, then purple pipe is extended to 

more of Akaroa, and harbour discharge is replaced by coastal infiltration.  

 Stage 4: Potable supply recharge upstream from water intake. 

Project team comments: 

8.4.2 The intention of the submission appears to be to suggest combining a range of 
opportunities that reduce the demand on a harbour outfall. It does not support 

irrigation to land. We respond to the various aspects of the proposal in the submission 

as below. 

 Stage 1: Reduce I&I, get consents for additional new components of the wastewater system, 

retain plant at Takapūneke and outfall until stage 3. 

8.4.3 We agree that I&I should be reduced and have a project underway to achieve this using 

Government funding, as described in paragraphs 6.3.1 - 6.3.7.  We have already applied 
for consents to continue using the existing wastewater treatment plant Takapūneke 

while the new wastewater scheme is consented, designed and built, with a requested 

consent term of eight years. 

 Stage 2: Build new treatment plant at Old Coach Road, with small buffer pond, larger 

wetland and purple pipe. Takapūneke treatment plant closes, but existing outfall still 

functions (interim solution). Decision made on stage 3 and consents sought. 

8.4.4 The buffer pond has been sized to allow peak flows from storm events to be contained 

and provide time for the new wastewater treatment plant to process the high flows. This 
means the wastewater treatment capacity and scheme cost is optimised, as it would be 

much more expensive to build a wastewater treatment plant to treat peak flows.  

8.4.5 The buffer pond will have a volume of 1,000 cubic metres and will be lined, covered and 
have odour treatment. It will take up approximately 10% of the available flat land on the 

land that the Council owns on Old Coach Road opposite the proposed treatment plant. 

8.4.6 Reducing the size of the buffer pond would mean there is less ability to store peak flows. 

This would increase the frequency of screened wastewater overflows from the Akaroa 

network. We therefore do not support building a smaller buffer pond than is proposed. 

8.4.7 This problem could be minimised by increasing the processing capacity of the 

treatment plant to compensate for the lost buffer storage; a 500% increase in capacity 
would, for instance, remove the need for approximately 90% of the buffer capacity. 

However the saving in storage pond costs would be $100,000 - $150,000 whilst the 

increased capital cost of processing capacity would be in excess of $500,000.   

8.4.8 The wetland with a 2-3 day retention time proposed in this submission is very similar to 

the subsurface wetland option that was consulted on in 2016, although the discharge in 

that case was via a coastal infiltration gallery rather than a harbour outfall. Of the 81 
submissions received, only one person supported the wetland. It was not supported by 

the Ngāi Tahu parties as it didn’t provide sufficient meet their cultural needs and 

aspirations, as it didn’t provide additional treatment and restore the mauri of the water.  

8.4.9 The wetland proposed in Option 1 Inner Bays would normally have a retention time of 

around two weeks for the occasional discharge proposed. If all treated wastewater was 
to pass through a wetland before being discharged, a retention time of two weeks 
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would require the wetland to have an area of 16 hectares. This would need to be built on 

relatively flat land to avoid excessive earthworks. Based on previous investigations for 

storage pond sites, suitable flat land is very limited and it is unlikely that there is enough 

suitable land within the Inner Bays to accommodate such a wetland. 

8.4.10 Increasing the size and scope of a purple pipe “reuse” network could use up to 10% of 
the annual volume of treated wastewater. Most of this would be used in summer for 

watering gardens. The volume would be much less in winter, as there is no need for 

garden irrigation and the population is much lower.  

8.4.11 To continue using the existing harbour outfall, the purple pipe reuse pipeline would 

need to be extended a further 4.5 km than currently planned. This would be at an 

additional cost of $6.4 million to $8.4 million.  

 Stage 3A: Treatment upgraded to potable, provides opportunities for managed aquifer 

recharge (MAR) stream recharge or disposal of potable water to the harbour via coastal 

infiltration. 

8.4.12 For the reasons explained in 6.5.1 to 6.5.5, a higher standard of treatment such as 

reverse osmosis would significantly increase the capital and operating cost of the 
wastewater scheme. It also comes with other problems, such as what to do with the 

large volume of concentrated waste stream.  

8.4.13 Additionally, reverse osmosis may not be a sufficient level of treatment for the water to 

be considered potable. Contaminants smaller than a water molecule (e.g. some 

pesticides) still remain in the water. Additional treatment steps may be required to 

remove these.  

8.4.14 For the reasons explained in section 3.9 of the Beca options report (with supporting 

documents in Appendix F), managed aquifer recharge is not a viable option for Akaroa. 

8.4.15 Also, it’s highly unlikely that the short retention wetland proposed would alleviate the 

cultural concerns of the Ngāi Tahu parties of a direct discharge of treated wastewater to 

water (either to the stream or to groundwater via managed aquifer recharge). 

8.4.16 Discharge via a coastal infiltration gallery from at the end of Takamātua Peninsula after 
passing through a short retention land based system (subsurface wetland or infiltration 

basins) were put forward as options in the public consultation undertaken in 2016. Out 

of 81 submissions, only one person supported the wetland option and nobody 
supported the infiltration basin option. Neither option was supported by the Ngāi Tahu 

parties as the options didn’t meet their cultural needs and aspirations, as they didn’t 

provide additional treatment and restore the mauri of the water. Therefore these 
options were discounted due to lack of support from the community and the Ngāi Tahu 

parties.  

8.4.17 We therefore do not view this as a feasible option.  

 Stage 3 Option B: If treatment not to potable standard, then purple pipe is extended to more 

of Akaroa, and harbour discharge is replaced by coastal infiltration. 

8.4.18 As explained in the consultation document and in section 9.5 of the Beca options report, 

there is no regulatory framework in New Zealand for non-potable reuse. CDHB provided 
feedback advising that it and the Ministry of Health did not support non-potable reuse 

(Appendix G of the Beca report). The Canterbury District Health Board says in its 

submission (33709) that it “supports the concept of non-potable reuse of treated 
wastewater however due to the current lack of regulatory framework around the public 

health risks we do not support this proposal at this stage, particularly in respect of 
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private household use in Akaroa.” Without New Zealand regulations, it would therefore 

be very difficult to obtain approval to implement a non-potable reuse scheme in Akaroa. 

Therefore, there is no certainty that the suggestion to extend the purple pipe to more of 

Akaroa is achievable.  

8.4.19 As discussed in paragraph 8.4.16, discharge via a coastal infiltration gallery was 
consulted on in 2016 and was not supported. We therefore do not view this as a feasible 

option. 

 Stage 4: Potable supply recharge upstream from water intake 

8.4.20 The Havelock North Drinking Water Inquiry Stage 2 report11 describes six fundamental 

principles for safe drinking water and these have been incorporated into the Guideline 
for Drinking-water Quality Management for New Zealand (Ministry of Health, 2017) and 

our revised water safety plans, including the Akaroa/Takamatua water safety plan.  

8.4.21 Principle 2 is that protection of source water is of paramount importance. Protection of 
the source of drinking water provides the first, and most significant, barrier against 

drinking water contamination and illness. It is of paramount importance that risks to 

sources of drinking water are understood, managed and addressed appropriately. 

8.4.22 Adding treated wastewater to the source water for Akaroa’s water supply goes against 

this fundamental principle for ensuring safe drinking-water. The direct discharge of 
treated wastewater to source water for drinking-water would also have adverse cultural 

effects.  

8.4.23 It would also contrary to Goal 2 of the Council’s Te Wai Ora o Tāne Integrated Water 
Strategy, that water quality and ecosystems are protected and enhanced, which 

includes protecting groundwater sources from contamination. 

8.4.24 We therefore do not view this as a feasible option. 

 

8.5 Reduce inflow and infiltration issues - This was the next topic most commented on, to 
support the repair of existing pipes and other infrastructure to reduce the flows entering the 

system and then requiring treatment. 

“The Akaroa wastewater network is in extremely poor condition, with excessive levels of inflow 

and infiltration (I&I). This increases costs and reduces resilience; this should be dealt with before 

developing a new treatment plant and disposal.”- Submitter #34104 

Project team comments: 

8.5.1 We agree with the suggestions to reduce inflow and infiltration as explained in 

paragraphs 6.3.1 to 6.3.7. 

 

  

                                                                    
11 https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Report-Havelock-North-Water-Inquiry-Stage-2/$file/Report-
Havelock-North-Water-Inquiry-Stage-2.pdf  

https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Report-Havelock-North-Water-Inquiry-Stage-2/$file/Report-Havelock-North-Water-Inquiry-Stage-2.pdf
https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Report-Havelock-North-Water-Inquiry-Stage-2/$file/Report-Havelock-North-Water-Inquiry-Stage-2.pdf
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All of the options are too expensive - There were submitters who had concerns about how 

expensive all of the options were, which made it challenging for them to choose any of the 

options. 

 “I do not support any of the options. They are all extremely expensive. For that sort of 

expenditure the Council should be aspiring to a truly sustainable and future-focussed system.”  

