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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Bridget Mary O’Brien.  I hold the position of Senior 

Planning Engineer – Growth, focussing on water and wastewater at 

Christchurch City Council (City Council).  I have been in this position since 

July 2014. 

 
1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Engineering (Honours) (Natural Resources) and a 

Bachelor of Science (Biochemistry) from the University of Canterbury.  I 

have 14 years of experience in environmental engineering with a primary 

focus on wastewater.  I am also a member of the Institute of Professional 

Engineers New Zealand and I am a Chartered Professional Engineer. 

 
1.3 As part of my role at the Christchurch City Council (Council), I have been 

asked to provide evidence in relation to the proposed (notified) Subdivision 

Chapter in terms of the City Council’s water and wastewater network. 

 
1.4 I have also been involved in the hearings for the Residential, Commercial 

and Industrial Chapters of the notified proposed Replacement District Plan.  

For the Residential Chapter, I prepared evidence in chief (dated 11 March 

2015), rebuttal evidence (dated 23 March 2015), and gave evidence at the 

hearing on 30 March 2015.  I note that this evidence only related to 

Chapter 14 Residential, and did not comment on the part of Chapter 8 

Subdivision that was also considered at the same hearing (including the 

Outline Development Plans in Appendix 8.6). 

 

1.5 For the Commercial and Industrial Proposals, I prepared evidence in chief 

(dated 13 April 2015), rebuttal evidence (dated 1 May 2015) and gave 

evidence at the hearing on 12 May 2015. 

 

1.6 I was also the co-ordinating author for the Council's Infrastructure Strategy, 

which sets out the plans for constructing, operating and maintaining 

infrastructure (including water and wastewater) for the next 30 years 

(http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/ltccp/document

sandlinks.aspx).  This was a key input into the Council's draft Long Term 

Plan (LTP).  Hearings for the draft LTP have commenced when this 

evidence was prepared, but the LTP will not be finalised until the end of 

http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/ltccp/documentsandlinks.aspx
http://www.ccc.govt.nz/thecouncil/policiesreportsstrategies/ltccp/documentsandlinks.aspx
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June 2015, and so the budgets stated in this evidence are subject to 

change. 

 

1.7 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, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

1.8 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Draft Long Term Plan - Christchurch City Council; 

 

(b) South East Halswell Wastewater Strategy Development (Jacobs 

SKM, June, 2014);  

 

(c) Wastewater and Water Supply Servicing Report for the Private 

Plan Change 80 Application (Christchurch City Council, October 

2012); 

 

(d) Wastewater and Water Supply Servicing Report for the Plan 

Change 68 (Christchurch City Council, November 2012); and  

 

(e) Assessment on Wastewater Capacity of a Minimum Lot Size of 

200 m² in the Residential Medium Density Zone (Opus, May 

2015). 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific aspects of the Chapter 8 Proposal that my evidence relates to 

are the servicing of the water and wastewater networks for new 

subdivisions.  My evidence also addresses the specific relief sought by 

various submitters on these provisions where they relate to water or 

wastewater. 
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2.2 My evidence does not address stormwater.  This is the subject of Mr Brian 

Norton's evidence. 

 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 It is important to consider water and wastewater servicing of a new 

subdivision, including any upgrades required in the wider network, at the 

subdivision application stage of a project.   

 

3.2 In my opinion, a subdivision consent should only be granted where there 

are Council water and wastewater networks with sufficient capacity to 

support the subdivision, or where the Council has definite plans to 

undertake a project to extend the network or increase the capacity of that 

network by the time the new units are expected to connect to the water and 

wastewater networks, unless the developer is providing water and/or 

wastewater services on site. 

 

3.3 Lack of capacity in the Council's wastewater network during storm events 

can be an issue for subdivision in certain parts of the city, as increasing 

wastewater flows in these areas exacerbates overflows to the environment.  

