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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 18 August 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 I have read the submitter evidence in chief dated 27 August 2015 that is 

relevant to my area of expertise. Of that submitter evidence, my rebuttal 

evidence responds to the following: 

 

(a) John Cook for Christoph and Wendy Schacherer (#2061); 

(b) Fiona Aston for Cathedral City Development Ltd (#2129); 

(c) David Fox for Cathedral City Development Ltd (#2129); 

(d) Grant Poultney for Grant Poultney (#2190); 

(e) Sharon Lawrence for Sharon Lawrence (#2322); 

(f) Malcolm Smith for Graeme and Joy McVicar (#2362); 

(g) Mark Shadbolt for Mark Shadbolt (#2375);  

(h) Mark Thomas for Avonhead Community Group Incorporated 

(#2164); and 

(i) Maurice Dale for the Crown (#2387). 

 

2.2 These submitters provided evidence in relation to submissions seeking site 

specific rezoning in relation to Stage 2 of the Residential Chapter of the 

proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP). As I have done in my 

evidence in chief, I have broadly categorised my rebuttal to respond to 

evidence from submitters associated with the Port Hills, Banks Peninsula 

and Christchurch City.  
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3. EVIDENCE ON REZONING – PORT HILLS  

 

Submitter #2061 Christoph and Wendy Schacherer - 200 Huntsbury Avenue, 

Huntsbury - Evidence of John Cook 

 

3.1 I addressed the request to rezone this property at paragraphs 5.18 to 5.20 

of my evidence in chief. Mr Cook states at paragraph 3.8 that he 

understands that with the completion of earthquake repairs to the 

wastewater network, the property will no longer be in a wastewater 

constraint area. 

 

3.2 I disagree with Mr Cook, as there are fundamental capacity issues in the 

Heathcote River wastewater catchment.  While earthquake damage to the 

wastewater network exacerbated this issue, the earthquake repairs being 

undertaken by the Stronger Christchurch Infrastructure Team (SCIRT) will 

not resolve the capacity issues.   

 

3.3 However, Christchurch City Council (Council) does have a project in its 

Long Term Plan to reduce wastewater overflows in the Heathcote River 

catchment, and once that project is complete and the wastewater 

constraint removed, I would have no objection to this property being 

rezoned Residential Large Lot (RLL).  The expected completion date for 

that project is 2024.  Providing development did not occur before the 

wastewater constraint was resolved, I now consider that there are no 

concerns with rezoning this property from a wastewater perspective.  

 

Submitter #2129 Cathedral City Development Ltd - 85 Harry Ell Drive, 

Cashmere - Evidence of Fiona Aston and David Fox 

 

3.4 I addressed the request to rezone this property at paragraphs 5.27 and 

5.28 of my evidence in chief. Ms Aston states at paragraph 10.8 that: 

 

Council are proposing a wastewater certification process at the time of 

subdivision i.e. a certificate from CCC is required to confirm 

wastewater is available and will be required prior to subdivision 

approval.  Suitable rules will be included in the pRDP.  In light of this, I 



  

 

26677409_1.doc                 3 

 

am of the opinion that the same approach should apply to the CCDL 

site, despite contrary comments made by Ms O'Brien. 

 

3.5 I disagree with Ms Aston that the Council proposed a wastewater capacity 

certification process at the time of subdivision in the pRDP.  I wish to clarify 

that this was suggested by the Commissioners of the Independent 

Hearings Panel, who sought comment from experts (including me) who 

had given evidence at the Stage 1 hearing for the Subdivision Proposal.  

The certificate proposed would only be to assess whether the subdivision 

was a controlled activity (if capacity existed) or restricted discretionary (if 

capacity did not exist).  The decision on the Stage 1 hearing for the 

Subdivision Proposal has not yet been released, so it is not known whether 

there will be a certification process included in the Subdivision Proposal. 

However, my opinion of Ms Aston's evidence can be set aside, given my 

view on Mr Fox's evidence in paragraph 3.7 below.  

 

3.6 Mr Fox states at paragraph 5.1 that: 

 

there will be sewer capacity available for these 10 sites when the 

upgrading of specific parts of the Council’s wastewater system is 

completed. When the upgrade to the main system is completed CDL 

will apply to the Council for a certificate confirming that capacity is 

available for a sewage discharge from these sites. 