- Submitter #34132 

Project team comments: 

8.6.1 We acknowledge that all of the options are more expensive than the $35 million budget 
allocated for this project in the Long Term Plan. Additional budget will need to be 

provided in the 2021 – 2031 Long Term Plan for whichever option the Council chooses.  

8.6.2 In making its decision, the hearings panel needs to consider the economic, cultural, 

social and environmental well-beings of communities both in the present and for the 

future, as set out in the purpose of the local government in section 10 of the Local 

Government Act (and also referenced in the principles section 14). 

 

Support re-use to a potable (drinking water) standard - Having the wastewater treated to 

an even higher standard so that it was potable, was requested by a number of submitters. 

“Reverse osmosis was considered for this purpose but discounted on cost, however the actual 
costs have never been presented, and experiences elsewhere suggest it carries a similar cost to 

ultrafiltration. Similarly, the disposal of retentate has been sited as an issue, but has not been 

adequately explored, and there are solutions available.”- Submitter #34104 

Project team comments: 

8.7.1 Please refer to paragraphs 6.5.1 to 6.5.5 for our comments on this. 
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Question 2 – If the Mayor and Councillors decide to develop a scheme where 

highly treated wastewater is used on land for irrigation, where would you 

prefer we irrigated? Please rank your preference from 1 being your preferred 

and 3 being your least preferred. 

- Inner Bays (Robinsons Bay, Hammond Point, Takamātua) 

- Goughs Bay 

- Pompeys Pillar 

 At the close of consultation there were 92 submitters who ranked the Inner Bays option as 

their most preferred land-based option, 46 submitters who ranked Goughs Bay as their 
most preferred option and 29 submitters who ranked Pompeys Pillar as their most 

preferred option. There were 166 submitters who did not tick any of these boxes. 

Option Ranked 1 Ranked 2 Ranked 3 Not indicated Total 

Inner Bays 92 (27%) 3 (1%) 59 (17%) 187 (55%) 341 (100%) 

Goughs Bay 46 (13%) 82 (24%) 19 (6%) 194 (57%) 341 (100%) 

Pompeys 

Pillar 

29 (8%) 40 (12%) 67 (20%) 205 (60%) 341 (100%) 
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9. Themes from the Inner Bays irrigation scheme option 

The most common reasons that submitters supported the Inner Bays irrigation scheme option 

included: 

Comments No. of 

comments 

Submitter ID # 

This option protects the harbour 24 33531, 33558, 33626, 33692, 
33693, 33696, 33697, 33711, 

33768, 33844, 33845, 33859, 

33883, 33904, 33916, 33917, 
33919, 33929, 33931, 33982, 

33988, 34108, 34127, 34170  

This option has positive amenity and 

ecological enhancement 

18 33939, 34136, 34137, 33559, 
33578, 33588, 33665, 33692, 

33729, 33751, 33810, 33853, 
33883, 33982, 34035, 34089, 

34108, 34134 

This option creates recreational 

opportunities  

10 33939, 33963, 34136, 34137, 
34138, 33578, 33588, 33751, 

33810, 34035 

This option has good carbon capture 7 34005, 33578, 33590, 33672, 

33729, 33982, 34134 

This option is the best long term option 6 33672, 33729, 33844, 33853, 

33931, 33982 

This option is the most resilient  5 33590, 33729, 33853, 33982, 

34134 

This option creates good educational 

opportunities 

5 33963, 33578, 33665, 33810, 

34089 

Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 

9.2.1 The project team agree that these are all relevant benefits for the Inner Bays option. 
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The most common reasons that submitters did not support the Inner Bays irrigation scheme 

option included: 

Comments No. of 

comments 

Submitter ID # 

Too risky with soil conditions and risk of 

landslides or flooding 

34 33521, 33652, 33782, 33783, 

33873, 33955, 34016, 34283, 
33537, 33621, 33698, 33702, 

33754, 33882, 33928, 34024, 
34053, 34076, 34083, 34091, 

34099, 34118, 34163, 33781, 

34039, 34041, 34046, 34093, 
34103, 34104, 34124, 34138, 

33930, 34095  

This option will devalue properties and 

make them difficult to sell 

34 33521, 33652, 33666, 33783, 
33838, 33955, 34016, 34283, 

33699, 33762, 33770, 33882, 
33999, 34008, 34024, 34026, 

34033, 34034, 34068, 34091, 

34099, 34141, 34163, 34169, 
33932, 34039, 34045, 33857, 

33989, 34081, 34086, 34093, 

34166, 34080,  

Risk of contamination (streams, water 

bores and existing streams) 
32 33652, 33777, 33782, 33838, 

33873, 33955, 34283, 33537, 
33621, 33699, 33744, 33882, 

33937, 34011, 34033, 34034, 

34068, 34074, 34099, 34113, 
34141, 34143, 33932, 34039, 

33857, 33862, 33960, 33989, 

34046, 34093, 34166, 34115 

Ponds will create insect and midge issues 27 33666, 33843, 33873, 33955, 

34016, 34283, 33537, 33651, 
33754, 33928, 34008, 34011, 

34024, 34034, 34099, 33932, 

34039, 34045, 33857, 34081, 
34086, 34093, 34166, 34122, 

34124, 33705, 34080 

Risk with the pond leaking or bursting and 

flooding  

26 33777, 33783, 33843, 33873, 
33955, 34283, 33762, 33822, 

34024, 34026, 34141, 34169, 
34039, 34045, 33857, 33862, 

33902, 34081, 34086, 34101, 

34103, 34115, 34112, 34124, 

34138, 34080 

Option too expensive 23 33777, 34283, 33651, 33690, 

33698, 33841, 33882, 33894, 
33926, 34034, 34076, 34099, 

34169, 33781, 33732, 33738, 
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Comments No. of 

comments 
Submitter ID # 

33989, 34046, 34086, 34104, 

34114, 34122, 34132 

Visual effects of looking at storage ponds, 

large native trees and treatment plant 

22 33521, 33652, 33666, 33805, 

33838, 33651, 33699, 33936, 
34091, 33932, 34045, 33862, 

33902, 34066, 34081, 34086, 

34093, 34115, 34138, 34010, 

34080, 34095 

Storage ponds too large 21 33521, 33652, 33805, 34016, 
33621, 33651, 33702, 33762, 

33894, 33936, 34076, 34091, 

34143, 34147, 33932, 34045, 
33857, 34103, 34115, 34080, 

34095 

This option is not reuse, is dumping of 

wastewater 

17 33521, 33652, 33782, 33805, 
33936, 33781, 34045, 33738, 

33989, 34086, 34103, 34104, 
34114, 34115, 34132, 34080, 

34095 

Negative effects on historical sites – Pavitt 

Cottage and old sawmill site 

17 33777, 33805, 34016, 34283, 
33523, 33524, 33762, 33882, 

34026, 34141, 33738, 33857, 

33892, 33902, 34066, 34081, 

34115 

No option to at least offer a reticulated 

system to inner bays properties 

11 33777, 34283, 34026, 34099, 
34106, 34045, 33738, 33989, 

34092, 34103, 34080 

Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 

 

Risk of landslides and flooding with irrigation onto inner bays soils – There were concerns 

from the community that existing land would be at risk of landslides and flooding if it was 

continually irrigated, due to the type of soils in the area. 

“The land in inner bays is unstable, prone to flooding, has poor drainage and is most unsuitable 
for irrigation schemes.  Waterlogged soils would cause massive problems and many landowners 

would be affected.”- Submitter #34053 

Project team comments: 

9.6.1 Section 4.1 of the Beca options report describes the selection criteria that were used to 

identify land that could be suitable for irrigation. This included a slope criteria of no 

more than 19 degrees for areas planted with trees, and no more than 15 degrees for 
areas downslope of the potential irrigation area. This is in accordance with the Process 

Design Manual for Land Treatment of Municipal Wastewater (USEPA, 2011).   

9.6.2 Site visits and field investigations of the areas proposed for irrigation were undertaken 

by geotechnical engineers from Beca and environmental scientists from PDP, to confirm 
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that the land was suitable for irrigation and that it would not create instability issues. 

These are described in section 5.3 of the Beca report, with supporting information in 

Appendix L (Inner Harbour Investigations) and Appendix M (Hammond Point 

Geotechnical Assessment).  

9.6.3 The slope limit of 15 degrees for trees was endorsed in the third Joint Statement of 
Technical Experts12 (which included technical experts for the Council, the Ngāi Tahu 

parties and Friends of Banks Peninsula) dated 26 April 2017. 

 

Devaluing of properties - There was concern from some of the community about losing value 

in their properties, due to the construction of the Inner Bays irrigation scheme option. 

“It will/and already has effected our property value.” - Submitter #34034 

Project team comments: 

9.7.1 Assertions of concern about diminution in property value is not evidence that it is going 
to happen. Valuation information would need to be provided by a submitter regarding a 

reduction in property value (not just a simple assertion) for the hearings panel to put 

any weight on the submission.  The hearings panel should note that the Public Works 
Act 1981 provides for compensation to be made where substantial injuries affection to a 

person’s land is caused by the construction of any public work. 

