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16 Resolution to Include Supplementary Reports 

1. Background 
1.1 Approval is sought to submit the following report to the Council meeting on 25 January 2018: 

 17. Below Ground Well Heads and Drinking Water Supply Status Update  

1.2 The reason, in terms of section 46A(7) of the Local Government Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987, why the report was not included on the main agenda is that it was not 
available at the time the agenda was prepared. 

1.3 It is appropriate that the Council receive the report at the current meeting. 

2. Recommendation 

2.1 That the report be received and considered at the Council meeting on 25 January 2018. 

17. Below Ground Well Heads and Drinking Water Supply Status Update  
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17. Below Ground Well Heads and Drinking Water Supply Status Update 
Reference: 18/43326 

Contact: Bridget O’Brien bridget.obrien@ccc.govt.nz 941 8999 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to update the Council on the status of Christchurch City’s water 
supply; to provide advice on the measures required to reinstate secure water supply status; and 
to seek a decision from the Council whether to temporarily chlorinate the water supply in the 
meantime. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is being provided to fulfil the Council Recess Committee Resolution 
CNRC/2018/00001: 

Receive the reports and request staff to prepare a new report for consideration at the next 
Council meeting, including: 

a. Advice on how the Council engages the community on these issues. 

b. Expediting the programme of improving the security of below ground well heads. 

c. The installation of temporary chlorination measures. 

d. Urgently investigating how to reinstate full secure status on a water supply zone by zone 
basis, in consultation with the Drinking Water Assessor. 

2. Significance  

2.1 The decisions in this report are of high significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.2 The level of significance was determined following an assessment of the criteria in the 
Significance and Engagement Policy, in particular the level of community interest already 
apparent for the issue, proposal or decision and/or the potential to generate community 
interest. The community engagement outlined in this report reflects the assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations   

That the Council: 

1. Receive the information in the Below Ground Well Heads and Drinking Water Supply Status 
Update report. 

2. Approve and accelerate the programme of improving the security of below ground well heads 
at a cost of $840,000 made up of $630,000 capital expenditure and $210,000 operating 
expenditure.  

3. Approve the installation of temporary chlorination at all 56 pump station sites within the 
Christchurch City Water and Brooklands/Kainga water supplies at a capital cost of $600,000 
and an operating cost of $20,000 per month, until the Drinking Water Assessor and Medical 
Officer of Health agree that temporary chlorination can cease. 

4. Note that staff will report back to the Infrastructure Transport and Environment (ITE) 
Committee: 
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i. as soon as possible with an update on the cost of undertaking further improvements to 
all below ground well heads recommended by Beca to comply with the latest round of 
well head security assessments. 

ii. monthly on progress with implementing the well head improvement works.  

iii. with the draft Water Safety Plan for approval when completed. 

5. Inform the community about the status of Christchurch’s water supply and any decision on 
temporary chlorination. Coordinate with the Medical Officer of Health to ensure the 
community is suitably informed regarding the implications of any decision. 

6. Note that the capital budget required can be found from savings elsewhere in the Three 
Waters & Waste Unit’s capital programme and that Council staff will work to prioritise 
expenditure in order to seek to offset the additional unbudgeted operating costs required to 
implement the recommendations. 

 

4. Key Points 

4.1 In accordance with the Drinking-water Standards for New Zealand (DWSNZ), the security of all 
water supply wells needs to be assessed by an expert in well head security assessments every 
five years. To comply with this, the Council has a rolling programme that assesses the security of 
approximately 20 percent of its wells each year. Previous assessments had found our wells to be 
secure. 

4.2 Following the release of the Stage 1 Havelock North Drinking Water Inquiry in May 2017, Council 
staff asked its maintenance contractor, Citycare, to investigate the quality of below ground 
wellheads, as these were identified as a potential source of contamination by the Inquiry.  

4.3 Citycare’s investigation found that the well heads needed repairs and improvements to prevent 
contaminants entering them. In August 2017, Council staff instructed Citycare to proceed with 
the well head repair and improvement programme. 

4.4 The latest round of well head security assessment reports, received in December 2017, found 
that those wells did not meet the security requirements of the DWSNZ. 