 

3.4 While Council has plans in place to resolve many of the capacity issues, 

this may not be for some time.  To allow development in the meantime in 

areas of constrained wastewater capacity, the Council has developed an 

acceptable solution.  This involves the property owner installing an on-site 

storage system for wastewater which allows the Council to remotely 

monitor and control the discharge, and prevent discharge from the property 

during a storm event when the network is already at capacity.  

 

3.5 In my opinion, from a water and wastewater perspective, it is important that 

subdivision is a restricted discretionary activity in relation to wastewater 

and water servicing.  This allows the Council to exercise discretion about 

whether the subdivision should be approved, for example in circumstances 

where there is insufficient capacity, and it would be inefficient to provide 

that capacity in the overall context of the funding available for infrastructure 

growth.  Equally importantly, it also allows for discussion between the 
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developer and the Council about the best approach for providing water and 

wastewater services for the subdivision.  This in turn allows for innovation 

and a co-ordinated approach to servicing, which is responsive to the actual 

sequence of development. 

 

3.6 As can be seen from the draft standards for water and wastewater 

servicing of the North Halswell and Buchanans Road Outline Development 

Plan (ODP) areas proposed by Mr Andrew Long in the revised proposal, 

these are many and detailed.  However, this is necessary to achieve the 

level of control Council requires over subdivision of these areas in the 

absence of more detailed information about the actual development 

proposed by the property owners. 

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 The primary function of a wastewater network is to protect public health 

and the environment by conveying untreated wastewater (from toilets, 

washing machines, sinks and so on from houses and businesses) to a 

wastewater treatment plant for treatment and disposal.   

 

4.2 I refer to my Evidence in Chief (dated 11 March 2015) for the Residential 

Proposal for a detailed description of Christchurch’s wastewater network 

constraints, particularly regarding overflows.  In summary, there are areas 

of Christchurch’s wastewater network where capacity is a significant issue, 

and increasing wastewater flows in these areas is undesirable before the 

Council has been able to address the capacity issues. 

 

4.3 In particular, there are often wastewater capacity constraints downstream 

during a storm event.  This may be an overflowing manhole, or the 

wastewater may be surcharging inside the manhole within 300 mm of the 

surface (which can cause private gully traps to back up and overflow), or a 

receiving pump station may already be at capacity and overflowing to the 

environment.   

 

4.4 In these cases, the increased wastewater flows resulting from subdivision 

(including from intensification) can exacerbate overflows, unless either the 

downstream capacity constraints can be resolved by an upgrade to the 



 

26070695  7 
 

wastewater network, or the property owner can store wastewater on site 

during a storm when the network is already at capacity. 

 

4.5 Council has recently developed an acceptable solution to allow additional 

wastewater connections in areas of constrained wastewater capacity.  For 

small increases in wastewater flow (up to three additional bedrooms for a 

property zoned residential), the property owner is permitted to connect but 

is required to replace the private gravity lateral pipe or demonstrate using 

closed circuit television (CCTV) footage that the lateral is sound.  This is to 

reduce groundwater infiltration to Council's wastewater network, which 

would otherwise reduce the capacity of the network. 

 

4.6 For larger increases in wastewater flow (four or more additional bedrooms 

on a residential property, or for an increase in wastewater flow from an 

industrial or commercial property), Council will allow a connection to the 

wastewater system only if on-site storage is provided, and no wastewater 

is discharged from the property during a storm event.  This will be achieved 

by the property owner installing a low pressure pump in a tank which can 

store wastewater expected to be generated from the site over a 24 hour 

period, with a control panel that allows the Council to remotely monitor and 

control the pump.  In a storm, Council will prevent the pump from 

operating, so that there is no additional flow from the property when the 

wastewater network is already at capacity. 

 

4.7 Turning to the water supply network, its primary function is to provide water 

that is safe for drinking (potable), as well as other uses including 

firefighting.  In terms of intensification, water supply is generally not an 

issue, as the increased flow to service the additional houses is usually 

offset by the decreased irrigation requirement due to the reduced garden 

area.  Normally providing a water supply for greenfield subdivision is 

straightforward, with either the network having capacity to service the 

subdivision, or a new well and pump station can be built if there is 

insufficient capacity. 

