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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Christopher Michael Edward Gregory.  I hold the position of 

Asset and Networks Unit Manager at the Christchurch City Council 

(Council).  I have been in this position since October 2014.   

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Science (Hons) qualification in Civil Engineering from 

the City University, London.  I am a member of the Institute of Professional 

Engineers New Zealand and a Chartered Professional Engineer (CPEng).  

I am also a member of the Institute of Civil Engineers, and a Chartered 

Engineer (CEng) in the United Kingdom.   

 

1.3 I have approximately 29 years professional experience since becoming a 

member of the Institute of Civil Engineers.  Prior to my current role, I was 

employed by the Council as the Infrastructure Assets Manager for 18 

months.  Preceding my time at the Council I was employed by GHD Ltd in 

various senior engineering management roles for seven years.  Prior to 

that I provided engineering management services to Queenstown Lakes 

District Council as Branch Manager of MWH Ltd and then as Managing 

Director of Imtech Ltd for a total of 11 years.  Before this I was the 

Operations Manager for Far North District Council responsible for its 

roading, solid waste and stormwater activities.  These roles have provided 

me with over 26 years of senior management experience in managing 

horizontal infrastructure for local authorities in New Zealand. 

 

1.4 I have been involved in the hearings for the Residential Chapter and 

Commercial and Industrial Chapters of the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  In particular, I prepared evidence in 

chief for the Commercial and Industrial Chapters (dated 13 April 2015) and 

gave evidence at the hearing on 11 May 2015. I also provided rebuttal 

evidence (dated 25 March 2015) for the Residential Chapter and gave 

evidence at the hearing on 2 April 2015.  

 

1.5 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it.  I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 
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and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

1.6 I have referred to the Christchurch City Council Infrastructure Strategy, 

March 2015 and the Local Government Act 2002 while preparing this brief 

of evidence. 

 

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

2.1 This is the third statement of evidence I have provided to the Hearings 

Panel.   I have not repeated the evidence that I have previously presented 

to the Hearings Panel but have cross referenced to it where relevant.  This 

statement builds on the evidence I have previously presented and 

response to particular issues which relate to the Subdivision Proposal in 

particular. I have been asked by the Council to provide evidence on the 

following issues: 

 

(a) the current state of the Council's infrastructure; 

(b) the way in which the Council provides and funds infrastructure 

relating to the growth of subdivision areas; and 

(c) the way in which having greater certainty regarding the location, 

timing and form of future growth minimises the infrastructure costs 

on the Council and the community. 

 

2.2 Although my evidence is provided in the context of the Subdivision, 

Development and Earthworks Chapter, it is provided at a high-level, to 

enable a better understanding into the Council's obligations under the 

Local Government Act 2002 and how it plans for, provides and funds 

infrastructure to accommodate growth and development. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

3.1 The rebuild programme through SCIRT is around 70% complete and is due 

to be finalised in December 2016. However, this programme will not repair 

all damage to infrastructure due to a funding cap. The Council has a 

programme to restore its infrastructure to pre-earthquake performance 
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capability but this will take 20 – 30 years to be affordable when balanced 

with day to day needs. 

 

3.2 The Council has prepared a draft Long Term Plan (LTP) that has been 

prioritised by types of expenditure and which has balanced operational 

costs against the need to renew existing infrastructure, growth needs, 

increased levels of service and new services. This draft LTP has had to be 

derived in an environment of prudent debt management and rating 

affordability.  

 

3.3 Around 25% (393M) of the day to day capital programme over the coming 

10 years is set aside for growth projects to service development. This 

provides for the expected growth of 23,000 new households. It would be 

inequitable and unnecessary to upgrade infrastructure to the capacity 

needed to service full uptake of all District Plan zoning. 

 

3.4 The Council needs to be agile and retain flexibility in the application of 

funds to growth projects. There is flexibility through the Annual Plan and 

LTP process to apply the funds set aside to the areas of need but this is 

limited by the overall funding provision. Further flexibility can be provided 

through the activity status in the pRDP. 

 

3.5 A restricted discretionary activity status would afford the Council with the 

ability to assess each subdivision proposal on a case by case basis and 

with detailed knowledge of the applicants plans. This knowledge would 

allow more accurate assessment of the infrastructure demands. 

Conversely a controlled activity status would require the development of 

complex and detailed rules to protect the existing networks that could be 

overly conservative due to the absence of detail around actual 

development plans. 

