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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Bridget Mary O’Brien.  My experience and qualifications 

are set out in my evidence in chief dated 12 March 2015.  

 

1.2 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.   

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the evidence in chief filed 

by the following parties on 20 March 2015: 

 

(a) Sandra McIntyre for the Crown (#495); 

(b) Robert Rouse for the Crown (#495); 

(c) Jeremy Phillips for AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd (#814); and 

(d) Paul Commons for Housing New Zealand Corporation. 

 

3. THE CROWN – SANDRA MCINTYRE 

 

3.1 Ms McIntyre in her recommended amendments in Attachment SJ1 

suggests that Policy 14.2.2.1 is amended to state:1 

 

   “c. The site shall be outside: 

i. … 

ii. the Riccarton wastewater interceptor overlay indentified on 

the Planning Maps 38, 37, 31, 30, 23; except after In the 

identified lower catchment, this standard only applies until 

[date of completion of infrastructure work]; 

….” 

 

                                                   
1
  At page 49 of Ms McIntyre's statement of evidence. 
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3.2 I agree with the intent of Ms McIntyre’s proposed change, which is to 

identify areas where wastewater capacity will no longer be a constraint 

once planned capital works have been undertaken.  The capital works in 

the Riccarton wastewater interceptor catchment are planned for completion 

by 2020 in Council’s draft Long Term Plan.  However, as with any project 

in Council’s draft Long Term Plan, this may change as a result of 

submissions.  I would therefore prefer the policy wording to refer to the 

completion of the project (lower Riccarton wastewater interceptor upgrade 

and lower Riccarton Road sewer upgrade) rather than a specific date. 

 

3.3 Please refer to Attachment A of this statement for a map which shows the 

Riccarton wastewater interceptor catchment overlay from the notified 

District Plan maps 38, 37, 31, 30 and 23 (black outline).  The map also 

shows the area that will still have a wastewater capacity constraint once 

planned upgrades are complete (yellow area). 

 

4. THE CROWN – ROBERT ROUSE 

 

4.1 Mr Rouse states in paragraph 4.1 of his evidence that "Brownfield 

development is likely to result in the efficient and effective use of horizontal 

infrastructure…" 

 

4.2 I agree with that brownfield development could result in a more efficient 

and effective use of horizontal infrastructure, but for this to happen the 

horizontal infrastructure needs to be performing adequately and have 

spare capacity. In my evidence in chief, I have identified that this is not the 

case in some parts of the city. 

 

4.3 Mr Rouse states in paragraphs 5.2 and 5.3 of his evidence that "The scope 

of the horizontal infrastructure rebuild work has changed as the rebuild has 

progressed from the response phase, during which the focus of work was 

on renewing assets and restoring service in the most damaged areas.  

Most work is now focussed on the repair and rehabilitation of pipelines, to 

ensure that network performance, serviceability and functionality will be 

restored at the end of the rebuild and repair of earthquake damaged 

horizontal infrastructure.  Horizontal infrastructure rebuild work also 

includes providing additional capacity where it is required." 
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4.4 I disagree with this statement, as there is very little provision of additional 

capacity being supplied in the rebuild work, and CERA has been 

reasonably adamant that no improvements be incorporated in the rebuild 

work, as this is considered betterment.  This means that the opportunity to 

provide additional capacity to accommodate growth, particularly for 

intensification, has been missed. 

 

4.5 Mr Rouse states in paragraph 5.5 of his evidence that "As Ms O'Brien 

acknowledges, 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."  

 

4.6 I am in strong agreement with this. Prior to making any significant changes 

in some catchments, the Council needs time to evaluate the effectiveness 

of the SCIRT repairs and this cannot be done until after the completion of 

the works in 2016 and the calibration of the post-SCIRT wastewater 

network model in 2017. The Council will then be able to clearly identify the 

capacity and reliability of the network and determine if the system has 

additional capacity. 

 

4.7 Mr Rouse states in paragraph 5.8 of his evidence that "Recent horizontal 

infrastructure rebuild priorities have focussed on…reducing the risk of 

asset failure in the short term (less than 5 years)". 

 

4.8 In my opinion, a five year reduction in risk is very short sighted in 

relationship to infrastructure.  Allowing significant intensification based on 

infrastructure that could fail shortly after five years would not benefit the 

property owner, the community or the Council.  

 

4.9 Mr Rouse states in paragraph 7.14 of his evidence that "Greenfield 

development typically has a high impact on existing horizontal 

infrastructure because of the larger number of lots, possibly with larger lot 

sizes, and their location relative to existing horizontal infrastructure".   

