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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 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 asked by the Christchurch City Council (Council) to provide 

rebuttal evidence on the revised Residential Chapter (part) being 

supported by the Council at hearing, in particular in relation to an implied 

assumption by some witnesses that the Council can "quickly" provide 

infrastructure to accommodate new residential development. 

 

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, 

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

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   
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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 In this statement I respond to evidence lodged on behalf of the Crown by: 

 

(a) Robert Rouse (CERA); and 

(b) Paul Commons. 

 

3. THE CROWN - ROBERT ROUSE 

 

3.1 Mr Rouse states in paragraph 5.5 of his evidence that “the effect that any 

unrepaired horizontal infrastructure will have on the Council’s ability to 

achieve compliance with its discharge consents cannot be determined until 

after SCIRT’s work is completed”.  Whilst I agree with Mr Rouse’s 

statement, the Council envisages that its wastewater reticulation networks 

will continue to suffer from infiltration of ground water and stormwater after 

the completion of the SCIRT programme from damaged pipes and private 

laterals.  This is acknowledged by Mr Rouse in paragraph 5.6 where he 

states “The horizontal infrastructure rebuild programme is anticipated to be 

substantially complete in 2017, although the wider rebuild and recovery will 

likely continue for at least another 10 years”.  

 

3.2 This infiltration impairs the ability of the wastewater networks to provide full 

capacity for servicing of residential and commercial needs.  Council utilises 

computer models to analyse and assess the capacity of its core horizontal 

infrastructure assets, being roading, wastewater, water supply and 

stormwater.  In the case of the wastewater model, allowances have been 

made in the model to account for stormwater and groundwater infiltration 

and this is influencing the assessment of the system to provide capacity for 

development and redevelopment.  
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3.3 In its current draft LTP, the Council has provided $98M to reduce infiltration 

and address the incidence of overflows and $155M to repair failed or failing 

wastewater infrastructure and restore full capacity to its wastewater 

network but this is part of a long term programme to rebuild infrastructure 

in the post-earthquake environment in an affordable and prudent manner. 

  

3.4 Mr Rouse states in paragraph 5.7 that: 

 

 Residential redevelopment growth and Greenfield development as 

the recovery progresses will result in increased demand on the 

existing horizontal infrastructure networks. It is essential that 

horizontal infrastructure can meet that increased demand. 

Horizontal infrastructure network capacity, availability and 

reliability are critical to supporting and maintaining the momentum 

of the recovery. 

 

3.5 I agree with Mr Rouse’s statement but the Council is required by the 

provisions of the LGA to do this in a planned way and new infrastructure 

provision cannot be allocated funding without the Council following the 

LGA’s processes, particularly the process relating to the preparation of a 

LTP. 

 

3.6 A LTP is a plan which, among other things, describes the activities, work 

streams and intended community outcomes for a period of 10 years or 

longer.  It is a strategic planning document.  LTPs are updated every three 

years.  There are a number of requirements in the LGA about what an LTP 

must contain and how it is prepared. 

 

3.7 For example, clause 2(1)(d) of schedule 10 of the LGA sets out the 

Council’s obligations for its LTP to consider demand for services, service 

levels and standards, asset capacity and the cost implications.  Sections 

100 and 101 of the LGA relate to sustainable and prudent financial 

management and impose a number of obligations on the Council.  

 

3.8 For the Council this means efficiently providing the levels of service 

demanded/expected by the community while maintaining sustainable 

levels of debt and of course keep rates affordable for residents and 
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businesses. Ultimately therefore, the LGA sets out the framework for the 

Council’s strategic planning, the result of which is the LTP.  The LTP 

essentially sets out the agreement between Council and the community as 

to the infrastructure and services to be provided and how they will be 

funded. Consistency in these decisions and the delivery of the LTP 

outcomes require a coherent strategic growth management framework and 

are the subject of extensive community consultation as is required by the 

LGA. 

 

3.9 Amendments to the LGA in August 2014 also now require the Council to 

prepare a 30 year Infrastructure Strategy for its core horizontal 

infrastructure. The Council has undertaken this and its Infrastructure 

Strategy is a supporting document to the current draft LTP.  

 

3.10 The Infrastructure Strategy is required to identify emerging issues for the 

Council and it does so in Section 2.3 where it identifies the earthquake 

legacy and urban development as key issues to be addressed. In particular 

under urban development it states: 

 

 a significant amount of urban development is proposed for 

Christchurch. This includes accelerated greenfield development 

(previously undeveloped) and intensification around existing 

commercial centres in the short term. In many cases, 

infrastructure will need to be upgraded or expanded to support this 

growth. The Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP) outlines this 

expected development, however Council needs to be agile to 

address the changing needs as the recovery of the City occurs at 

accelerated or decelerated levels. Council also needs to provide 

infrastructure to support this growth, and it is generally more 

expensive to provide infrastructure for greenfield areas than for 

intensification within the city. 

 

3.11 The current networks have largely been installed since the 1950’s as 

Christchurch has grown.  A proportion of the existing horizontal 

infrastructure networks could not sustain service delivery if the City were to 

be fully developed to the density allowed for by proposed District Plan 

zoning.  Substantial parts of these existing networks still have many years 
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of use remaining before they are required to be replaced due to being “life 

expired” due to condition rather than due to providing capacity to support 

the total demand of District Plan zoning.  Hence, the Council utilises LURP 

growth forecasts to identify the infrastructure upgrades required to support 

the anticipated growth and provides for them in its 10 year LTP.  The 

Council has undertaken this for its current draft LTP and has provided 

$393M over the 10 year timeframe of the LTP to address known capacity 

issues in its core horizontal infrastructure networks.  