 

4.8 Water supply and wastewater upgrades are often required to service 

subdivisions.  This may include new pipes, wells and pump stations, and 

these are funded from the Council's programme budgets for growth for 
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water supply and wastewater.  The programme allows the Council flexibility 

to adjust the timing of specific projects and prioritise those where there is 

the most growth pressure.  However, the overall programme budgets for 

growth is set by the Council's LTP, so there is a limit to what works can be 

undertaken in any one year. 

 

4.9 It is important to consider water and wastewater servicing of a new 

subdivision, including any upgrades required in the wider network, at the 

subdivision application stage of a project.   

 

4.10 In my opinion, a subdivision consent should only be granted where there 

are Council water and wastewater networks with sufficient capacity to 

support the subdivision, or where the Council has definite plans to 

undertake a project to extend the network or increase the capacity of that 

network by the time the new units are expected to connect to the water and 

wastewater networks, unless the developer is providing water and/or 

wastewater services on site. 

 

4.11 Applicants often incorrectly expect that if their property is zoned for a 

particular density, then the Council water and wastewater network can 

accommodate that density and connection to Council's water and 

wastewater network is their right.  Considering water and wastewater 

servicing, including any upgrades required to the wider network, as part of 

the application for subdivision consent would reveal any issues at the start 

of a project, thus saving the developer time and money that may otherwise 

be spent on a subdivision that has fundamental servicing problems. 

 

4.12 None of the ODP included in the current Appendix 8.6 of the proposed 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP) include references to water or 

wastewater.  While water and wastewater servicing was considered at the 

time of preparing each ODP, this has not been incorporated on the maps 

and there is no supporting text for the ODPs included in the pRDP. 

 

4.13 For example, the City Council's South East Halswell wastewater project, 

which will service the North Halswell ODP area, is based on a pressure 

sewerage system for that area and other nearby greenfield areas, but there 

is nothing to indicate this in the pRDP.  The Council cannot accept 
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traditional gravity connections onto a pressure sewerage system, as this 

would be technically impossible.  Therefore, developers need to know from 

the outset that this area is to be serviced by a pressure sewerage system, 

so that they can take this into account in the design of their development 

and take this into account in their decision-making.   

 

5. ACTIVITY STATUS FOR SUBDIVISIONS 

 

5.1 In my opinion, from a water and wastewater perspective, it is important that 

subdivision is a restricted discretionary activity in relation to wastewater 

and water servicing.  This allows the Council to exercise discretion about 

whether the subdivision should be approved, for example in circumstances 

where there is insufficient capacity, and it would be inefficient to provide 

that capacity in the overall context of the funding available for infrastructure 

growth.  

 

5.2 Equally importantly, it also allows for discussion between the developer 

and the Council about the best approach for providing water and 

wastewater services for the subdivision.  This allows for innovation and a 

co-ordinated approach to servicing, which takes into account the actual 

sequence of development of properties in different ownership, which is 

almost invariably different to the logical sequence of development from an 

infrastructure servicing viewpoint.   

 

5.3 At the point of preparing the pRDP, it is impossible to know the order of 

development for an ODP area.  Water and wastewater servicing for an 

ODP area can change dramatically depending on the order of 

development. 

 

5.4 For example, in the case of the Highsted subdivision, difficult ground 

conditions encountered by the developer during construction and a new 

technology available in just the last year has meant a completely different 

approach has been taken for providing a wastewater service for Highsted 

and the wider Upper Styx area.   

 

5.5 Rather than a traditional gravity system with a central pump station, this 

will be served by a pressure sewerage system, with each house having its 
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own pump and a control panel that can be remotely monitored and 

controlled by the Council.   