9.7.2 Taking into account effects on property values in addition to the effects on amenity 

values is, as the Court has found in the Resource Management Act context, double 

counting of the impact on amenity values. 

9.7.3 We note that some community members have suggested that large planting of native 

trees in the areas may have benefits and increase property values. These assertions 

would also need to be addressed in a valuation report. 

 

Risk of contamination - There were comments relating to the risk that could be created from 
contaminating streams, private water bores and natural springs if the inner bays option were 

to go ahead. 

“The effect on the land adjoining the proposed ponds in Robinsons Bay would be disastrous as 
the property is organic and any leakage/overflow/flooding would contaminate that land and all 

the land in its’ path ruining any crops/buildings in its’ way.” - Submitter #34011 

Project team comments: 

9.8.1 As described in Section 9.2 of the Beca options report, the wastewater will be treated to 

a very high standard. Appropriate irrigation rates have been selected by PDP based on 
infiltration testing at the proposed sites, as described in Section 4.2 and Appendix L of 

the Beca options report.  

9.8.2 Professor Brett Robinson from the University of Canterbury and his students have been 

undertaking a trail irrigating planted native trees with treated wastewater from the 

Duvauchelle wastewater treatment plant (which is of a lower quality than is proposed 
for Akaroa) at a rate of 1000 mm per year (compared with an average rate of 572 mm per 

year for the Inner Bays irrigation scheme) (see Attachment C for a copy of the report). 

The key conclusions from this report were: 

                                                                    
12 https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Irrigation-of-Treated-
Wastewater-to-Land-Joint-Statement-of-Technical-Experts-No-3.pdf  

https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Irrigation-of-Treated-Wastewater-to-Land-Joint-Statement-of-Technical-Experts-No-3.pdf
https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Irrigation-of-Treated-Wastewater-to-Land-Joint-Statement-of-Technical-Experts-No-3.pdf
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 Nitrate-nitrogen leached at rates of 2 – 47 kilograms per hectare per year, which is 

similar to grazed pasture.  

 There was no evidence of phosphorus accumulation in the soil, probably because 
the amount that was added from the wastewater was small compared to the 

amount of phosphorus already in the soil profile. 

 Soil concentrations of heavy metals were not affected by wastewater irrigation and 

the concentrations of these elements were similar to background values reported 

for Canterbury soils.  

9.8.3 Therefore adverse effects on streams and springs are not expected. If this option is 

chosen, potential effects on the environment will be investigated further as part of the 
Assessment of Environmental Effects for the resource consent applications. This will 

include an assessment of effects on any nearby private water supplies. We may need to 

provide additional water treatment for these households. 

 

Ponds will create insect/midge issues - Submitters raised concerns about the risk of the 

ponds creating issues with insects or midges in the area. 

“What right does council have to introduce a midge problem on our property boundary 

destroying our quality of outdoor living.” - Submitter #34099 

Project team comments: 

9.9.1 As described in section 5.4.2 of the Beca options report, experience elsewhere suggests 

that if the wastewater is treated to a very high standard, then a natural balanced 
ecology system will establish, and midges are less likely to breed uninterrupted and 

become a nuisance to neighbours.  

9.9.2 Midges used to be a problem in the maturation ponds at the Christchurch wastewater 

treatment plant at Bromley where conditions in those ponds are an ideal habitat for 

midges. The ponds receive wastewater that is treated to a much lower standard than is 
proposed for Akaroa. The ponds are not lined but have a sandy base. Suspended solids 

in the wastewater settle out as sludge on the base of the ponds and the midges breed in 
the sludge on the base of the ponds. In recent years, operational measures have been 

put in place (such as dragging chains along the base of the pond to disturb the midge 

larvae). This has significantly reduced complaints about midges by 73 per cent, with 

only two complaints received last year. 

9.9.3 The storage ponds proposed at Robinsons Bay are unlikely to have problems with 

midges because:  

 The ponds would have a polyethylene liner and the lack of suspended solids in the 

treated wastewater would mean that sludge would not build up in the base of the 

pond, which is much less suitable for midge larvae. 

 The ponds would have a depth ranging from 3 metres in winter to empty in 

summer, which would significantly disrupt the larvae stage of the midge lifecycle 

 Because there are two ponds, the ponds would be able to be regularly cycled to 

empty during summer which would disrupt the midge breeding cycle. 

9.9.4 Therefore, we do not expect midges to be a nuisance to the neighbours. Potential 

effects on neighbours, including nuisance effects, will also be dealt with at the resource 

consent stage. 
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Risk of storage ponds leaking or bursting - A number of comments were made expressing 

concern about what could happen if the storage ponds leaked or burst. 

 “Vehemently opposed to the proposed sewage ponds in Takamatua and Robinsons Bay which 
will have a negative effect on our land value and will create an environmental disaster to historic 

Pavitts Cottage if the ponds are breached.” - Submitter #33762 

Project team comments: 

9.10.1 Section 5.4 of the Beca options report describes the proposed storage ponds at 

Robinsons Bay. The ponds would be built to meet the dam requirements in the Building 
Code and taking into account the New Zealand Dam Safety Guidelines (NZ Society of 

Large Dams, 2015). The design will include a cement-stabilised core and a triple liner 
with leak detection system monitored 24/7 at the network control room at Bromley. 

Therefore, the likelihood of a dam failure would be very unlikely. 

9.10.2 Section 5.4.1 of the Beca report describes the dam break analysis, with the detailed 
results provided in Appendix R. It should be noted that this analysis was for two ponds 

with a volume of 12,500 cubic metres each, whereas this has been reduced to two ponds 

with a volume of 9,000 cubic metres each due to the wetland on Old Coach Road now 
being part of the Inner Bays irrigation scheme. It also assumes that the ponds are full, 

which would only happen about once every four years. Therefore, the dam burst 

modelling results are very conservative. 

9.10.3 This shows that if the dam failed on a sunny day (i.e. not during a large storm), the 

flooding extent would be greater than a 5 year flood in Robinsons Bay Stream, but less 
than a 10 year flood.  This is the most likely scenario, as the catchment for the ponds is 

very small so it is very unlikely that a dam failure would coincide with a large storm.  

9.10.4 The dam break assessment included looking at the flood levels at Pavitt Cottage and 

other houses downstream. Given suitable engineering controls the initial assessment of 

risks identified the following: 

 In the event of a pond being full and failing in dry weather the resulting release of 

water would have no impact on the Pavitt Cottage or any other houses. 

 If a pond failure coincided with a five year storm, there would be no impact on 

Pavitt Cottage or other nearby houses, but four houses further down the floodplain 

could have water up to 100 mm deep (i.e. underfloor flooding). Three of these 

houses are already in the floodplain for the five year storm.  

 If a pond failure coincided with a 20 year storm, there would be some underfloor 

flooding at Pavitt Cottage and 100 – 200 mm flooding at five other houses 
downstream. Three of these houses are already in the floodplain for the 20 year 

storm. 

 If a pond failure coincided with a 50 year storm, there would be some underfloor 

flooding at Pavitt Cottage and 100 – 200 mm flooding at five other houses 

downstream. Four of these houses are already in the floodplain  for the 50 year 

storm. 

 If a pond failure coincided with a one in 50 year rain event it is likely that the water 
would reach the edge of the Pavitt Cottage building footprint, however at that 

point the water depth would be less than 10 cm and not reach the building floor.  

9.10.5 We consider that engineering a safe and secure pond to a high standard for all of the 
land based options is extremely important. This would mean that the likelihood of a 

pond failure would be very unlikely. The dam break modelling shows that the 
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consequence of a dam break would be limited to six houses, and then only if it 

coincided with a large storm, and would most likely only result in underfloor flooding. 

Therefore the consequence of a dam burst is minor and the overall risk rating is low, as 

rated using the Council’s risk management policy.  

 

Inner Bays option too expensive - There were concerns about how expensive this option was 

in comparison to the harbour outfall option.  

“The fact that CCC staff support the Inner Bays disposal option indicates that they are 

unconcerned about the impact of project costs on ratepayer invoices…”  - Submitter #34050 

Project team comments: 

9.11.1 The Council is required under the section 130 of Local Government Act to continue to 

provide wastewater services to serviced communities such as Akaroa. The Council must 

undertake this activity in an efficient and cost effective manner. However, the Council 
must also meet the requirements of the Resource Management Act and ensure our 

activities do not have undue adverse effects. 

9.11.2 As described on page 18 of the consultation document, discharging to the harbour 
undermines the relationship of tangata whenua and their culture and traditions with 

their ancestral land, water, sites, waahi tapu, valued flora and fauna, and other taonga. 
The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement and the Regional Coastal Environment Plan 

aim to avoid the discharge of treated human waste into water in the coastal 

environment, unless there has been adequate consideration of alternative methods. A 
harbour outfall may not be sustainable management under the Resource Management 

Act and may not be considered a reasonably practicable option under the Local 
Government Act if there are other options for disposal to land that achieve the purpose 

of those acts. This is also covered in Section 1.4 Statutory Overview in the Beca options 

report. 