   

3.12 Paragraph 4.11 above refers to the need for the Council to be agile to 

address the changing needs as the recovery of the City occurs.  The 

Council does this by firstly maintaining its network computer models to 

ensure that they are providing a realistic representation of network 

performance and capacity.  Network models are verified from real-time 

data such as traffic counts and flow monitoring to check that model outputs 

for capacity are reliable when they are utilised to provide work programmes 

for the LTP or to assess the impact of development or redevelopment.  

 

3.13 The Council also monitors development and re-development trends to 

enable periodic updates of its network models to develop work 

programmes that address growth and demographic changes for each LTP. 

However projects that upgrade existing infrastructure or provide new 

infrastructure to provide capacity for growth are usually large and can be 

complex.  These projects often have a lead time in excess of a year rather 

than months to allow for planning, investigation, design and procurement 

processes.   

 

3.14 As stated in 4.13 above the Council is required by the LGA to plan for 

growth and the resulting LTP is ultimately an agreement between the 

Council and the community as to the services to be provided and the 

funding required. Variation to the growth projects identified in an LTP or the 

quantum of funding provided for growth is provided for in the three yearly 

update and adoption of the LTP for the coming 10 years.  There is also the 

ability, through the Annual Plan process, to amend the LTP for significant 

changes. 
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3.15 The processes for variation to growth programmes rely on timely 

information from the development community as to their plans and 

timeframes.  This is particularly true of the significant development 

agencies and companies as the scale of their developments often have 

significant impact on horizontal infrastructure.  Early discussions around 

development plans enable the Council to assess the impacts and adjust 

programmes within the practical and procedural timeframes that are 

implicit on the Council. 

 

3.16 Mr Rouse in section 7 refers to the link between horizontal infrastructure 

provision and residential redevelopment, intensification and Greenfield 

development.  I agree with the general thrust of Mr Rouse’s evidence 

particularly in the statements around intensification providing more efficient 

use of infrastructure than greenfields development, however I note that 

there are exceptions and Ms O’Brien discusses this further in her rebuttal 

evidence.  However, as noted above the Council is bound by the LGA in 

terms of planning for provision of infrastructure upgrades to allow this to 

happen and to fund it.  It is also constrained by the funding required to 

complete the earthquake rebuild over a 20 to 30 year timeframe.  

  

3.17 I understand the relationship between: 

 

(a) documents prepared under the Resource Management Act 1991 

and, particularly for Christchurch, the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Act which set out the overall coherent strategic growth 

management strategy; and 

 

(b) the "delivery documents" prepared under the LGA (including the 

Council's LTP).   

 

3.18 As noted above, there is flexibility provided through LTPs and Annual 

Plans to address changes to the delivery of infrastructure to meet changing 

growth demands within that overall strategy.  As long as the overall 

strategy in relation to intensification (ie focused on Key Activity centres, 

transport nodes, etc), greenfield and brownfield development is continued, 

then providing the necessary infrastructure to those areas can be planned 

for and implemented.   
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3.19 I would be concerned if the Crown's proposed widening of the areas within 

which residential intensification could occur became so wide that the 

provision of infrastructure would need to service a number of diffuse 

developments, rather than being provided to specific areas.  In my mind, 

this would undermine the integrated approach to land use and 

infrastructure provision that has been developed and committed to by all 

the parties within Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy area. 

 

4. PAUL COMMONS 

 

4.1 In paragraph 21 Mr Commons states “Collectively, the Council has a very 

significant influence on the speed of the Corporations’ redevelopment 

projects in Christchurch and their cost economies”.  

 

4.2 As discussed in paragraphs 4.9 – 4.15 above the Council is bound by an 

LTP process that is governed by the LGA. It is agreed that the Council can 

have a significant influence on the speed of development but timeliness is 

directly related to the visibility that the Council has of actual development 

plans proposed by the development community.  

 

4.3 As discussed in paragraph 4.12 significant parts of the networks cannot 

provide for the population and commercial demands that would come from 

full development to District Plan densities and it would not be prudent or 

efficient to do so. Intensification will lead to capacity pressure on existing 

networks that were originally designed to service a different need.  The 

release of higher density development areas need to go hand in hand with 

infrastructure provision. In the current constrained funding environment it 

would be more efficient to utilise spare capacity in parts of the network that 

can sustain intensification without large expenditure.  Thus the planned 

release of areas for intensification is supported as a prudent approach to 

the use of horizontal infrastructure. 

 

4.4 As discussed in paragraph 4.13 the lead time for the provision of additional 

capacity for significant developments can be in excess of one year rather 

than months.  Hence, early advice of development plans enables 

assessment of infrastructure capacity, review of the planned capital 
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programme in the LTP and adjustment, if required, of the LTP through the 

process outlined in paragraph 4.14. 

 

4.5 In paragraph 81 Mr Commons states “Unfortunately, the Council is often 

unable to provide early information on capacity or confirm that additional 

connections can be made to existing wastewater and stormwater networks. 

This leads to lengthy discussions with the Council which increases the 

costs of the project and delays delivery”.  

 

4.6 Again as discussed above early communication around the development 

plans of Housing New Zealand Corporation would assist in this regard. 

Those discussions have commenced recently and are enabling the Council 

to gain an overview of the impacts on horizontal infrastructure and will 

enable the Council to review its infrastructure plans and the upcoming 

upgrade programmes.    

 

 

 

Christopher Michael Edward Gregory 

25 March 2015 

 