 

5.6 As a result of this change, the peak flows from Highsted and Upper Styx 

are expected to be only a fifth of the flows had it been developed as a 

gravity catchment, and capacity in the existing wastewater mains is 

sufficient to accommodate this additional flow.  This has meant significant 

capital cost savings, as 2km of wastewater pressure main that was 

originally proposed is no longer required.  This innovative approach would 

not have been possible if strict standards for subdivision as a controlled 

activity had been imposed in the District Plan. 

 

5.7 It is my understanding that the Council's current position is that there is a 

general preference for subdivision in New Neighbourhood zones to be a 

controlled activity, provided that the relevant ODPs are sufficiently detailed 

and other issues can be resolved.  In this respect I have read the evidence 

12 May 2015 on this topic. 

 

5.8 If subdivision were to become a controlled activity in relation to servicing, 

then in my opinion, very clear and enforceable standards about how water 

and wastewater will be provided will need to be included in the rules, 

including whether upgrades to the wider network are required.  These 

would be needed for each of the ODP areas in Appendix 8.6.   

 

5.9 As can be seen from the draft controlled activity rules for water and 

wastewater servicing of the North Halswell and Buchanans Road ODP 

areas proposed by Mr Long in the revised proposal, these are many and 

detailed.  However, this is necessary to achieve the level of control that 

Council requires over subdivision of these areas in the absence of more 

detailed information about the actual development proposed by the 

property owners.   

 

5.10 In my opinion, this goes against the Independent Hearings Panel's decision 

on the Strategic Directions proposal, which was that the pRDP should be 

clearer, shorter, more enabling and less prescriptive.  The draft rules may 

also make it more difficult for developers, as the ODPs were drafted 
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without any detailed information about the proposed final layout of the 

subdivision.  

 

5.11 If subdivision in all other zones becomes a controlled activity, then similar 

standards would be needed for subdivision elsewhere in the city.  

However, this is even more difficult than for the ODP areas, as it is even 

less clear how development might proceed in these areas, given that 

subdivision can occur anywhere in the city.  The property owners seeking 

to subdivide may also disagree with the underlying concepts behind the 

standards.  

 

6. WATER AND WASTEWATER SERVICING FOR OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT 

PLAN AREAS 

 

North Halswell Outline Development Plan Area 

 

6.1 The North Halswell Outline Development Plan Area is included in Appendix 

8.6.4 of the pRDP.  The Council plans to provide a wastewater service for 

this and other nearby greenfield areas as part of the South East Halswell 

Wastewater Project ($11.3 million, due for completion by 2017).  The 

intention is that this will be a pressure sewerage system, installed by the 

developers, with Council providing the trunk pressure pipelines and pump 

stations. 

 

6.2 The Wastewater and Water Supply Servicing Report for the Plan Change 

68 (Christchurch City Council, November 2012) found that the 

development of the North Halswell ODP area would require larger pipe 

sizes (≥ 300 mm) to be installed from the Dunbars Pump Station into area.  

This is so that the pressures in the North Halswell ODP area will be 

sufficient to meet Council’s target level of service.   

 

6.3 The Council will start a master plan process for water supply for the North 

Halswell ODP area and other nearby greenfield areas in July 2015.  This 

will establish whether new pipelines and an additional water supply pump 

station will be required to service these areas.  Any new infrastructure 

would be funded from the City Council's programme budget for water 

supply for growth, which is included in the draft LTP.  
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Buchanans Road/South Masham Outline Development Plan Area 

 

6.4 The Buchanans Road/South Masham Outline Development Plan Area is 

included in Appendix 8.6.5 of the pRDP.  The Wastewater and Water 

Supply Servicing Report for the Private Plan Change 80 Application 

(Christchurch City Council, October 2012) for this area found that there 

was sufficient capacity in the Buchanans Road sewer to service the 

proposed 225 lots.  It also found that there was likely sufficient capacity in 

the water supply network to meet both the potable and firefighting flows 

and pressure from the water supply main on Buchanans Road.   