9.11.3 As shown in Table 1 (6.3.7), now that the government is funding $3.1 million of inflow 

and infiltration reduction work that was included in the capex budgets for the land-

based options, the cost of the Inner Bays irrigation scheme has reduced to $51 million to 
$59 million. The harbour outfall capex cost estimate remains at $45 million to $52 

million, so the cost difference between the Inner Bays and the harbour outfall is reduced 

to $1 million to $11 million. 

 

Visual effects - There were some concerns raised about the visual effects of looking at storage 

ponds, large native trees and the new treatment plant. 

 “The Akaroa Civic Trust has concerns regarding the visual impact of the new treatment plant, 
Pond Site 10 and the wetland area located in the vicinity of Old Coach Road as well as the 

already consented pumping station that will be built behind Akaroa Mini Golf on the recreation 

ground parking next to the designated two night freedom camping area.”  - Submitter #34066 

Project team comments: 

9.12.1 The planned treatment plant on Old Coach Road and pump station behind the Akaroa 
Recreation Ground already have consents and are not matters for consideration in this 

consultation. 

9.12.2 The visual effects of Pond Site 10 are summarised in section 5.7.1.3 (Preliminary 
Assessment of Effects) of the Beca options report, and in the Landscape and Visual 
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Effects Review in Appendix V. This notes that the site is not visible from SH75 and views 

are limited from other vantage points. The site can be viewed from Long Bay Road, 

however this is predominantly of a transient nature for road users. Overall, subject to 
final design which can incorporate appropriate mitigation such as landscaping to 

naturalise the ponds and wetland, the report found that any adverse effects can be 

managed in an acceptable manner. 

9.12.3 The visual effects of the native trees and storage ponds for the Inner Bays irrigation 

scheme are summarised in section 5.7.2.3 (Preliminary Assessment of Effects) of the 
Beca options report, and in the Landscape and Visual Effects Review in Appendix V. This 

found that all of the possible irrigation sites identified within the wider Robinsons Bay 
landscapes have the potential to accommodate the proposed irrigation area (pasture or 

trees) with low to moderate impacts on the existing character or general amenity of the 

area. This is because both landscapes already consist of a patchwork of various land 
cover and land uses and the introduction of a new land use would be easily absorbed 

within this context. 

9.12.4 Therefore, we do not expect the Inner Bays irrigation scheme would have adverse visual 

effects. 

 

Storage ponds too large - Concern was raised about the size of the storage ponds being 

proposed. 

“It places a large storage dam in the middle of our community on a heritage listed property, next 
to a heritage cottage, with the risk of a dam break flooding properties both nearby and 

downstream.  The dam will be 2ha in size with a security fence and a road around the top.” 

- Submitter #34045 

Project team comments: 

9.13.1 Please refer to paragraphs 9.10.1 to 9.10.5 for our comments on the risk of dam break 

flooding downstream properties. 

9.13.2 Section 5.6 (Heritage Features) of the Beca options report describes the heritage 

features on the Robinsons Bay site (11 Sawmill Road) and nearby. Appendix W contains 
an archaeological assessment of the Pavitt Cottage site and 11 Sawmill Road. Section 

5.7.2.1 (District Plan Provisions) of the Beca options report notes that the proposed 
ponds do not appear to encroach on the former sawmill site and recommends that an 

Archaeological Authority from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga should be applied 

for in respect of works on the site. 

9.13.3 The report also notes that the proposed ponds at 11 Sawmill Road are located more 

than 100 metres from Pavitt Cottage and its setting, and given this buffer distance it is 

anticipated there would be minimal effects on the cottage. 

9.13.4 We note the top of the dam will be wide enough to drive a vehicle around for 

maintenance purposes. This will not be a public road. 

9.13.5 Fencing to prevent livestock and members of the public accessing the dam is likely to be 

placed at the toe of the dam, not on top of the bund. 

9.13.6 Therefore, we do not expect the ponds to have a negative effect on nearby properties. 
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Option is not re-use - There were some submitters who believed that this option should not 

be called re-use. 

“The land options are dressed up as beneficial re-use, but are actually still just old-fashioned 

dumping of waste ‘somewhere else’, where it is not needed or wanted.” - Submitter #34132 

Project team comments: 

9.14.1 Section 10 (Recommendations) of the Infiltration Testing Results for Akaroa Treated 

Wastewater Disposal via Irrigation – Robinsons Bay and Pompeys Pillar (PDP, November 

2016, pages 141 to 142 in Appendix L of the Beca options report) recommends that 
application rates for irrigation to trees should not exceed 37.5 mm per week in summer 

and 17.5 mm per week in winter. 

9.14.2 The proposed irrigation rate for irrigation to trees from the irrigation modelling report in 

Appendix B of the Beca options report is: Maximum Irrigation Application (mm/day): 

Dec–Feb: 2.75, Mar–May, Sep–Nov: 2.15, Jun–Aug: 1.5 

9.14.3 This equates to a weekly application rate of 19.25 mm per week in summer (December 

to February) and 10.5 mm per week in winter (June to August).  

9.14.4 The Process Design Manual – Land Treatment of Municipal Wastewater Effluents (US 
Environmental Protection Agency, 2006)13 defines the term "reuse" of wastewater (page 

8-1). The definition is:  

9.14.5 Slow rate (SR) land treatment involves the controlled application of wastewater or to a 

vegetated land surface. There are two basic types of SR systems: 

 Type 1 – maximum hydraulic loading, i.e.: apply the maximum amount of water to 

the least possible land area; a “treatment” system. 

 Type 2 – optimum irrigation potential, i.e.: apply the least amount of water that will 
sustain the crop or vegetation; an irrigation or “water reuse” system with treatment 

capacity being of secondary importance. 

9.14.6 We are not proposing to irrigate the maximum amount on the minimum area, so it more 

closely fits the Type 2 description than Type 1 in the USEPA guidelines. 

9.14.7 We also consider the irrigation of new areas of native trees as having more long term 

benefits, such as increased biodiversity and recreation opportunities.  

9.14.8 We therefore consider irrigating native trees to be beneficial re-use.  

 
Negative effects on historical sites - There were concerns from submitters about the effect 

this option would have on nearby historical sites, such as Pavitt Cottage and the old sawmill 

site. 

“The erection of two ponds above the cottage will be unsightly and ruin the ambiance and 

beauty of the valley, particularly as viewed from the cottage.” - Submitter #33902 

Project team comments: 

9.15.1 Please refer to paragraphs 9.12.1 to 9.12.4 for our comments on visual effects. Please 

refer to paragraphs 9.13.2 to 9.13.6 for our comments on heritage features. As described 
in those sections, we do not expect the proposal would have adverse visual effects or 

adverse effects on heritage features. 

                                                                    
13 https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=2000ZYD5.TXT  

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPURL.cgi?Dockey=2000ZYD5.TXT
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9.15.2 Should the option be adopted there are opportunities in detailed design to carry out 

archaeological investigations and adjust the designs to accommodate any historical 

features that may be impacted. 

9.15.3 We note that there is also a significant opportunity in the project to preserve and 

enhance the former sawmill site and make it available to the public, with educational 

information about the heritage features. 

 

No reticulation to unserviced areas with this option - Questions were raised from 
submitters about why a reticulated system could not at least be offered to Inner Bays 

residents with this option.  This would mean that septic tanks would no longer be required. 

“The storage ponds and levels of irrigation are enormous; nobody would want this on their 

doorstep, least of all those who do not even receive the benefit of a reticulated sewer service.”   

- Submitter #34103 

Project team comments: 

9.16.1 We recognise that the irrigation options would be sited in areas without wastewater 

reticulation. While this could be added to the scope of the project, it would significantly 

increase the cost. We therefore do not recommend that this is added to the project. 

9.16.2 We also recognise that people impacted by a discharge to harbour may also not have a 

reticulated wastewater connection. 
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10. Themes from the Goughs Bay irrigation scheme option 

The most common reasons that submitters supported the Goughs Bay irrigation scheme 

option included: 

Comments No. of comments Submitter ID # 

This option protects the harbour 12 33531, 33537, 33588, 33626, 

33711, 33768, 33845, 33854, 

33859, 33883, 33904, 33916 

This option offers carbon benefits 3 33672, 33590, 34005 

This option offers room for expansion of the 

system if required in the future 

2 34115, 33898 

Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 

The project team agree that this option assists with keeping treated wastewater from directly 

discharging into the harbour and offers some carbon benefits. 

Option offers expansion of the scheme - There were a couple of submissions that noted this 

option has the ability to be expanded into the future. 