 

4.10 I only partially agree with this aspect of Mr Rouse's evidence, which is that 

greenfield development is more expensive and less efficient to service than 
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intensification.  While it may often be true that greenfield development is 

more expensive to provide a wastewater service for than intensification, 

the opposite is sometimes the case for some areas of Christchurch.  For 

example, to provide a wastewater trunk system to service approximately 

5,000 greenfield properties in South East Halswell, the Council has a 

planned project budget of $13 million.  By way of contrast, the Council’s 

budget to resolve the capacity issues in the lower Riccarton wastewater 

interceptor catchment is $14 million, and this could yield 1,800 to 2,700 

new lots based on 2041 growth projections, the notified zoning and the 

area around Church Corner being RMD.  

 

4.11 The Council needs to consider the actual costs and benefits of providing 

additional wastewater capacity for an area, whether this is for brownfield, 

greenfield or intensification areas, so that the best outcomes are achieved 

within the Council's budget.  

 

5. AMP CAPTIAL PALMS PTY LTD – JEREMY PHILLIPS 

 

5.1 Mr Phillips states at paragraph 23 that: 

 

"evidence for the Council suggests that over half of the land 

referred to in Palms’ submission which has been proposed for 

residential intensification by way of the notified RMD zoning may 

not be able to practicably achieve such intensification given 

wastewater infrastructure constraints.  In particular, Ms O’Brien’s 

evidence states that she does 'not support intensification of the 

area to the north and the west of the Palms', noting ‘major 

capacity constraints with the vacuum sewer catchment areas’ as 

identified in Attachment A of her evidence." 

 

5.2 In preparing my evidence, I overlooked a previous memorandum by SCIRT 

(September 2014), which found that intensification of 30 houses per 

hectare could be accommodated in the notified RMD area within the 

Shirley vacuum sewer system, providing wet weather inflow to the 

wastewater network is 15% lower than would normally be expected in a 

gravity catchment.  This, in my view should be achievable, as the welded 

polyethylene pipes that form approximately half of the pipe network will not 
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permit any groundwater infiltration, and SCIRT/Council has required 

property owners with severe damage to their gravity wastewater laterals to 

repair these before permitting a connection to the vacuum system. 

 

5.3 I wish to rephrase paragraph 3.5 of my evidence in chief to read "There are 

also major capacity issues in the vacuum sewer catchments being built by 

the Stronger Canterbury Infrastructure Rebuild Team (SCIRT) in Aranui 

and Shirley and I do not support further intensification in these areas other 

than those already notified". 

 

5.4 I therefore disagree with Mr Phillips evidence that this area should not be 

zoned RMD as notified based on wastewater capacity. 

 

6. HOUSING NEW ZEALAND CORPORATION – PAUL COMMONS 

 

6.1 Mr Commons states in paragraph 67 of his evidence that "Two projects, 

one in Shirley and one in Bryndwr, are in the planning phase, but are 

constrained by infrastructural capacity limitations, in waste water and storm 

water networks". 

 

6.2 I disagree that Housing NZ’s development in Shirley is necessarily 

constrained by wastewater capacity.  Housing NZ is still in the process of 

establishing how many houses it wishes to build in Shirley (depending on 

the outcome of the stormwater assessment being undertaken by its 

consultant).  Given that Housing NZ has advised that the number of 

houses may be between 200 and 1,200, I am not in a position yet to 

assess whether there is sufficient wastewater capacity.  SCIRT undertook 

an assessment of the part of the Shirley Community Housing 

Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) area that drains to Wastewater Pump 

Station 40 (approximately the northern half of the CHRM area) and found 

that a quadrupling of Housing NZ houses in that area could be 

accommodated. 

 

6.3 Mr Commons states in paragraph 81 of his evidence that: 

 

"Specifically, the ability to undertake development using the 

enabling CHRM provisions is being offset by issues the 
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Corporation is encountering in determining infrastructure capacity 

(particularly wastewater). This has been an issue for the 

Corporation in Aranui and is becoming a common occurrence 

across our projects.  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." 

 

6.4 While I agree that wastewater capacity is an issue in the Aranui vacuum 

catchment, Housing NZ was unable to provide sufficient information about 

their redevelopment plans in time for SCIRT to take these into account in 

the design of the vacuum system.  The sizing of a vacuum system is very 

precise, and is dependent on the number of houses on each lot, and 

Housing NZ was unable to provide this information.  Housing NZ was 

advised in November 2012 and again in April 2013 that given the 

timeframe that SCIRT had for the rebuild, SCIRT was in no position to stall 

any of its projects pending confirmation of future housing densities by 

Housing NZ. 