 

7. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS 

 

7.1 I have assessed the specific relief sought by submitters and further 

submitters, insofar as it relates to my area of expertise.  As a result of this 

assessment I have come to a conclusion where I consider that it is 

appropriate for the relief sought to either be accepted or rejected.  

 

7.2 My assessment is set out in paragraphs 7.3 to 7.39 of my evidence.  

 

SUBMITTER #1034 - MCFARLANE FAMILY 

 

7.3 Submitter #1034 seeks that the areas of land that are cheapest to service 

should be developed first, as this will be fastest and have the highest 

return on the Council's investment.   

 

7.4 I generally agree with this approach in terms of water and wastewater, as it 

is not practical to provide infrastructure capacity in all developable areas of 

the city at the same time, and under section 10 of the Local Government 

Act 2002, the Council is required to provide good quality infrastructure 

which is efficient, effective and appropriate to present and anticipated 

future circumstances.  However, if the Council considers that a subdivision 

is too expensive to service, or does not have immediate plans to service it, 

the developer may install the connection at its own cost providing capacity 

exists in the downstream network. 
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SUBMITTER #1153 - CHRYS HORN 

 

7.5 Submitter #1153 seeks that the Council prioritises subdivisions that most 

directly utilise the new sewer line that serves the Wigram/Halswell area 

(i.e. the Southern Relief trunk sewer) to make use of this infrastructure and 

reduce the cost to the Council and ratepayers.   

 

7.6 I agree that development where infrastructure capacity already exists is the 

most cost effective and efficient.  However, there are other parts of the city 

where there is spare water and wastewater capacity, and development 

could also be encouraged in these areas.  I therefore do not consider that 

the submission should be upheld.   

 

SUBMITTER #1160 - CANTERBURY SUSTAINABLE HOMES 

WORKING PARTY AND FURTHER SUBMISSION #1347 - THE CROWN 

 

7.7 Submitter #1160 seeks that Rule 8.3.4.1 Restricted Discretionary Activities: 

Servicing, RD1 provisions for water supply are amended to provide for 

rainwater collection for supplementary supply for non-potable uses within 

this rule.  However, it is not clear whether the submitter seeks these to be 

compulsory or optional.  

 

7.8 Further Submission #1347 opposes this submission if there is a risk that 

water supply pipe sizes may be reduced and to the extent that firefighting 

requirements would not be met. 

 

7.9 I support the use of rainwater tanks to supplement the water supply for 

non-potable uses, as it would reduce demand on the City Council's water 

supply.  However, this should be at the property owner's discretion, rather 

than compulsory.   

 

7.10 The need to provide a water supply for firefighting is already covered by 

the Council's Infrastructure Design Standard, which states in Section 7.5.4 

that "The water supply reticulation should comply with the Fire Service 

Code of Practice.  In particular, the reticulation must meet the requirements 

for fire fighting flows, residual fire pressure and the spacing of hydrants."  

In Policy 8.2.2.2 of the pRDP, subdivisions are required to comply with the 
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Council's Infrastructure Design Standard.  Therefore, there would be no 

reduction in pipe sizes resulting from the use of rainwater tanks.   

 

7.11 Overall, I agree that Objective 8.1.3.3 and Rule 8.3.4.1 should be amended 

as indicated in the revised Chapter 8 proposal to enable rainwater 

collection to occur at the option of the property owner. 

 

SUBMITTER #88 ROBIN CURRY, #130 MRS DIANA MCCOY, #812 

SHONA GRAY AND #964 BARRINGTON ISSUES GROUP    

 

7.12 Submitters #88, #130, #812 and #964 seek that a servicing assessment 

(including wastewater) is undertaken for the Barrington Residential 

Suburban Density Transition (RSDT) zone before any subdivision is 

undertaken within the area. 

 

7.13 This is an area of known wastewater capacity constraint, and Council has 

a project to reduce wastewater overflows in the Heathcote River area, 

which includes the Barrington RSDT.  The budget for this project in the 

Council's draft Long Term Plan is $27 million and is due for completion by 

2023.  In the meantime, any subdivisions with a downstream capacity 

constraint will be required to install the acceptable solutions described in 

paragraphs 4.5 and 4.6. 