4.5 As a result of the Havelock North Inquiry, the Director-General of Health issued a statement on 
20 December 2017 to all drinking water suppliers and drinking water assessors that they must 
contribute to the protection of water supplies, should consider appropriate treatment without 
delay, and should reconsider their reliance on secure bore status. 

4.6 On 22 December 2017, the Drinking Water Assessor advised the Council that the security status 
for the Christchurch and Brooklands/Kainga water supplies had been changed from provisionally 
secure to unsecure.  

4.7 Staff have now assessed the Council’s position and recommend accelerating the well head repair 
and improvement programme (which was started in August 2017) and also temporarily 
chlorinating the water supply to reduce the risks to the supply. Temporary chlorination would 
cease as soon as possible, when agreed by the Drinking Water Assessor and the Canterbury 
Medical Officer of Health. 

4.8 It is important to note that the quality of our groundwater has not changed. While the likelihood 
of contamination is low, the consequences if there was contamination could be extreme. 

4.9 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2015 - 2025): 

4.9.1 Activity: Water Supply (combining water conservation) 

 Level of Service: 12.0.2 Ensure potable water is supplied in accordance with the 
Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand (microbiology)  

file:///C:/Users/fosterme/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/Strategic%20Plan%20-%20Groups%20of%20Activities.xls
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4.10 The following feasible options have been considered:  

 Option 1 - Accelerate measures to reinstate secure water supply status and 
temporarily chlorinate the water supply in the meantime (preferred) 

 Option 2 – Accelerate measures to reinstate secure water supply status and do not 
temporarily chlorinate 

4.11 Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages (Preferred Option) 

3.1.1. The advantages of this option include: 

 Improves the safety of the water supply as soon as possible, to protect the public 
from waterborne illness 

 Complies with the requirements of the Health Act 1956 to take all practicable steps 
to comply with drinking water standards. 

3.1.2. The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Additional maintenance expenditure above current budget 

 Some people may object to the taste of chlorine in the water supply 

 Possibly seen by Health Authorities as not fully addressing all the risks. 

 

5. Context/Background 

5.1 Christchurch City Council owns and operates a large number of wells (also known as bores) 
across the city for the primary purpose of providing water to the city’s residents. The Council is 
in a fortunate position that there is a high quality water source within the aquifers beneath the 
city, which provide a nearly pristine supply that has generally not required any further 
treatment. Very few cities in the world benefit from such a high quality water source. 

5.2 Since the Canterbury earthquakes of 2010/11, Christchurch’s water supply has had a 
‘provisionally secure’ status. This has meant that the water supply complied with the DWSNZ 
without the need for treatment. 

5.3 Under the DWSNZ, bore water security is demonstrated by meeting three criteria: 

1. The aquifer from which bore water is abstracted must not be directly affected by 
surface or climatic influences (can be demonstrated by a verified hydrogeological 
model)  

2. Bore head must provide satisfactory protection (as judged by a person recognised as 
an expert in the field) 

3. E. coli must be absent from bore water. 

5.4 In accordance with the DWSNZ, the security of all water supply wells needs to be assessed by an 
expert in well head security assessments every five years. To comply with this, the Council has a 
rolling programme to assess the security of approximately 20 percent of its wells each year. 
Previous assessments had found our wells to be secure. 

5.5 The Council reports on its Water Safety Plan in July each year (for the previous financial year) to 
the Drinking Water Assessor to demonstrate compliance with the three criteria set out in 5.3 
above. The Drinking Water Assessor then issues a compliance report to the Council. Any non-
compliance during the year is reported immediately to the Drinking Water Assessor. The 
Council’s Water Safety Plan is reviewed every five years. The most recent five-yearly review is 
underway. The Plan will be provided to the Infrastructure Transport and Environment (ITE) 
committee once it has been finalised.  



Council 
25 January 2018  

 

Item No.:  17 Page 8 

 It
e

m
 1

7
 

5.6 There is a heightened awareness of water safety issues, assessment, and acceptability of risk as 
a result of the Havelock North water supply contamination event of August 2016. 

Timeline 

5.7 The Havelock North Drinking Water Inquiry Stage 1 report was released on 10 May 2017 and 
described the likely causes of the contamination event as well as other failings that could have 
caused the contamination. These failings included the poor condition of the below ground well 
heads, the potential for flood waters to have entered the well head, and the potential for 
contamination via poorly sealed cables that penetrated the well heads. 