 

6.5 In late 2014 I was made aware of Housing NZ’s specific plans and issued a 

client request to SCIRT to upsize pipes to service the Housing NZ 

redevelopment sites on Aldershot Street, Ben Rarere Avenue, Hampshire 

Avenue and Eureka Street.   

 

6.6 I have also provided advice about wastewater capacity for many Housing 

NZ developments across the city, particularly in the area between 

Riccarton Road and Blenheim Road.  I therefore disagree with Mr 

Commons statement that the Council is often unable to provide early 

information on capacity or confirm that additional connections can be made 

to existing wastewater networks.   

 

6.7 Mr Commons states in paragraph 82 of his evidence that: 

 

"The concerns experienced by the Corporation in respect of 

infrastructure provision have been heightened by the evidence of 

Ms O’Brien for the Council with respect to the Residential 
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proposal.  It is noted that Ms O’Brien points to wastewater 

constraints which suggest no intensification opportunity is 

available in Aranui, significant parts of Shirley, Bryndwr and 

Bishopdale.  This is in addition to the constraints already identified 

in the LURP with respect to the Riccarton wastewater interceptor 

upgrade.” 

 

6.8 I disagree with Mr Commons statement that there is no intensification 

opportunity in these areas, in terms of wastewater capacity.  As stated in 

paragraphs 6.2 and 6.5 above, there is some wastewater capacity for 

intensification within Aranui and Shirley, although this may be limited.  In 

the case of Bryndwr and Bishopdale, the wastewater modelling undertaken 

was to assess the impact of the possible additional RMD areas identified 

by CERA.  While my evidence in chief stated that there is not wastewater 

capacity for development of the whole of these areas to 30 houses per 

hectare, this does not mean that there is not capacity for parts of those 

areas to develop.   

 

6.9 Mr Commons states in paragraph 85 of his evidence that “However, the 

combination of these factors shows that the extent of constraint on the 

CHRM areas is significant.” 

 

6.10 I disagree that my evidence shows that there are wastewater capacity 

issues for the CHRM areas identified in the map in Attachment 2 of Mr 

Commons' evidence.  The wastewater modelling assessment was for each 

of the areas outlined in purple, but just because there is not wastewater 

capacity for development of the whole area to 30 houses per hectare, does 

not mean that there is not capacity for parts of those areas to develop.  As 

stated in paragraph 6.2 of this evidence, wastewater capacity may not be 

an issue in the Shirley CHRM area.  And, as stated in paragraph 6.5 

above, I have worked closely with Housing NZ and SCIRT to provide 

wastewater capacity for some intensification within the Aranui CHRM in the 

vacuum sewer catchment. 

 

6.11 Mr Commons states in paragraph 86 of his evidence that "…advice the 

Corporation has recently received from Council determining that the 

Corporation cannot convert an existing three bedroom home and adjacent 
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back garden of another property to four x one bedroom units (an increase 

of one bedroom) within the Wairakei/Greers CHRM due to wastewater 

capacity constraints." 

 

6.12 I anticipate this statement refers to Housing NZ’s proposed development of 

11 Bateman Ave in Bryndwr.  If so, then I disagree with Mr Common’s 

statement.  The proposal is for four x two bedroom units, not one bedroom 

units.  My team leader Simon Collin and I met with Tim Allan from Housing 

NZ on 17 March 2015 and agreed that we could accommodate the 

proposed property on the basis that the development would likely equate to 

only one extra person, and on the proviso that Housing NZ installs a 

private pressure pump (e.g. E-One) with an Iota OneBox control panel, 

which will allow Council to remotely monitor and control flows from this 

property into its wastewater network.   

 

6.13 However, overall I do agree that the Bryndwr CHRM area is a concern in 

terms of wastewater capacity.  I am working with Housing NZ to get a good 

understanding of the level of development proposed in the area, and to 

establish what solutions can be put in place to address the wastewater 

capacity issues. 

 

7. CORRECTION TO EVIDENCE IN CHIEF 

 

7.1 I wish to correct the first sentence in paragraph 8.16 of my evidence in 

chief, to more accurately summarise the submissions in the Riccarton 

area.  This sentence should read "Most of these submission are in support 

of the notified zoning, which largely retains the existing permitted density." 

 

 

 

 

Bridget Mary O’Brien 

25 March 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A: RICCARTON WASTEWATER INTERCEPTOR CATCHMENT OVERLAY AND AREAS THAT WILL STILL  HAVE 
WASTEWATER CAPACITY ISSUES ONCE THE UPGRADES TO THE LOWER RICCARTON WASTEWATER INTERCEPTOR AND THE 
LOWER RICCARTON ROAD SEWER ARE COMPLETE 
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