 

4. STATE OF COUNCIL'S INFRASTRUCTURE, POST-EARTHQUAKE 

 

The Stronger Christchurch Infrastructure Rebuild Team (SCIRT) programme  

 

4.1 I refer to Section 4 of my Evidence in Chief (dated 13 April 2015) for the 

Commercial and Industrial Proposals for a description of the SCIRT rebuild 
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programme, its current status and an indication of the likely condition of the 

core infrastructure networks upon completion of the SCIRT programme in 

December 2016. 

 

4.2 In that evidence I refer to the SCIRT rebuild programme and at paragraph 

4.4 to a total programme of $2.23 billion for horizontal infrastructure 

repairs. This is a capped amount agreed to by the parties that does not 

provide for the full repair of all earthquake damage. It is estimated that the 

full return to pre-earthquake performance for infrastructure will take a 

further 20 to 30 years. The cost of this ongoing programme of works has 

been identified in the Infrastructure Strategy and has had to be balanced 

with the normal day to day capital programme needs to provide an 

affordable programme in the draft LTP.   

 

Day to Day Non-rebuild programme 

 

4.3 I refer to Section 5 of my Evidence in Chief (dated 13 April 2015) for the 

Commercial and Industrial Proposals for an overview of the major 

infrastructure projects and programme funds that the Council has identified 

for the coming ten years and incorporated in its current draft LTP to 

address the growth needs of the Christchurch District.  

 

4.4 In determining its draft LTP, the Council considers operational expenditure, 

capital projects and capital programmes that have been proposed and 

categorised by staff. This draft plan is considered alongside comment and 

input from the public submissions on the draft LTP. In arriving at its 

decision, the Council has to balance operational and capital expenditure 

against the overall funding impact in terms of debt and rates to provide an 

affordable and prudent plan for the coming 10 years. This expenditure 

programme has to be kept within the bounds of its LTP funding profile. 

Hence there will always be a need to balance the competing demands 

from the community. 
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4.5 To prioritise the capital programme projects are defined by their primary 

category being: 

 Core - projects that are required to renew and replace existing assets 

once they are life expired and where it is more efficient to replace 

rather than repair. 

 Growth - projects and programme funding to provide additional 

infrastructure and facility capacity to support growth as it eventuates 

across the District.  

 Increased Levels of Service - projects that provide a better service 

in line with Community Outcomes. e.g. intersection improvements to 

reduce traffic congestion. 

 New Services - projects that provide a new service. e.g. a new 

library building. 

 

The programme is prioritised in line with the order shown above with the core 

category being given the highest priority. Thus in arriving at the LTP the 

Council will generally prioritise the available funds to core and growth projects 

ahead of the other categories but will consider each project within a particular 

category on its individual merits and need.  

 

4.6 In the draft LTP, $1.5 billon is allocated to providing core infrastructure 

over the coming 10 years. Of this, over 25% ($393M) is specifically related 

to the growth category. These are the projects and programmes that are 

required to provide the additional capacity in the roading, water supply, 

wastewater and stormwater networks that is anticipated to be needed to 

cope with increased demand from the district as it grows. 

 

4.7 These are the projects that are required to address capacity constraints 

and provide the additional capacity to support a predicted household  

growth for the city of 23,000 additional units by 2028. The projects have 

been determined from an assessment of the likely locations of this growth, 

being a blend of greenfields, brownfields and intensification development. 

 

4.8 The zonings in the pRDP provide for a far greater population and 

commercial use than that predicted for 2028 and would require an 

extensive infrastructure upgrade programme several times greater than 

that realistically needed over the coming ten years. Hence, the Council has 
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provided a total budgetary provision in its draft LTP that is considered 

sufficient to provide for growth as the actual needs are identified through 

trend monitoring, demand monitoring, and engagement with the 

development community. 

  

4.9 Just over $200M of the growth expenditure is allocated to specific major 

upgrade projects, such as the SE Halswell Sewer Upgrade. A further 

$177M is allocated to a suite of minor projects and unallocated 

programmes of work. These minor works and programmes are key to the 

provision of flexibility to be able to address actual growth needs as they are 

identified. The Council has the ability to amend its project list through its 

Annual Plan and three yearly LTP processes. In addition, staff have the 

flexibility to target the unallocated programme funds to greatest need on an 

annual basis. 

 

4.10 The unallocated programmes of work are specifically identified in the LTP 

to address growth, but do not specify projects but only a funding allocation 

for particular work types. For example in the draft LTP wastewater activity 

ID 60 - WW New Mains Programme (Growth) provides an annual allocation 

of around $2M per annum for 10 years to provide for wastewater mains 

upgrades for growth. 