5.8 In light of the Stage 1 Inquiry report, and rather than waiting for the final Stage 2 inquiry report, 
staff proactively took steps to implement measures to improve the safety of Christchurch’s 
water supply, including improving the security of Christchurch’s well heads. In early June 2017, 
Citycare were instructed to assess, review and recommend repairs to all of the Council’s below 
ground well heads. At a meeting with Citycare Water staff on 26 June 2017, it was agreed that 
they should continue this work with urgency. The Drinking Water Assessor was notified of this 
work and made a site visit on 3 October 2017. 

5.9 On 21 August 2017 Citycare Water issued its report, Christchurch City Council Below Ground 
Water Well Head Repair Recommendations (see Attachment A), which summarised the typical 
defects that had been found through the investigations, and recommended a repair strategy 
with an estimated cost of $840,000. It was expected that about half of the cost would be 
improvements (capital expenditure) and half would be maintenance (operational expenditure). 
Due to the urgency of the required work, approval was given for Citycare to proceed with the 
repairs.  

5.10 On 22 August 2017, the annual compliance report was received from the Drinking Water 
Assessor confirming that the Christchurch water supply was compliant with the DWSNZ and 
commending the Council on having full bacterial compliance for all distribution zones. 

5.11 The Three Waters & Waste Unit’s 11 October 2017 report to the ITE Committee included the 
compliance report from the Drinking Water Assessor. It also included a brief summary of the 
work being undertaken to improve well heads as a result of the City Care report, and a comment 
in the financial section that an additional $200,000 was being spent on essential maintenance 
and improvements to well heads.  

5.12 The Stage 2 report from the Havelock North Drinking Water Inquiry was released on 6 December 
2017. It was highly critical of the Ministry of Health particularly in the area of enforcement of 
the DWSNZ. There has not, as yet, been any Government response to the Stage 2 report. 

5.13 A relevant recommendation from the Inquiry’s Stage 2 report was that “[321] The Ministry, via 
the [Drinking Water Assessors] and Medical Officers of Health, should take urgent steps to 
administer and enforce the existing regulatory regime, having regard to the findings and 
recommendations in this Stage 2 Report.” 

5.14 On 20 December 2017, the Director-General of Health issued a statement under section 69ZZZC 
of the Health Act 1956 to bring the responsibilities under the Act and the DWSNZ to the 
attention of drinking water suppliers (Attachment B). While this was not a directive to drinking 
water suppliers, the advice needs to be considered with urgency. The advice from the Director-
General was: 

1. Protection of drinking-water sources is of paramount importance and a founding 
principle of drinking-water safety; 

2. Every drinking-water supplier must contribute to the protection of drinking-water 
sources; 

3. The risk to the public is increased if drinking-water is untreated; 
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4. To provide adequate protection to public health, suppliers providing drinking-water to 
untreated networked supplies should consider implementing appropriate and effective 
treatment without delay; and  

5. They should reconsider their reliance on secure bore water status as a means of 
providing safe drinking-water. 

5.15 The latest round of well head security assessments was conducted in November 2017 by Beca 
Ltd. A total of 25 wells at nine pump stations were assessed (which accounted for all but one 
which could not be accessed for safety reasons). The findings of these assessments, contained in 
the draft reports, found that none of the below ground well heads inspected met the security 
criteria. Draft reports on each of the pump stations were provided to Council staff by Beca on 14 
December 2017, which described the issues with each of the wells. The reports also 
recommended immediate actions to comply with the security criteria, as well as actions that 
should be undertaken within 12 months and in the longer term. 

5.16 The findings of these assessments were discussed at meetings attended by the Drinking Water 
Assessor, the Canterbury Medical Officer of Health, the authors of the Beca report and Council 
technical staff on 14 and 19 December 2017. 

5.17 After receiving the Director-General of Health’s Statement on 20 December 2017, senior Council 
staff met with the Drinking Water Assessor and the Canterbury Medical Officer of Health on 22 
December to discuss its implications. At this meeting the Drinking Water Assessor indicated that 
in light of the draft reports on the latest round of well head security assessments, the security 
status for the Christchurch and Brooklands/Kainga water supplies would be changed from 
‘provisionally secure’ to ‘unsecure’. The letter confirming the change was received by staff later 
that afternoon (Attachment C), and stated that this meant the Council no longer complies with 
the DWSNZ. The change of status also means that the Council may not meet its levels of service 
for water supply set out in its own Water Supply Activity Management Plan.  