 

  SUBMITTER #495 - THE CROWN 

 

7.14 Submitter #495 seeks that Policy 8.1.2.3 Allotments is amended by adding 

a new clause (c) "Ensure that adequate utilities and services can be 

provided to service the proposed number and size of allotments." 

 

7.15 I agree with the intent of this suggestion, as it is important that subdivisions 

have adequate water and wastewater services.  In my role as Senior 

Planning Engineer – Growth, I am proactive about providing advice to 

applicants for resource consents for subdivision about wastewater capacity 

constraints, even though it is not an assessment matter in the City Plan.   
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7.16 However, the relief sought by Submitter #495 may already be adequately 

covered by Policies 8.1.3.3 Water Supply and 8.1.3.5 Sewage Disposal 

and the Restricted Discretionary rules 8.3.4.1 and 8.3.4.3. 

 

7.17 Submitter #495 seeks that Policy 8.1.2.5 Sustainable Design and 

Resilience is amended by adding a new clause "provision of sustainable 

and resilient infrastructure through design features and transport 

connections". 

 

7.18 I agree with the intent of this, but note that the Council's Infrastructure 

Design Standard has been updated to include resilient designs, based on 

the work done by the Stronger Christchurch Infrastructure Rebuild Team, 

and the need to comply with this is stated in Policy 8.2.2.2 Infrastructure 

Design Standard in the pRDP. 

 

7.19 Submitter #495 seeks that Policy 8.1.2.5 Sustainable Design and 

Resilience is also amended by adding a new clause "ensure appropriate 

connections to existing infrastructure, including improvements if required 

as a result of the development." 

 

7.20 I agree with the intent of this suggestion, for the reasons outlined in 

paragraph 7.15.  However, this appears to already be adequately covered 

by Policies 8.1.3.3 Water Supply and 8.1.3.5 Sewage Disposal. 

 

7.21 Submitter #495 seeks that Policy 8.1.3.1 Policy - Repair of Infrastructure is 

amended to either delete the reference to "repaired" and instead refer to 

infrastructure that is "performing, serviceable and functional" (or words to 

that effect) or to amend the policy to read "Avoid the subdivision of land in 

areas where infrastructure will not be repaired or has yet to be repaired, is 

not available, including because of earthquake damage."  

 

7.22 I prefer the latter suggestion, where the policy is amended to read "Avoid 

the subdivision of land in areas where infrastructure is not available, 

including because of earthquake damage" as this is clearer.  

 

7.23 Submitter #495 seeks that Policy 8.1.3.3 Policy - Water Supply is amended 

to include provision for firefighting purposes to read "Ensure that water 
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supplies for the land uses anticipated following subdivision and/or land use 

development are of sufficient capacity, including for firefighting purposes, 

and of a potable standard for human consumption." 

 

7.24 I agree with the intent of this change, but note that Council's Infrastructure 

Design Standard already requires water supplies for subdivisions to be 

designed to meet firefighting needs, and the need to comply with this is 

stated in Policy 8.2.2.2 Infrastructure Design Standard in the pRDP.  I do 

not therefore consider that the change is necessary, however I would not 

oppose its inclusion. 

 

7.25 Submitter #495 supports the restricted discretionary activity status for 

subdivision and development, as this enables the Council to give thorough 

consideration of the effects on the transport network as a key consideration 

in deciding whether to grant consent. 

 

7.26 I agree with this, but would also add that it enables the Council to give 

thorough consideration to the consideration of the effects on the water and 

wastewater networks through 8.3.4.3 Matters for Discretion: Servicing.  

 

7.27 Submitter #495 seeks that Standard 8.3.4.1 RD1(2) is amended to include 

the need for properties not connected to the City Council's water supply to 

also provide for firefighting, so that the standard reads "Provision shall be 

made for sufficient water supply and access to water supplies for 

firefighting is consistent with the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting 

Water Supplies Code of Practice (SNZ PAS: 4509-2008), except where the 

allotment is for a utility, road, reserve or access purposes." 