 

3.7 This was discussed at mediation on 21 August 2015.  I agree with Mr Fox's 

comments that the Council has a project in its Long Term Plan to reduce 

overflows in the downstream Heathcote River wastewater catchment (due 

for completion in 2024).  When writing my evidence in chief, I overlooked 

this information.  Given this, I now consider that there are no concerns with 

rezoning this property from a water and wastewater perspective, providing 

that the development did not occur before the Heathcote River overflow 

reduction project is complete. 
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Submitter #2190 Grant Poultney - 353 Worsleys Road, Hoon Hay Valley - 

Evidence of Grant Poultney 

 

3.8 I addressed the request to rezone this property at paragraphs 5.34 to 5.36 

of my evidence in chief. Mr Poultney states in his cover letter that his 

property is serviced by the same sewerage main as the neighbouring 

property at 351 Worsleys Road. 

 

3.9 When writing my evidence in chief, I was not aware of this information.  

However, as stated in my evidence in chief, the pressure main was only 

sized to service the current properties, and so there is no spare capacity 

for additional connections. 

 

3.10 For the reasons set out above, I remain of the opinion that the rezoning 

sought should not be accepted from a wastewater perspective.   

 

Submitter #2322 Sharon Lawrence - 79 Shalamar Drive, Cashmere - Evidence 

of Sharon Lawrence 

 

3.11 I addressed the request to rezone this property at paragraphs 5.40 and 

5.44 of my evidence in chief. Ms Lawrence states in the eighth paragraph 

of page 2 of her evidence that agreement is in place with her neighbour at 

59 Shalamar Drive about wastewater servicing, and the subdivision of the 

neighbouring property at 41 Kiteroa Place includes an easement for water 

supply. 

 

3.12 I note that the Council has not yet received an application for subdividing 

41 Kiteroa Place, although building consents which relate to subdividing 

the property have been issued. 

 

3.13 As stated in paragraph 5.44 of my evidence in chief, I opposed the 

rezoning sought unless the developer could demonstrate and construct a 

workable solution.  I am satisfied that Ms Lawrence has demonstrated this 

and she has acknowledged that the developer would be responsible for 

funding and constructing this infrastructure.  Given this, I now consider that 

there are no concerns with rezoning this property from a water and 
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wastewater perspective, providing the infrastructure is constructed and 

funded by the developer. 

 

Submitter #2362 Graeme Alan McVicar and Joy Yvonne McVicar - 353 - 363 

Worsleys Road, Hoon Hay Valley - Evidence of Malcolm Smith 

 

3.14 I addressed the request to rezone this property at paragraphs 5.36, and 

5.47 to 5.49 of my evidence in chief. Mr Smith states at paragraph 30 that 

"Sewage could be individually pumped from each dwelling to the urban 

network - Aglaia Place." 

 

3.15 I disagree with Mr Smith that sewage could be discharged into the 

wastewater network at Aglaia Place.  This is the same pipe I referred to in 

paragraph 5.36 of my evidence, which has no spare capacity for additional 

connections.  For the reasons set out above and in my evidence in chief, I 

remain of the opinion that the rezoning sought should not be accepted from 

a wastewater perspective. 

 

4. EVIDENCE ON REZONING – BANKS PENINSULA  

 

Submitter #2375 Mark Shadbolt - 5 Tikao Bay Road, Tikao Bay; 283 Wainui 

Main Road, French Farm; 6025 and 6027 Christchurch Akaroa Road, 

Duvauchelle - Evidence of Mark Shadbolt 

 

4.1 I addressed the request to rezone this property at paragraphs 6.18 to 6.25 

of my evidence in chief. In summary, I did not oppose the rezoning of any 

of these properties.  However, I wish to clarify my evidence in relation to Mr 

Shadbolt's statement at paragraph 4.1 that "The areas being requested for 

rezoning are adjacent to existing services of electricity, sewage and 

water..." 

 

4.2 I disagree in part with Mr Shadbolt that there are water and wastewater 

services adjacent to each of these areas, and refer to my evidence in chief 

which states whether Council water and wastewater schemes are available 

to service these proposed developments.  In short, there is no Council 

water supply scheme in Tikao Bay, and no Council water or wastewater 

scheme in French Farm.  However, there is a private community water 
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supply scheme in Tikao Bay. Therefore, although I do not oppose the 

rezoning sought, I consider it is important to reiterate my evidence on the 

specific wastewater nature of those areas. 

 

5. EVIDENCE ON REZONING – CHRISTCHURCH FLAT LAND 

 

Submitter #2164 Avonhead Community Group Incorporated - Evidence of 

Mark Thomas 

 

5.1 Mr Thomas' evidence states that it relates to 77 Hawthornden Road. The 

zoning for this property was notified in Stage 1.  I believe that reference to 

77 Hawthornden Road was in error and that instead this evidence relates 

to the Outline Development Plan (ODP) for Hawthornden Road.  I 

addressed the request to rezone approximately 900 m² of 214 Russley 

Road that is not included in the Hawthornden Road ODP area at 

paragraphs 7.33 and 7.34 of my evidence in chief. Mr Thomas states at 

paragraph 6.2:  

 

The ACG questions the appropriateness of locating the sewerage 

pump stations on a Rural Urban Fringe Zone, especially in view of the 

fact that NWRA3 contains several shallow, unconfined aquifers that 

are particularly susceptible to contamination. 