5.18 It is important to note that the quality of Christchurch’s groundwater has not changed. Instead, 
since the Havelock North incident, there is clearly a different appreciation of the risks (both 
likelihood and consequences) of contaminated water supplies. This is manifest in the regulators 
bringing a sharper focus to compliance with the DWSNZ and consultants being much more 
diligent before “signing off” secure bores. 

5.19 With the loss of secure status for Christchurch’s water supply, the Council needs to decide how 
best to proceed.   

5.20 Staff also note at the ITE Committee meeting on 13 December 2017, the following resolution 
was made: 

Oppose any government directive to compulsorily chlorinate the urban areas of 
Christchurch City secured water supply and write to the appropriate government minister 
to inform them of this position, advocating for exemption if required. 

This resolution is currently lying on the table. 

Additional documents 

5.21 A timeline of events since the Havelock North drinking water contamination in August 2016 is 
shown in Attachment D. 

5.22 A map of the city’s water supply zones and pump stations, showing which ones have below 
ground wells, is included as Attachment E. 

Protection of drinking water sources 

5.23 Following the release of the Stage 1 report of the Havelock North Inquiry in May 2017, staff did 
investigate the critical control points in our water supply network. This found that there were 
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some improvements that should be made to below ground well heads that could be susceptible 
to surface water contamination under adverse conditions.  

5.24 Council staff instructed Citycare to repair and improve all below ground well heads in August 
2017. This work is due to be completed by December 2018, however it is possible that it could 
be accelerated. However, completion is unlikely to be any earlier than October 2018 because o 
the need for specialist sub-contractors to carry out water-proofing work. 

5.25 The repairs to below ground well heads has been prioritised so that those at highest risk of 
contamination are repaired first. The report Below Ground Wellheads Benchmark (Citycare 
Water, December 2017) (Attachment F) describes the repair work done at Main Pump Station 
Well 2 and sets the benchmark for repairs to be done to the remaining wells. 

5.26 This approach is being reviewed in light of Beca’s well head security assessments, which 
recommend improvements in addition to those already being undertaken by Citycare. The need 
for these improvements will be discussed and agreed with the Drinking Water Assessor, and the 
improvements and repairs being undertaken by Citycare will be amended accordingly. As such, 
the additional cost of this work is not yet known. 

5.27 It should be noted that Citycare is improving all Council’s below ground well heads, not just 
those in the latest round of well head security assessments. 

Measures recommended to reinstate secure water supply status 
5.28 Under the DWSNZ, bore water security is demonstrated by meeting three criteria: 

1. The aquifer from which bore water is abstracted must not be directly affected 
by surface or climatic influences (can be demonstrated by a verified 
hydrogeological model)  

2. Bore head must provide satisfactory protection (as judged by a person 
recognised as an expert in the field) 

3. E. coli must be absent from bore water 

5.29 A verified groundwater model was used to demonstrate compliance with Criterion 1 in 2012, 
but this needs to be updated every five years. It was agreed with the Drinking Water Assessor 
last year that this would be delayed until the well deepening programme in the North West zone 
was completed. However, this is not expected to be completed until June 2019 due to delays 
securing land for new wells for the Wrights water supply pump station.  

5.30 It would be possible to update the groundwater model sooner based on the current wells, and 
to repeat this once the well deepening programme in the North West zone is complete. 
However, the additional cost of this is not yet known. 

5.31 The consultants from Beca who undertook the well head security assessments late last year 
have confirmed that once the first priority recommendations in their report have been 
completed and a follow up inspection has been undertaken, they will confirm that those wells 
are secure (Criterion 2). A review is being done to make sure that the work being done by 
Citycare to repair and improve all below ground well heads will meet the well head security 
criteria. 

5.32 The Council continues to be compliant with Criterion 3. 

5.33 Councillors should note that one of the recommendations of the Havelock North Drinking Water 
Inquiry is that the secure groundwater classification should be abolished from the DWSNZ. The 
government has not yet made any decisions on this recommendation. 
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Reinstating secure status on a water supply zone by zone basis 

5.34 The Drinking Water Assessor has advised that it would be possible to reinstate secure status on 
a water supply zone by zone basis. This would involve undertaking repairs and improvements to 
all below ground wells in a water supply zone (to meet Criterion 2) and using a verified 
groundwater model (to meet Criterion 1).  