 “It has room for expansion should it turn out to be undersized.  Based on the land purchase 

costs, we presume the Council plans to purchase and retain the bulk of the farm for future 

expansion.” - Submitter #34115 

Project team comments: 

10.4.1 We agree that the Goughs Bay option has opportunities for future expansion beyond the 
design flows which take into account growth until 2052. The Inner Bays irrigation 

scheme by comparison may require the purchase of additional land or additional inflow 

and infiltration reduction efforts to accommodate flows beyond 2052. 

10.4.2 The Goughs Bay option has more land irrigation capacity than the Inner Bays option, 

and so does not use a wetland to accommodate peak flows. All treated wastewater can 

be directed to the irrigation scheme or storage at Goughs Bay. 

The most common reasons that submitters did not support the Goughs Bay land based option 

included: 

Comments No. of 

comments 
Submitter ID # 

This option is too expensive 20 33843, 33939, 34050, 33651, 33690, 33698, 
33841, 33895, 34006, 34083, 33932, 34039, 

34103, 34104, 34116, 34132, 33588, 33881, 

34134, 34108 

This option is too difficult and risky 

engineering wise 

18 33939, 34050, 33698, 33841, 33895, 34024, 

34083, 34139, 34005, 34103, 34104, 34115, 

34136, 34137, 33719, 34035, 34134, 34108 

This option is not resilient 11 33939, 33591, 34076, 34039, 34041, 34104, 

34136, 34137, 33588, 34035, 34134 

This option has unwilling sellers 8 33939, 34139, 33877, 34136, 34137, 33881, 

34035, 34134 

Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 
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This option is too expensive - There were concerns raised about how much more expensive 

this option is. 

“The budgeted cost to install the high-pressure pumping station and pipe along Long Bay Road 
is a significant cost to the ratepayers; it is an unacceptable burden in the post-Covid economic 

environment.”  - Submitter #33939 

Project team comments: 

10.7.1 We agree that the Goughs Bay irrigation scheme option is more expensive to build than 

the Inner Bays irrigation scheme and harbour outfall options. This is due to the 
significantly longer pipeline for conveying treated wastewater and the pump station 

need to pump the wastewater over the hill. 

10.7.2 The ongoing operational cost would also be high due to the significant power 

requirements to pump the wastewater over the hill. 

 

This option is too difficult and risky - There were submitters who commented on the risk 

associated with this option as it was a difficult environment to be constructing in. 

“Council staff describe this option as “technically challenging”, which are code words for 
“warning – cost blow-out imminent”.  There is no comparable example anywhere in NZ of a 

pipeline operating at this length and pressure, through such difficult topography.”- Submitter 

#34050 

Project team comments: 

10.8.1 All options have specific engineering challenges, but these can be addressed by existing 
techniques. The Goughs Bay irrigation scheme option does not require novel or untried 

technologies and it is not considered significantly risky or difficult from an engineering 

perspective. 

 

This option is not resilient - Some of the submitters noted that this option does not offer 

adequate resilience. 

“The options proposed by Council do not build or encourage a resilient community.  An 

integrated approach to water and wastewater in Akaroa is required.  Council needs to 
demonstrate leadership on ways and means to build and encourage resilience by using water 

resources wisely, and sustainably within the infrastructure.” - Submitter #34041 

Project team comments: 

10.9.1 This option has an 11 kilometre pipeline for transferring treated wastewater whilst the 

Inner Bays option has a 5.6 kilometre pipeline. This means the option may be more 
likely to require a repair of damage or degradation and presents a future reliance risk by 

virtue of its greater length.  

10.9.2 It would also be located on secondary rural roads and a paper road, which are more 

vulnerable to damage than the SH75 which is built to a much higher standard.  

10.9.3 Therefore, we agree that the pipeline for this option is less resilient than the Inner Bays 

option. 

10.9.4 We agree that the community should be encouraged to use water resources wisely. 
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This option has unwilling sellers - There were concerns raised about the land required for 

this option belonging to unwilling sellers. 

“The fact there is an unwilling seller and a great cost of construction and running make this 

option unsuitable.” - Submitter #33881 

Project team comments: 

10.10.1 We agree that the owner being unwilling to sell their property or use wastewater on it 

is a significant issue for this option. Whilst the Council could obtain the land by 

compulsory acquisition under the Public Works Act 1981, this would add additional time 
and cost. We would also need to demonstrate that we had considered and discounted 

other alternatives. We do not see compulsory acquisition as a desirable outcome. 

11. Themes from the Pompeys Pillar irrigation scheme option 

The most common reasons that submitters supported the Pompeys Pillar irrigation scheme 

option included: 

Comments No. of comments Submitter ID # 

This option protects the harbour 11 33531, 33558, 33626, 33711, 

33768, 33845, 33854, 33859, 

33883, 33904, 33916 

This option offers carbon benefits 3 33672, 33590, 34005 

Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 

The project team agree that this option assists with keeping treated wastewater from directly 

discharging into the harbour and offers carbon sequestration benefits. 

 

The most common reasons that submitters did not support the Pompeys Pillar irrigation 

scheme option included: 

Comments No. of comments Submitter ID # 

This option is too expensive 20 33843, 33846, 34050, 33651, 

33690, 33698, 33841, 33895, 

34083, 33781, 33932, 34039, 
34103, 34104, 34114, 34116, 

34132, 33588, 34134, 34108  

This option is too difficult and risky 

engineering wise 

13 33846, 34050, 33698, 33841, 
33895, 34024, 34083, 33847, 

34139, 34005, 34103, 34134, 

34108 

This option is not resilient 10 33846, 33591, 34076, 33847, 

34039, 34041, 34103, 34104, 

33588, 34134 

Not good use of prime land 10 34050, 33549, 33555, 33699, 

33775, 34150, 33847, 34104, 

33869, 33881 



Hearings Panel 
12 October 2020  

 

Item No.: 4 Page 37 

 It
e

m
 4

 

The site is too windy for planting native 

trees 
9 34050, 34096, 34148, 34150, 

33847, 34115, 34136, 33869, 

34035 

This option has unwilling sellers 9 34150, 34139, 33877, 34136, 

34137, 33869, 33881, 34035, 

34134 

Project team comments in relation to these are as follows (where relevant). 

 

Option too expensive - There were concerns relating to this option being very expensive 

compared to the other options. 

“The other options are too costly and prone to high maintenance due to pumping uphill and 

piping the wastewater for many kilometres.” - Submitter #33588 

Project team comments: 

11.6.1 We agree that the Pompeys Pillar irrigation scheme option is most expensive option. 
This is due to the significantly longer pipeline for conveying treated wastewater and the 

pump station need to pump the wastewater over the hill. It is more expensive than the 

Goughs Bay irrigation scheme option because the pipeline is 2 kilometres longer. 

11.6.2 The ongoing operational cost would also be high due to the significant power 

requirements to pump the wastewater over the hill. 

 

This option is too difficult and risky - With this option there were also concerns that it was a 

difficult option to implement with too many risks. 

 “This option has several negative features: 1. The idea that the Waste Water be transported 13 

kms to a height of over 600m to the farm…”   - Submitter #33847 

Project team comments: 

11.7.1 All options have specific engineering challenges, but these can be addressed by existing 

techniques. The Pompeys Pillar irrigation scheme option does not require novel or 
untried technologies and it is not considered significantly risky or difficult from an 

engineering perspective. 

 

This option is not resilient - As with the Goughs Bay irrigation scheme option, there were 

similar concerns that this option does not offer adequate resilience. 

 “Both of those options also require the acquisition of land from unwilling landowners and offer 

lower resilience, as a result of the risks associated with pumping over longer distances.” 

- Submitter #34134 

Project team comments: 

11.8.1 This option has a 13 kilometre pipeline for transferring treated wastewater whilst the 
Inner Bays option has a 5.6 kilometre pipeline. This means the option may be more 

likely to require a repair of damage or degradation and presents a future reliance risk by 

virtue of its greater length.  

11.8.2 It would also be located on secondary rural roads, which are more vulnerable to 

damage than the SH75 which is built to a much higher standard. 
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Not good use of prime land - As the land for this option is used as a working farm, comments 

were made that this was not the best use of this land. 

 “This property has been farmed by Johns family for several generations.  Locating the 

wastewater solution at Pompeys Pillar would have a devastating impact on the Johns family, 

and there are better options to consider.”- Submitter #33869 

Project team comments: 

11.9.1 Staff recognise that all of the land based options propose the use of productive 
farmland. We acknowledge that the owners are unwilling to sell their land or use treated 

wastewater on it and this is a significant issue for this option.  

11.9.2 The retirement of this land would have a short term negative impact on the local 

economy. There are however opportunities for public amenities such as walking, 

mountain biking and horse riding tracks that may present tourism opportunities which 

could offset some of this impact. 

 

Pompeys Pillar too windy for planting - There were some submitters, who had concerns that 
the location in Pompeys Pillar for planting native trees would be unsuccessful, due to the 

harsh and windy location. 

“I/we are most opposed to the pipelines to the Eastern Bays.  The proposed native trees will not 

grow in these exposed areas.” - Submitter #34148 

Project team comments: 

11.10.1 We do not consider the site to be too windy for tree planting. Prior to conversion to 

farmland the site was covered in native bush. We note that trees are currently growing 
on higher elevations in the area where land has been retired and allowed to regenerate 

to native bush. 