 

5.2 I have discussed wastewater servicing for the Hawthornden Road ODP 

area with the owners and their consultants.  It is in the upper Riccarton 

Wastewater Interceptor catchment, which has significant capacity 

constraints during a storm.  However, it does have capacity for much of the 

time, and I have agreed that a gravity wastewater network could be 

installed, draining to a storage tank.  Discharge from the storage tank 

would only be allowed when there was capacity in the downstream 

network, to avoid increasing the overflows from manholes downstream. 

 

5.3 I disagree with Mr Thomas that a storage tank is inappropriate in an area 

of shallow, unconfined aquifers.  The storage tank would be designed to 

contain wastewater and would not be any more of a risk to the unconfined 

aquifers than the gravity wastewater network in the surrounding area.  

Moreover, the Council already has wastewater pump stations in the 
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Christchurch Groundwater Protection Subzones shown on Environment 

Canterbury's Map Volume A for the Natural Resources Regional Plan.  For 

the reasons set out above, I remain of the opinion that the rezoning sought 

is acceptable from a wastewater perspective.   

 

6. OTHER EVIDENCE 

 

Submitter #2387 The Crown - Evidence of Mr Maurice Dale 

 

6.1 Other than commenting on the rezoning of school sites, I did not address 

the evidence of the Crown in my evidence in chief, as infrastructure 

capacity was not mentioned as an issue.  However, the evidence of Mr 

Dale at paragraphs 6.5 to 6.6 reintroduces the issues raised by Mr 

Commons at the Stage 1 Residential hearing that wastewater capacity is 

affecting Housing New Zealand's ability to redevelop its housing portfolio, 

and that at the time of that hearing, the Council has no strategy to prioritise 

infrastructure for areas of land that are earmarked for the redevelopment of 

social housing.   

 

6.2 There are no wastewater capacity constraints for CA28 Auburn Avenue or 

CA7 Piko/Shand due to the upgrade to the lower Riccarton Wastewater 

Interceptor and lower Riccarton Road sewer that Council is undertaking 

(due for completion in 2018). 

 

6.3 Since the Stage 1 Residential hearing, the Council has completed mapping 

its wastewater capacity constraints (see Attachment A). This mapping 

shows a reduced wastewater constraint area, compared to that shown on 

the map in Attachment 2 of Mr Common's evidence for the Stage 1 

Residential hearing. 

 

6.4 In addition, since the Stage 1 Residential hearing, I have been actively 

working to relieve wastewater capacity constraints in Housing New 

Zealand redevelopment areas.  In particular, I have submitted requests to 

SCIRT to upsize pipes and construct additional collection chambers in the 

Aranui Vacuum Sewer System, to provide capacity for 141 Housing New 

Zealand houses where there were previously 56 houses.  SCIRT has 

accepted these requests and construction is underway.   
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6.5 I have also had consultants GHD investigating whether local pipe upgrades 

could be undertaken to resolve the wastewater capacity issues in the 

Wairakei/Greers Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) 

area identified in the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP).  This revealed that 

local pipe upgrades do not resolve the capacity problem for this area, as a 

downstream constraint at the Wairakei Diversion is causing wastewater to 

back up in the network.   

 

6.6 The Council is about to commission a city-wide optimisation project that 

will identify the capital works projects that will be required to resolve 

wastewater capacity issues across the city, including those in the CHRM 

areas.  These projects will be funded from budgets in the Council's Long 

Term Plan to reduce overflows. 

 

6.7 The next step will be to undertake wastewater modelling for the Shirley 

CHRM area, now that Housing New Zealand has indicated the likely 

number of houses it wishes to develop in that area. 

 

6.8 In summary, in my role as Senior Planning Engineer - Growth at the 

Council, I have been, and will continue to be, actively planning to reduce 

wastewater constraints for CHRM areas, thereby giving effect to the LURP.  

 

Submitter #2387 - The Crown - Hornby Primary School 

 

6.9 The Crown's submission on Hornby Primary School was inadvertently missed 

from my evidence in chief. I have no issue from a water or wastewater 

perspective with the rezoning sought. 

 

 

Bridget Mary O'Brien 

2 September 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A - MAP SHOWING WASTEWATER CONSTRAINTS AND HOUSING NEW ZEALAND SITES 
 

 