5.35 Further work would be required to confirm the practicality of reinstating secure status on a 
water supply zone by zone basis. 

Measures recommended while water supply is unsecure 
5.36 As the Council can no longer demonstrate compliance with Criterion 2 of the DWSNZ, it is 

recommended that the Council implements temporary chlorination without delay. Temporary 
chlorination would cease as soon as possible and when agreed by the Drinking Water Assessor 
and Medical Officer of Health. 

5.37 A temporary chlorination site at each of the 56 water supply pump stations would be required, 
comprising a sodium hypochlorite tank and dosing pump. This is a quick solution to reduce the 
public health risk, but would not comply with the DWSNZ requirements (due to a lack of control 
and monitoring). It would take the same approach as was used after the earthquakes, when the 
city’s water supply was chlorinated temporarily. The rough order capital cost estimate for this is 
$600,000, with an annual operating cost of $250,000 for chemical supply and maintenance.  

5.38 The capital budget could be found within the existing water supply capital budget from savings 
on other projects. The additional operating costs required to implement the recommendations 
is unbudgeted. Council staff will work to prioritise expenditure in order to seek to offset the 
additional operating costs. 

5.39 It is also recommended that the Council undertakes a comprehensive mains cleaning 
programme using either air scouring or flushing to remove biota that may have accumulated in 
the mains. The impact of not carrying out a cleaning programme presents the risk of chlorine 
reacting with the biota on the pipe walls, resulting in the production of undesirable chlorine by-
products that produce unwanted taste and odours.  

5.40 If temporary chlorination is not implemented, there is a risk that the Council would not comply 
with the requirement of Part 2A of the Health Act 1956 to take all practicable steps to comply 
with drinking water standards.  

5.41 As the water supply is now unsecure, under the DWSNZ the Council is required to increase the 
frequency of E. coli monitoring from typically monthly to daily for Christchurch water supply 
zones and twice weekly or weekly for water supply zones with smaller populations (such as 
Lyttelton Harbour). While the monitoring frequency was already greater than the minimum 
required by DWSNZ, an even greater frequency of monitoring is required. As agreed with the 
Drinking Water Assessor, this will be implemented from 1 February 2018. The additional 
monitoring cost is $60,000 per year.   

Financial Implications 

5.42 The capital budget can be found from savings elsewhere in the Three Waters & Waste Unit’s 
capital programme.   

5.43 The additional operating costs required to implement the recommendations is unbudgeted. 
Council staff will work to prioritise expenditure in order to seek to offset the additional 
operating costs. 

Communication/Engagement with the Community 

5.44 It is recognised that all matters relating to drinking water are of high interest to the community. 
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5.45 While this is an issue of high significance, if the Council considers it should make a decision 
urgently to address potential health and safety issues, then it can do so, considering what it 
knows about community views without consultation. It can then engage with (or inform) the 
community after a decision is made.  

5.46 In addition, there are significant challenges in seeking community views on a temporary solution 
to a health and safety issue, where compliance is a deciding factor. There is considerable 
reputational risk in raising community expectations around how much of a say people can have 
on a compliance matter. 

5.47 Our recommended approach would therefore be to engage at the 'inform' level, ensuring that 
residents have access to comprehensive, easy to understand information about the situation 
and how the Council is responding to it. 

5.48 A communication/engagement plan has been developed to explain the Council’s situation and 
what we are doing about it. It is important to be upfront about the situation, any decisions that 
may need to be made, and the implications.  We have been working closely with the Canterbury 
Medical Officer of Health to communicate the situation and will ensure that information is 
clearly explained and easily accessible.  

5.49 Staff and elected members will be informed about any decisions before any public statement is 
made. 

5.50 Comprehensive information will be communicated through Newsline, on the Council website, 
social media, via a direct email to key stakeholders, briefings to media and newsletters 
(community board and other). 

5.51 Staff have developed a list of frequently asked questions on a fact sheet to be published – for 
distribution in print and electronically. We have also prepared a video with Council staff and the 
Medical Officer of Health, which has been published on the Council’s website and also social 
media platforms. 