11.10.2 It is useful to note that the project does not require a tall canopy to be established, just 

sufficient coverage to intercept the first few millimetres of rainfall. 

 

This option has unwilling sellers - The issue of having unwilling sellers for this option and 

therefore using the Public Works Act to purchase land for this option was not supported. 

“Group discussions have clearly identified that there are considerable impacts and any 
resolution is going to be appealed.  Any compulsory purchase is not an acceptable outcome.” 

- Submitter #34139 

Project team comments: 

11.11.1 We agree that the owner being unwilling to sell their property or use wastewater on it 

is a significant issue for this option. Whilst the Council could obtain the land by 
compulsory acquisition under the Public Works Act 1981, this would add additional time 

and cost. We would also need to demonstrate that we had considered and discounted 

other alternatives. We do not see compulsory acquisition as a desirable outcome. 
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12. Themes from those who did not rank any of the irrigation to land options 

12.1 There were 165 submitters who did not rank any of the land based options. Of these there 

were 103 submitters who indicated they supported a discharge to harbour, 53 also did not 
indicate whether they supported a discharge to the harbour or land and 10 of these supported 

a land based discharge. 

Question 1 No. of submitters 

Supported discharge to harbour 103 (62%) 

Did not indicate if supported discharge to land or harbour 52 (32%) 

Supported discharge to land 10 (6%) 

Total 165 (100%) 

 

 

 

12.2 For those submitters who did not answer this question and did not rank any of the land based 

options, this appeared to be due to submitters: 

12.2.1 Only supporting the harbour outfall option, and strongly disagreeing with any land 

based options. 

12.2.2 Supporting alternative land based options. 

12.2.3 Supporting a different option that was not part of this consultation process.  

  

62%

32%

6%

SUBMITTERS WHO DID NOT CHOOSE LAND BASED 
OPTIONS

Support discharge to harbour Not indicated land or harbour discharge Support discharge to land
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13. Question 3 – Would you support us irrigating public parks in Akaroa with 

highly treated wastewater? 

At the close of consultation there were 247 submitters who indicated that ‘yes’ they would 
support irrigating parks, 46 who indicated that ‘no’ they would not support irrigating parks 

and 48 who did not answer this question. 

Yes – irrigate 

parks 

No – do not support 

irrigating parks 
Not indicated Total 

247 (72%) 46 (14%) 48 (14%) 341 (100%) 

 

 

The main reason that submitters supported irrigating the parks, was that it was recognised 

that this was a positive step towards re-using a valuable water resource in the community. 

Project team comments: 

13.2.1 We agree with most comments on this matter. The option is however relatively 

expensive as a re-use option to minimise the burden on the land-based options, costing 

an extra $3.7 million and using approximately 4 per cent of the treated wastewater.  

13.2.2 It is a much less expensive addition to the harbour outfall option, as the proposed route 
for the pipeline to the outfall is through town. The additional cost for the harbour outfall 

option is $270,000. 

13.2.3 However, the proposed non-potable reuse scheme would form a significant portion of 
any future re-use schemes to private properties and would be advantageous if a wider 

non-potable reuse option were expected in the future. 

  

72%

14%

14%

SHOULD WE IRRIGATE AKAROA PARKS WITH HIGHLY 
TREATED WASTEWATER?

Yes No Not indicated
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14. Question 4 – Would you like us to explore the feasibility of a purple pipe 

scheme for Akaroa, so that residential property owners could use the water 

for garden watering and other non-drinking purposes? 

At the close of consultation there were 253 submitters who indicated that ‘yes’ they would 
support us exploring the feasibility of a non-potable reuse for residential properties, 45 who 

indicated that ‘no’ they would not support us exploring this and 43 who did not answer this 

question. 

Yes – explore purple 

pipe 

No – do not support 

exploring purple pipe 
Not indicated Total 

253 (74%) 45 (13%) 43 (13%) 341 (100%) 

 

 

For those who were supportive of staff exploring the purple pipe option further, the main 

reasons were based on it being a good future proof option and it would make use of a valuable 
resource.  Especially in the Akaroa area where there are water shortages each year and in light 

of climate change predictions. 

Project team comments: 

14.2.1 We agree with the comments on this matter. Akaroa is short of water and non-potable 

reuse would improve the resilience of the water supply for the town by reducing the 

reliance on drinking-water for irrigation and other non-potable uses. 

  

74%

13%

13%

SHOULD WE EXPLORE THE FEASIBILITY OF A PURPLE 
PIPE SCHEME IN AKAROA?

Yes No Not indicated
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15. Question 5 – Is there anything else you’d like us to consider? 

For those submitters who provided comments, the remaining comments were about 

alternative options or suggested amendments to existing options.  All other comments in this 
section have been captured in the earlier sections of this report, in the topics that they relate 

to. 

Harbour outfall option 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 
No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

With harbour outfall, it should be held in a 
pond and emptied mid harbour on the ebb 

tide. 

1 33843 

Use Algae water treatment before 

discharging into the harbour 

1 34148 

 

Project team comments:  

15.2.1 The proposal to hold back flows and only discharge on the ebb tide is technically 

possible. It would introduce operational complexity and cost $250,000 - $500,000 to 
implement (Council would have to construct additional storage for treated wastewater). 

Modelling work performed by NIWA for the previous outfall consent application in 2014 

indicated that there would be minimal adverse effects to the harbour by running a 
continuous discharge to harbour so it would not be necessary to hold back flows until 

the ebb tide. Given the increased cost and complexity for no significant environmental 

gain, we do not think this option is worth pursuing. 

15.2.2 The proposal to include an algal stage to further cleanse the water before a harbour 

discharge may present an alternative solution for reducing dissolved nutrients in the 
treated wastewater compared to the proposed process. It would not affect the levels of 

pathogens in the treated water, as these are already proposed to be extremely low, and 
it would not reduce the scope of the proposed process. It would add additional cost, but 

it may be possible to grow specific species of algae that have an economic value. 

15.2.3 Staff have not yet seen a business case that makes the algae process advantageous, 

however it can be considered further in detailed design. 

 

Future new builds 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 
No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

Smaller wastewater systems (e.g. Oasis) 
should be used be Akaroa township 

residents instead of a reticulated system 

5 33652, 33521, 34113, 33744, 

33530 

New builds in Akaroa should have 

composting toilets and/or rainwater 

collection 

4 33781, 34083, 33707, 33605 
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Project team comments: 

15.3.1 The proposal to install on-site wastewater treatment at each property in Akaroa is not 

feasible for the following reasons: 

 The Council is required under the section 130 of Local Government Act 2002 to 

continue to provide wastewater services to serviced communities such as Akaroa. 
Section 131 says that a local authority must not close down a water service that 

serves more than 200 normally resident people. 

 There would be insufficient space on many properties in Akaroa to build an on-site 

wastewater treatment and disposal system. 

15.3.2 Staff do not support this option. 

15.3.3 Regarding composting toilets for new builds, this is something the Council could 

consider. However, the forecast growth in Akaroa is very low, so the impact this would 

have on the wastewater system would be negligible. 

 

Wetlands 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 

No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

Use a wetland with the new harbour outfall 8 34115, 34283, 33989, 34083, 

34082, 34068, 33923, 34080 

Use more wetlands to reduce storage  5 34139, 34115, 34041, 34005, 

33877 

Have a more frequent release into 
Children’s Bay via a wetland into Pawsons 

Stream to reduce the size of the storage 

ponds. 

2 34045, 33989 

 

Project team comments: 

15.4.1 A wetland could be incorporated into the harbour outfall option, however the 

wastewater is retained in the wetland for at least two to four weeks, it is unlikely that 

the Ngāi Tahu parties would be supportive of this proposal. Such a wetland would 
require approximately 16 to 32 hectares to construct. There is not enough flat land of 

this size close to Akaroa. 

15.4.2  A more frequent discharge to harbour via a wetland, though not necessarily at Pawsons 

Stream (which is in Duvauchelle), would allow the storage volumes in the three land 

based options to be reduced. This may be preferred by residents near storage ponds 
and would reduce project costs. Staff therefore foresee a number of advantages from 

this proposal. 

15.4.3 If a land based scheme is selected as the preferred option by Council, we would work 

with the Ngāi Tahu parties and the community to further investigate this option’s 

viability. 
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Irrigation 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 

No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

Use pasture based irrigation for the Goughs 

Bay option to reduce the impact on the 

farm 

1 34115 

Irrigate onto Stanley Park and Takapūneke 

Reserve 
1 34006 

Irrigate onto private land adjacent to 

Stanley Park (12 ha) in Akaroa township 

1 34006 

All treated wastewater should be irrigated 

onto the golf course land at Pawsons 
Valley/or Kaituna golf course near Birdlings 

Flat with storage ponds in Duvauchelle 

1 33622 

Irrigate treated wastewater onto Misty Peak 

land instead and areas of Takamatua 

peninsula between Takamatua and Akaroa 

1 33881 

 

Project team comments: 

15.5.1 Pasture based irrigation on the farm at Goughs Bay was considered, and this was the 
original proposal. However, with the land owner now unwilling to sell or to use the 

wastewater, we would have to acquire the farm by compulsory acquisition under the 

Public Works Act.  