 

7.28 I agree with this change, but I note that as part of the Building Consent 

process, Council already requires compliance with the New Zealand Fire 

Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice, with reference to 

Appendix B - Alternative Firefighting Water Sources where reticulate water 

supplies are unavailable or insufficient.   

 

7.29 Submitter #495 seeks that 8.3.4.3 Matters for Discretion - Servicing is 

amended so that the provision is made for safe access of all infrastructure, 

rather than just stormwater infrastructure. 
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7.30 I agree with this change, as safe access for maintenance of all 

infrastructure is important. 

 

7.31 Submitter #495 notes that Policy 8.3.1 states "Ensure provision is made for 

trade waste disposal for anticipated industrial uses" but there are no 

related rules that refer to the City Council's Trade Waste Bylaw 2006.  It is 

therefore suggested that 8.4 is amended to ensure subdivision and 

development in commercial and industrial areas adequately provides for 

trade waste disposal either by reference to the bylaw or by including 

specific provisions to manage the anticipated effects. 

 

7.32 I support the note that has been added in the redrafted chapter referring to 

the City Council's Trade Waste Bylaw 2006, as this is simpler than 

including specific provisions in the pRDP that may duplicate or confuse 

matters. 

 

7.33 Submitter #495 also seeks a minimum lot size of 200 m² in the Residential 

Medium Density (RMD) Zone, rather than the minimum lot size of 400 m² in 

the notified pRDP. 

 

7.34 An analysis on the effects of overflows from notified and possible additional 

intensification in RMD zones was included in my Evidence in Chief for the 

Residential Proposal dated 12 March 2015.  This was based on a density 

of 30 households per hectare, which is the target minimum density in the 

Land Use Recovery Plan.   

 

7.35 In May 2015, the Council undertook an analysis of the number of lots that 

would result in each of the notified and possible additional intensification in 

RMD zones if every lot that was large enough was subdivided to 200 m².  It 

was found that the density achieved in each RMD zone varied between 28 

and 35 houses per hectare. 

 

7.36 Opus (May 2015) used the Council's wastewater network model to assess 

the effect of this intensification on overflows.  It was found that the change 

in minimum lot size makes no difference to the wastewater network in the 

notified RMD zones (the memo shows that overflows reduce a little, but 
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this is just due to the change in methodology for calculating the density).  

However, there would be a small increase in overflows if all the possible 

additional areas that the Crown suggested for RMD were subdivided to 

200 m².   

 

7.37 Therefore, in my opinion a minimum lot size of 200 m² would be acceptable 

in the notified RMD zones from a wastewater point of view, as it would 

have no additional negative effect on wastewater capacity compared to the 

assessment already undertaken for a density of 30 households per 

hectare.  I remain concerned about wastewater capacity in the possible 

additional RMD areas of Bryndwr/Bishopdale, Spreydon/Somerfield and St 

Martins, as stated in my Evidence in Chief for the Residential Proposal 

dated 12 March 2015. 

 

SUBMITTER #377 - MAURICE R CARTER LTD 

 

7.38 Submitter #379 seeks that the ODP for Highsted included in Figure 2 of his 

specific relief submission is included in the pRDP.  This shows a 

wastewater pump station in a central location between Highsted Road and 

Cavendish Road. 

 

7.39 Council's plans for this area is that it is developed as a pressure sewerage 

network, as is the case for the Highsted and 195 Cavendish Road blocks 

that have already been rezoned.  This is due to difficult ground conditions 

and significant capacity downstream constraints in the Northcote Collector 

and Northern Relief sewers.  This means that a central pump station will 

not be required.  I also note that the ODP proposed by the submitter is 

different to the ODP that has just been notified for Upper Styx in Stage 2 of 

the pRDP. 

 

Bridget Mary O’Brien  

21 May 2015 