5.52 There will be specific communications with water supply users significantly affected by 
chlorination (e.g. dialysis patients, tropical fish owners, food manufacturing businesses). 

6. Option 1 – Accelerate measures to reinstate secure water supply status and 
temporarily chlorinate the water supply in the meantime (preferred) 

Option Description 

6.1 Undertake measures to reinstate secure status for the Christchurch and Brooklands/Kainga 
water supplies. This involves undertaking repairs and improvements to all below ground well 
heads so that they are secure and creating a verified groundwater model. Temporarily 
chlorinate the Christchurch and Brooklands/Kainga water supplies until agreement to cease 
chlorinating has been reached with the Drinking Water Assessor and Medical Officer of Health. 
Undertake increased monitoring of the water supply until secure status is reinstated. Inform the 
public of the decision and the reasons for it. 

Significance 

6.2 The level of significance of this option is high, consistent with section 2 of this report. 

6.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance vary depending on the circumstances, 
but the recommendation in this situation is to inform the public. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

6.4 This option does involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water or 
other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does specifically impact Ngāi Tahu, 
their culture and traditions. 
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Community Views and Preferences 

6.5 All residents and most business in Christchurch and Lyttelton Harbour are specifically affected 
by this option as they consume drinking water from Christchurch.  It can be expected some parts 
of the community will not be happy with a decision to temporarily chlorinate, but other parts of 
the community and the health sector will be satisfied that such a decision is necessary given that 
secure status has been withdrawn. It is also a decision that can be reversed. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

6.6 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. 

Financial Implications  

6.7 Cost of Implementation - $1,230,000 made up of $630,000 to improve well heads in accordance 
with Citycare’s recommendations and $600,000 to install temporary chlorination. Additional 
budget may be required for further improvements to well heads recommended in the latest well 
head security assessments. However, the additional cost of this is yet to be determined.  

6.8 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs - $520,000 made up of $210,000 for well head maintenance, 
$250,000 for temporary chlorination and $60,000 for increased water quality monitoring. 

6.9 Funding source – capital budget can be found from savings elsewhere in the Three Waters & 
Waste Unit’s capital programme. The additional operating costs required to implement the 
recommendations is unbudgeted. Council staff will work to prioritise expenditure in order to 
seek to offset the additional operating costs. 

Legal Implications  

6.10 There is a legal context, issue or implication relevant to this decision 

6.11 This report has been reviewed and approved by the Legal Services Unit 

6.12 The legal consideration is included as Attachment G. 

Risks and Mitigations   

6.13 There is a risk of community opposition to temporary chlorination, related primarily to the taste 
of chlorine in the water. Some water supply users require an unchlorinated supply (e.g. for 
dialysis).  

6.13.1 Residual risk rating: The residual rating of the risk after the below treatment is 
implemented will be high. 

6.13.2 Planned treatment includes informing the public of the need for temporary chlorination. 
Special attention will be paid to users who require an unchlorinated supply. 

Implementation 

6.14 Implementation dependencies  - none 

6.15 Implementation timeframe - the improvements to well heads is underway and is expected to be 
complete by December 2018 but could be accelerated to be completed by October 2018. The 
time to build a verified groundwater model is yet to be confirmed, but is expected to take 
several months. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

6.16 The advantages of this option include: 

 Improving the safety of the water supply as soon as possible, to protect the public from 
waterborne illness 

 Complying with the requirements of the Health Act to 1956 to take all practicable steps to 
comply with drinking water standards. 
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6.17 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Additional maintenance expenditure above current budget 

 Some people may be negatively affected by chlorine (e.g. dialysis patients, tropical fish 
owners, food manufacturing businesses) and would need to dechlorinate. 

 Some people may object to the taste of chlorine in the water supply. 

7. Option 2 - Accelerate measures to reinstate secure water supply status and do 
not temporarily chlorinate 

Option Description 

7.1 Undertake measures to reinstate secure status for the Christchurch and Brooklands/Kainga 
water supplies. This involves undertaking repairs and improvements to all below ground well 
heads so that they are secure and creating a verified groundwater model. Until secure status is 
reinstated, undertake increased monitoring of the water supply. Inform the public of the 
decision and the reasons for it. 