15.5.2 Irrigation to trees is lower cost than irrigation to pasture, as less irrigation area is 

required due to the trees ability to intercept rainfall, which means wastewater can be 
irrigated for more of the year than for pasture. It also requires smaller storage ponds. 

Planting native trees also introduces benefits around biodiversity and carbon 

sequestration.  

15.5.3 We therefore recommend irrigation to trees rather than irrigation to pasture. 

15.5.4 We considered irrigation of Stanley Park, but due to the steep slopes on the downhill 
side of the park our geotechnical experts have advised us that irrigating this park would 

not be appropriate. 

15.5.5 Parts of Takapūneke Reserve could be irrigated, however the irrigable area of 
sufficiently flat land was not considered sufficient to warrant investing in such an 

option. This would also require extending the non-potable reuse pipeline a further 4.5 
km than currently planned. This would be at an additional cost of $6.4 million to $8.4 

million. 

15.5.6 The option of irrigating the Akaroa Golf Course at Duvauchelle with wastewater from 
both Akaroa and Duvuachelle was considered in Section 3.10 (Combined Duvauchelle – 

Akaroa Wastewater Scheme) of the Beca options report with supporting information in 

Appendix D (Assessment of Combined Akaroa Duvauchelle Scheme). 

15.5.7 The work found that, for the Inner Bays scheme there was no useful reduction in storage 

or the required irrigation area for the Akaroa scheme. There were no clear synergies or 
efficiencies to be gained by combining Akaroa and Duvauchelle in a combined Inner 

Bays scheme. 
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15.5.8 For a combined scheme with Goughs Bay or Pompeys Pillar, the combined costs are 

likely to be significantly higher cost than for two separate schemes.  

15.5.9 Irrigating Misty Peaks was suggested by the working party in 2017. Beca staff visited the 
site and reported back to the working party at its meeting on 15 March 201714. An extract 

from the minutes of that meeting states:  

 There were two aspects to instability risk – drainage causing deeper instability in 

subsoil or bedrock, and increased soil moisture which causes increased risk of 

shallow instability. When large rainfall events occur the risk of instability increases. 
Irrigation always increases soil moisture content and this leads to increased risk of 

shallow instability on steep slopes. If irrigating pasture/crops, the soil moisture 
content must be at least 50% or the pasture/crops will not grow. Therefore it is not 

possible to have irrigation of crops without increasing the drainage to the subsoil. 

15.5.10 Irrigating Misty Peaks was also considered by experts acting for the Council, the Ngāi 
Tahu parties and Friends of Banks Peninsula in the third Joint Statement of Technical 

Experts dated 26 April 201715. The experts stated: 

 Assessing the risk of shallow instability, it is generally agreed that trees may be 
irrigated up to a maximum slope of 19 degrees. For irrigation of trees on land sloping 

at more than 19 degrees the risk of shallow instability is increased with the 
application of wastewater at any rate. For this reason irrigation of treed slopes at 

greater than 19 degrees is not considered advisable…. 

 We conclude that irrigation of trees at slopes greater than 19 degrees, or to pasture at 
slopes greater than 15 degrees, would increase the risk of instability, even if the 

application rate is reduced to a level where the average drainage rate is unchanged 
from an unirrigated scenario. Based on this assessment the two scenarios described 

are considered inadvisable. 

15.5.11 Therefore we do not support irrigating Misty Peaks, as this would create an 
unacceptable instability risk which could affect the irrigation area and/or land 

downslope. 

  

                                                                    
14 https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Treated-Wastewater-Reuse-Options-

Working-Party-Notes-of-Meeting-15-March-2017.pdf  
15 https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Irrigation-of-Treated-
Wastewater-to-Land-Joint-Statement-of-Technical-Experts-No-3.pdf  

https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Treated-Wastewater-Reuse-Options-Working-Party-Notes-of-Meeting-15-March-2017.pdf
https://ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Treated-Wastewater-Reuse-Options-Working-Party-Notes-of-Meeting-15-March-2017.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Irrigation-of-Treated-Wastewater-to-Land-Joint-Statement-of-Technical-Experts-No-3.pdf
https://www.ccc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Services/Wastewater/Akaroa-Wastewater-Irrigation-of-Treated-Wastewater-to-Land-Joint-Statement-of-Technical-Experts-No-3.pdf
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Storage ponds 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 

No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

Use groundwater replenishment with highly 

treated wastewater (e.g. reverse osmosis) 

to reduce storage 

3 34114, 34050, 34104 

Provide several ponds for fire fighting at or 

near Hinewai Reserve 
2 33869, 34115 

Include more re-use options to water more 
parks, use in toilets,  areas of NZ bush and 

replenishing streams to reduce storage 

2 34138, 34104,  

Allow farmers to pump water from the 

storage ponds for use on their properties 

1 33587 

 

Project team comments: 

15.6.1 For commentary on including reverse osmosis and/or introducing treated wastewater 

to groundwater, please refer to paragraphs 6.5.1 to 6.5.5 and 8.4.12 to 8.4.20. We do not 

support these options for the reasons explained in those paragraphs. 

15.6.2 We agree with the suggestion that fire fighting ponds could provide additional benefits 

if they were included and this could be the case for any of the irrigation scheme options. 
In terms of fire fighting ponds near Hinewai, this could be added to the Goughs Bay or 

Pompeys Pillar irrigation options, but would be an additional cost. 

15.6.3 We agree with the suggestion to maximise the reuse of the treated wastewater, such as 

for flushing toilets. However, we do not support using it for replenishing streams to 

reduce storage unless it has been appropriately treated through a wetland or similar 

natural treatment system to restore the mauri of the water. 

15.6.4 We agree with the suggestion that farmers should be allowed to use treated wastewater 
on their properties. The consultation document stated that treated wastewater would 

be made available to land owners along the pipeline route.  

 

Combine treated wastewater schemes 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 

No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

Connect Wainui and Duvauchelle to a 

harbour or ocean outfall option 
4 34050, 34048, 34006, 33882 

Combine inner bays option with 

Duvauchelle wastewater  

2 34103, 33565 

Join Akaroa wastewater to Duvauchelle 

scheme and irrigate onto the golf course 

1 34080 

In the long term add Little River and 

Birdlings Flat to the scheme 
1 34048 
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Project team comments: 

15.7.1 We have investigated combining the Duvauchelle and Akaroa wastewater schemes. 

Please refer to our comments in paragraphs 15.5.6 to 15.5.8.  

15.7.2 The Wainui wastewater scheme already discharges to land and has ample capacity for 

the planned expansion of the wastewater scheme in future. There would be no benefits 
to discharging this wastewater to the harbour with the wastewater from Akaroa and/or 

Duvauchelle. Given there is an existing and well-functioning land based disposal system, 

it would be extremely difficult to obtain a consent to discharge directly to the harbour. 

We do not support this option. 

15.7.3 Combining wastewater schemes in Akaroa Harbour with possible future schemes in 
Little River and Birdlings Flat would be extremely expensive. There would also be long 

retention times in the pipeline, which would create odour and septicity issues. 

 

Treatment plant 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 

No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

Divert stormwater from sewer and only 

treat sewer waste to reduce the amount 

that needs treating 

2 34149, 34113 

Make the treatment plant building 

attractive, so it fits into the environment 
1 33932 

Need to include an outflow buffer in the 
system, to ensure wastewater is tested 

before it leaves the treatment site 

1 34099 

The new treatment plant should be placed 

on suitable land 200 m around from the 

current site out of site 

1 34043 

Build the new treatment plant near the 

existing treatment plant with the outfall to 

save costs 

1 33840 

 

Project team comments: 

15.8.1 We agree that work should be undertaken to significantly reduce the amount of 
stormwater getting into the wastewater network and have government funding for this 

work. 

15.8.2 We have already bought the land and obtained resource consents for the treatment 

plant so is not a topic for this consultation. 

15.8.3 The treated wastewater will be tested regularly, and this will undoubtedly be required in 
the conditions of the resource consents for whichever option is chosen. It is 

unnecessary to hold the treated wastewater in an outflow buffer pond to achieve this. 
An outflow buffer pond would be an extra cost and would take up precious space on the 

flat land opposite the treatment plant that would be better used for raw wastewater 

peak flow storage and a wetland. We do not support this suggestion. 
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Transport of wastewater 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 

No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

Transport wastewater by trucks to 

Rolleston and treat it here instead of 

pumping over the hill 

1 34048 

Drive treated wastewater in trucks to 

Bromley to be treated 
1 33960 

 

Project team comments: 

15.9.1 As described in section 3.2 of the Beca options report, tankering wastewater to 
Christchurch was considered as a long list option in 2015. It would require 

approximately 20 tanker trips per day, with additional trips required during wet weather 

and the peak summer holiday season. It was discounted because it would be 
operationally very expensive and would have negative environmental effects and 

impacts on traffic to and from Akaroa. We do not support this option. 