 

5. LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS 

 

5.1 In Sections 6, 7 and 8 of my 13 April 2015 Evidence in Chief for the 

Commercial and Industrial Proposals, I refer to the requirements placed 

upon local government by the Local Government Act in the provision of 

infrastructure and the preparation of a Long Term Plan and Infrastructure 

Strategy. 

  

5.2 One of the key aspects identified in the Infrastructure Strategy and 

discussed in my previous evidence was that the likely pattern of growth is 

uncertain, and thus the Council will need to be agile to address the 

changing needs and demands on its infrastructure. This agility is partly 

provided by the ability to amend the LTP but can also be provided through 

the consenting processes under the District Plan by the ability to engage 
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with developers of subdivision to address the Council’s funding and 

infrastructure constraints. 

 

6. WASTEWATER CAPACITY 

 

6.1 It is known that wastewater capacity is constrained in several parts of the 

city. This is partly due to the networks being installed during the 1950 - 

1980 development booms to a capacity that did not envisage, or provide 

for, the current desired levels of intensification or land use densities. But it 

is also due to earthquake damage that will remain upon the completion of 

the SCIRT rebuild programme. This earthquake damage has resulted in 

extensive infiltration of stormwater into the sewer systems during heavy 

rainfall. The consequence is that flows in the wastewater system during 

storm events are up to five times what they were pre-earthquake. 

 

6.2 Thus the spare capacity that existed in some parts of the network is now 

conveying large volumes of stormwater during storm events. In its draft 

LTP the Council has set aside $98M to address infiltration and a further 

$155M to replace older pipes. The combination of these two programmes 

will provide some additional capacity but this programme will take at least 

10 years and for efficiency needs to go hand in hand with the actual uptake 

of zoning for subdivision. 

 

7. PLAN STATUS 

 

7.1 Mr Andrew Long in his evidence at 7.3 expresses the view that a 

restricted discretionary activity status is appropriate for subdivision with 

some exceptions around boundary adjustment etc. I support and agree 

with this view from the perspective of the need for the Council to be able to 

assess infrastructure capacity at the resource consent stage when the form 

of the particular development proposal is known. 

 

7.2 Detailed knowledge of the development proposal and likely demands on 

infrastructure, particularly wastewater and stormwater, enables the Council 

to more accurately evaluate the capacity available and upcoming upgrade 

programme. This gives the opportunity to work with the applicant, if 

required, to identify potential solutions, such as the acceptable solution 
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referred to by Ms Bridget O’Brien in her evidence in her paragraph 4.5, or 

for the Council to apply its LTP unallocated programme as described in her 

paragraph 4.8. 

 

7.3 Restricted discretionary activity status would also allow the Council to 

refuse consent when the servicing of the development could not be 

provided reasonably from the funds available in the LTP and some other 

solution cannot be found, or was not acceptable to the applicant. The 

applicant would then be aware at the resource consent stage around the 

inability to service the development and thus mitigate unnecessary 

expenditure by the applicant on further design or investigation. 

 

7.4 Conversely a controlled status for subdivision would require the Council to 

develop a complex set of specific rules based upon high level demand 

assessment. This could be particularly onerous in some situations where in 

its assessment of capacity availability the Council would have to take a 

worst case scenario for development uptake within the particular zone. 

 

7.5 In my opinion these rules would become even more inappropriate as the 

Council progresses with its upgrades and earthquake repair programme 

through the LTP and addresses capacity constraints the rule were 

originally designed to protect. 

 

7.6 Mr Long in his evidence at 6.11 similarly expresses the view that 

controlled activity status is not appropriate for New Neighbourhood Zones. 

I agree with his view. As Mr Long states, the ODPs for Wigram, Prestons, 

South Masham and Halswell do not contain any information on water 

supply or wastewater disposal and are only conceptual for stormwater. 

This could lead to inappropriate and inefficient design of the infrastructure 

networks within an ODP area which in turn could eventuate in higher 

operational costs than necessary and potentially safety issues in the 

overall roading layout. 

   

7.7 To deal with this under a controlled activity status for ODP areas would 

require the development of a complex set of rules to control the installation 

of infrastructure and again this would remove flexibility for the Council and 
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developers and the ability to apply appropriate solutions based upon the 

developer’s proposal, network capacity and planned upgrades. 

 

 

 

 

Christopher Michael Edward Gregory 

21 May 2015 

 