Significance 

7.2 The level of significance of this option is high consistent with section 2 of this report. 

7.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance vary depending on the circumstances, 
but the recommendation in this situation is to inform the public. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

7.4 This option does involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water or 
other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does specifically impact Ngāi Tahu, 
their culture and traditions. 

Community Views and Preferences 

7.5 All residents and most business in Christchurch and Lyttelton Harbour are specifically affected 
by this option as they consume drinking water from Christchurch.  It can be expected some parts 
of the community will be happy with a decision not to temporarily chlorinate, but other parts of 
the community and the health sector will be unhappy with such a decision due to safety 
concerns. It is likely that most people would be happy with the decision to improve well head 
security. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

7.6 This option is inconsistent with Council’s Plans and Policies 

7.6.1 Inconsistency - does not comply with the Water Supply Activity Management Plan level of 
service “Ensure potable water is supplied in accordance with the Drinking Water 
Standards for New Zealand”. 

7.6.2 Reason for inconsistency - Christchurch’s water supply is no longer secure and does not 
comply with the DWSNZ, as advised by the Drinking Water Assessor. 

7.6.3 Amendment necessary - change in the performance target for the Ministry of Health risk 
grading for urban water supplies from Ba to Da.  

Financial Implications  

7.7 Cost of Implementation - $630,000 to improve well heads in accordance with Citycare 
recommendations. Additional budget may be required for further improvements to well heads 
recommended in the latest well head security assessments by Beca; the additional cost of this is 
yet to be determined.  



Council 
25 January 2018  

 

Item No.:  17 Page 15 

 It
e

m
 1

7
 

7.8 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs - $520,000 made up of $210,000 for well head maintenance, 
$250,000 for temporary chlorination and $60,000 for increased water quality monitoring. 

7.9 Funding source – capital budget can be found from savings elsewhere in the 3 Waters capital 
programme. The additional operating costs required to implement the recommendations is 
unbudgeted. Council staff will work to prioritise expenditure in order to seek to offset the 
additional operating costs. 

Legal Implications  

7.10 There is a legal context, issue or implication relevant to this decision 

7.11 This report has been reviewed and approved by the Legal Services Unit 

7.12 The legal consideration is included as Attachment G. 

Risks and Mitigations  

7.13 There is a risk of contamination of Christchurch’s water supply caused by contaminated water 
entering unsecure wellheads or the water supply network.  This may result in an outbreak of 
waterborne disease in Christchurch. 

7.13.1 Residual risk rating: The residual rating of the risk will be high. 

Implementation 

7.14 Implementation dependencies  - not applicable 

7.15 Implementation timeframe - the improvements to wellheads is underway and is expected to be 
completed by December 2018 but could be accelerated to be completed by October 2018. The 
time to build a verified groundwater model is yet to be confirmed but is expected to be several 
months. 

 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

7.16 The advantages of this option include: 

 Some further cost to Council (unless there is a disease outbreak in which case the cost could 
be significant). 

7.17 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Risk of an outbreak of waterborne disease in Christchurch, which could have significant 
effects on the health and wellbeing of residents and visitors, on the ability of businesses to 
continue to function effectively, and on the economy of Christchurch. There would also be a 
significant cost to Council. 

 May not comply with the requirements of the Health Act 1956 to take all practicable steps to 
comply with drinking water standards. 

 The Canterbury Medical Officer of Health is likely to issue a compliance order under the 
Health Act 1956 requiring the Council to temporarily chlorinate if the Council decides not to 
implement temporary chlorination. 

 

kilbrided
Highlight

kilbrided
Sticky Note
Correction: 7.8 should read, "$270,000 made up of $210,000 for well head maintenance and $60,000 for increased water quality monitoring. Correction advised at Council meeting 25 January 2018.
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REASON 

WHEN 
REPORTS 
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RELEASED 

17 

Attachment 
G 

LEGAL 
CONSIDERATIONS 
(Under separate cover) 

S7(2)(g) 

The 
withholding of 
the 
information is 
necessary to 
maintain legal 
professional 
privilege 

Legal advice in 
relation to relevant 
issues affecting 
consideration of 
the report under 
the Local 
Government Act 
2002 and the 
Health Act 1956. 

Legal advice 
is not to be 
released. 

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

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. 
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