15.9.2 We do not support the option of tankering wastewater to Rolleston, for the same 

reasons as we do not support tankering wastewater to Christchurch.  

 

Land based options 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 

No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

Put Takamātua on a reticulated system if 

the inner bays option is chosen 
1 34142 

If the inner bays option went ahead, it 
would be good to have options for a 

community garden, bee hives, orchard or 

food forest to encourage self sufficiency 

1 33729 

Need to have a plan for replacement land 

when trees need felling 
1 34099 

Generate power on the run back down the 

hill, to alleviate cost of pumping over the 

hill 

1 34083 

To protect the heritage site, keep storage 

ponds in lower terrace, create exclusion 

zones around heritage features, conserve 
above ground features and include 

promotion of the site to connect the history 

1 33963 
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Project team comments: 

15.10.1 We recognise that the irrigation options would be sited in areas without wastewater 

reticulation. While this could be added to the scope of the project, it would significantly 

increase the cost. We therefore do not recommend that this is added to the project. 

15.10.2 We agree that adding other aspects that would have community benefits and increase 
self-sufficiency such as a community garden, bee hives, orchard or food forest would be 

good additions to the Inner Bays irrigation scheme. We would be happy to incorporate 

these suggestions in the design with input from the community. 

15.10.3 Our intent with the irrigation schemes is to establish new areas of native bush. We do 

not propose to fell the trees, so we do not need a plan for replacement land. 

15.10.4 We agree that generating electricity on the run back down the hill to alleviate the cost 

of pumping over the hill would be a good idea. We could consider adding this to the 

Goughs Bay or Pompeys Pillar option if one of these options were chosen, subject to a 

business case assessment. 

15.10.5 We agree that the heritage site should be protected and conserved. 

 

Other suggestions 

Suggested amendments to options or new 

options 

No. of comments  Submitter ID # 

The newly established central government 

‘three waters steering group’ should be 

used to finance and implement a solution 

10 33783, 34045, 34139, 34114, 

34086, 34081, 33738, 34145, 

34083, 34095 

Charge for water use and waste removal so 

people take ownership of the resource 

2 34083, 33886 

 

Project team comments: 

15.11.1 We are very aware of the Government’s Three Waters Reform programme and the 
Three Waters Steering Group. The Council has signed a Memorandum of Understanding 

with the Government regarding Three Waters Reform and in return will receive a grant 
of $40.52 million. The Government’s objectives in this funding are to stimulate the 

economy post Covid-19 and to address the deficit in water and wastewater renewals 

and maintenance across the country. The Council approved the draft list of projects to 
be funded by this grant at its meeting on 25 August 2020, including $3.1 million for 

reducing inflow and infiltration in Akaroa’s wastewater network. The Akaroa 

wastewater scheme does not meet the criteria for the grant. 

15.11.2 We agree that charging for water supply and wastewater would increase people’s 

awareness of the resource, reduce demand and improve sustainability. We are planning 

to consult on this for the whole Christchurch district in the next Long Term Plan. 
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16. Details / Te Whakamahuki 

Decision Making Authority / Te Mana Whakatau 

The Hearing Panel is to present its recommendations to the Council. 

The Council will then pass resolutions to support the recommendations or direct the Hearing 

Panel to review its recommendation. 

Legal Implications / Ngā Hīraunga ā-Ture 

The Hearings Panel is making its recommendations (and ultimately the Council is making its 

decisions) under the requirements of sections 76-81 of the Local Government Act 2002.  As 
identified at the start of this report, this matter involves a significant decision.  That means 

appropriate observation of the decision-making requirements is required. 

The previous work, reports and this consultation process demonstrate Council is meeting 

those requirements. 

Once the Council’s decision is made the Resource Management Act 1991 processes will follow, 

which will include further consideration of environmental effects of the chosen option. 

Risks / Ngā Tūraru 

Please refer to section 13 of the Beca options report and our comments on the risks raised in 

the submissions.  

Next Steps / Ngā Mahinga ā-muri 

At the conclusion of the hearings process the Hearings Panel will report to Council with 

recommendations on: 

16.7.1 Which of the four options for Akaroa’s treated wastewater best meets the requirements 

of the Local Government Act. 

16.7.2 Whether or not non-potable reuse of treated wastewater should be included in the 

scheme for use in public park irrigation and in public amenities. 

16.7.3 Whether or not Council staff should explore the feasibility of a purple pipe scheme for 
Akaroa, so that residential property owners could use the water for garden watering and 

other non-drinking purposes. 

The Hearings Panel may recommend additional actions to enhance the scheme and 

community outcomes or to reduce impacts on effected parties. 

The Hearings Panel will issue their recommendations to the Council in the form of their report. 

Councillors will consider the recommendations and pass resolutions to support those 

recommendations or to direct the Hearings Panel to reconsider specific aspect(s) of their 

findings. 

Once an option is chosen by the Council, staff will then get underway with implementing the 

option. This will include assessments of environmental effects, resource consent applications, 

design, tendering and construction. 

On the basis of the Council resolutions, staff will include revised project costs in the draft Long 

Term Plan 2021 - 2031. 
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Attachments / Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Proposed Council Officer recommendations 52 

B ⇩  Akaroa treated wastewater options booklet 54 

C ⇩  A field trial to determine the effect of land application of treated municipal 
wastewater onto selected NZ-native plants on Banks Peninsula (Alexandra Meister 

and Brett Robinson, September 2020) 

78 

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance / Te Whakatūturutanga ā-Ture 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 

(a) This report contains: 
(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms 

of their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons 
bearing in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 
 
 

Signatories / Ngā Kaiwaitohu 

Authors Kylie Hills - Senior Project Manager 

Bridget O'Brien - Programme Manager 

Mike Bourke - Senior Technician Water and Waste Planning 

Tara King - Senior Engagement Advisor 

Judith Cheyne - Associate General Counsel 

Approved By Carolyn Gallagher - Programme Director Strategic Support 
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5. Volumes of Submissions 
Reference / Te Tohutoro: 20/1118316 

Report of / Te Pou 

Matua: 

Samantha Kelly, Team Leader Hearings and Committee Support, 

samantha.kelly@ccc.govt.nz 

General Manager / 

Pouwhakarae: 

Mary Richardson, General Manager Citizens and Community, 

mary.richardson@ccc.govt.nz 
  

 

1. Purpose / Te Pūtake Pūrongo   

The purpose of this report is to collate, for the consideration of the Hearings Panel, the 
submissions received in response to the consultation on the Akaroa Treated Wastewater 

Options. 

The volumes of submissions are as follows: 

1.2.1 Attachment A - Volume 1 heard – Submitters who have asked to be heard in person by 

the Hearings Panel. 

1.2.2 Attachment B – Volume 2 not heard submissions – Submitters who did not indicate that 

they wished to be heard by the Hearings Panel. This also includes any late submissions 

received on the Proposal. 

1.2.3 Attachment C – Schedule of submitters who have asked to be heard in person by the 

Hearings Panel (to be circulated separately). 

Note, that the Local Government Act 2002 requires, as one of the principles of consultation, 

that “the views presented to the local authority should be received by the local authority with 

an open mind and should be given by the local authority, in making a decision, due 

consideration” (section 82(1)(e)). 

 

2. Officer Recommendations / Ngā Tūtohu 

That the Hearings Panel: 

1. Accepts the written submissions, including any late submissions, received on the Akaroa 

Treated Wastewater Options consultation. 

 

Attachments / Ngā Tāpirihanga 

No. Title Page 

A ⇨  Volume 1 Heard Submissions (Under Separate Cover)  

B ⇨  Volume 2 Not Heard Submissions (Under Separate Cover)  

C   Schedule of Submitters (to be circulated separately)  

  

  

../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=BLHP_20201012_ATT_4982_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=3
../../../RedirectToInvalidFileName.aspx?FileName=BLHP_20201012_ATT_4982_EXCLUDED.PDF#PAGE=341
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6. Hearing of Submissions / Ngā Tāpaetanga  
 

Submitters who indicated that they wished to be heard in person will present to the Hearings Panel. A 

schedule of presenters will be separately circulated. 

The dates of the hearings are as follows: 

 Monday 12 October 2020, 9am, The Gaiety Hall, Rue Jolie, Akaroa 

 Tuesday 13 October, 12.30pm, The Gaiety Hall, Rue Jolie, Akaroa  

 Friday 16 October, 2pm, Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch 

 Wednesday 28 October, 2pm, Civic Offices, 53 Hereford Street, Christchurch (for considerations 

and deliberations) 

 

7. Hearings Panel Consideration and Deliberation / Te 

Whaiwhakaarotanga  
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