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Details of Presenters

Bruce McLean BE(Hons)

• Graduated 1972 from University of Canterbury with Bachelor of Civil Engineering.
• Fellow of Engineering NZ with 50+ years experience.
• Diverse project and general management and governance experience including advisor to 

the Prime Minister.

• Board of SCIRT in Christchurch post earthquakes as Crown Representative.
• Family has owned Bruce’s property in Akaroa since 1973.

Lee Robinson LLB; MNZM

• Family have owned Lee’s property in Robinsons Bay since 1952.
• 50 years experience as legal Partner and Commercial Lawyer and with 35 years governance 

and management experience.
• Past Chair and Founder of Robinsons Bay Ratepayers’ and Residents’ Association.
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1. We represent a group of Akaroa business people 
including Engineers, Lawyers and others.

3
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2. The Akaroa community is strongly opposed to the land based 
option.

• As the community has come to better understand the land-based 
wastewater scheme it has become strongly opposed. Of the submissions 
for the recent consents 94% were opposed with support primarily from 
Ngai Tahu and people who had sold land for the irrigation. Opposition 
numbers have continued to grow since then.

• Primary reasons for opposition are: escalating costs, the significant 
negative impact on Akaroa’s recreational hub, discharges into Children’s 
Bay of untreated and treated wastewater, significant traffic disruption of 
two to three years during construction, and high ongoing operating costs.

4

Finance and Performance Committee 
22 April 2026   

 

Page 6 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 5

.1
. 

  



5

3. Its design has been fraught from its inception and its 
implementation will be disastrous for the community.

• The land–based scheme is a one-of-a-kind project that is over reliant on 
many constantly changing and sensitive factors. These include wildly 
varying inflows; inadequate storage; sensitive soils; small pipes 
traversing streams, slips and roads; being buried in the main access to 
Akaroa; irrigation soils that are sensitive to moisture; maintaining 
drippers amongst Kanaka trees and constant maintenance.

• Incredibly to date, the terminal dump station has been sited on Akaroa’s 
former rubbish dump and the treatment plant sited on an active slip. 

• It is no wonder the design has been constantly changing.
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4. Council costs for the land- based scheme are no longer 
credible. They have increased 300% since 2020 and will only  
continue to increase despite attempted savings. Yet the 
design is still only at preliminary stage

• The evolving design has driven the costs up dramatically. 

• But the increase of 300% since 2020 is beyond normal. 

• The design is still only at preliminary stage and the costs can be 
expected to continue increasing as design is developed.

6

Finance and Performance Committee 
22 April 2026   

 

Page 8 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 5

.1
. 

  



7

5. The 2.7km harbour outfall has been rejected previously in a 
Consent application for cultural reasons. 

• It is a smaller version of the ocean outfall and is cheaper.  However, it is 
likely to be resisted by some members of the Community including iwi.  
Consents would potentially be more difficult to obtain than the ocean 
based outfall based on the new WEPS standards. 

• Pragmatically, we would accept this alternative if the Council wished 
to adopt it.
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6. An ocean outfall is the only viable resilient option, and in our 
opinion would be supported by our community.

• Unlike the land-based scheme the ocean outfall is a “repeat project” with 
plenty of other similar projects around New Zealand. The contractor that 
has provided costs to the Council (McConnell Dowell) has undertaken 
most of these projects including in Lyttelton Harbour and New Brighton. 
Their estimated costs and methodology can be relied on.

• The outfall consists of a robust welded 355mm polyethylene pipe. 
• It has twice the capacity of the land-based pipe and will handle any 

conceivable flow well into the future.

• The Council has not attempted to optimize this option. For example: 
potentially the pipe does not need to be buried as indicated by Beca. After 
all the Cook Strait cable is not buried and it is critical infrastructure.

8
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6. (cont.)

• This option is far more favourable to the environment. According to the 
Council’s independent consultant Beca the discharge would likely not be 
detectable in the ocean. It has a dilution factor of 385 to one and that 
does not take into account the dilution impact of the Southland current 
which flows at one to two knots around the peninsula.

• In an emergency untreated wastewater can be discharged through the 
ocean outfall. This is far better than discharging into Childrens Bay.

• According the Ministry of Health (MOH) 74% of treated waste water is 
discharged into the ocean in New Zealand, including the Christchurch 
outfall and the Waimakariri District outfall.
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7. The ocean outfall is cheaper than the land based option if estimated 
costs are treated the same. 

• Council has added costs to the Ocean Outfall estimates that are not needed. 
For example the Council has added 15% for professional fees which is 
unreasonably high given that McConnell Dowell are offering a design-build 
solution.

• A margin of 50% has been applied to the ocean outfall which is excessive 
compared to the land-based option. McConnell Dowell have already included 
contingencies of about 30 % and the Council is applying 50% on top of that. We 
have contingency on top of contingency.

• The geotechnical risk for the marine pipeline is relatively low compared to the 
land-based option and contingencies should reflect that.

• The ocean outfall will have far lower operational costs than the land-based 
scheme. This is not reflected in the operational costs provided by Council.
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8. The ocean outfall best meets the requirements of the Local 
Government (Water Services) Act 2025

• In our view the Ocean Outfall best meets the requirement of the Local 
Government (Water Services) Act which are:

• (a) to provide water services that— (i) are reliable; and (ii) are resilient to 
external factors, for example, climate change and natural hazards; and 
(iii) are of a quality that meets consumer expectations; and (iv) meet 
all regulatory requirements, including, if the water service provider is 
responsible for water supply services, providing drinking water that is 
safe for consumers; and (b) to ensure that it provides water services in 
a cost-effective and financially sustainable manner 
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9. The ocean outfall should at least be kept as an option 
at this stage.

• The ocean outfall is in summary:

• More acceptable to the community
• Cheaper to build and run
• More resilient with double the capacity
• Far better for the environment

It needs proper consideration not just treated like a long list 
item that can be dismissed with loaded costs.

Finance and Performance Committee 
22 April 2026   

 

Page 14 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 5

.1
. 

  



10. Finally, the Council should understand that any decision it 
 takes that is not well founded could well be subject to a review 

by the Commerce Commission or other review body or bodies.  

13
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21/04/2026

Christchurch City Council
Finance and Performance Committee

.

Presentation by
FRIENDS of Banks Peninsula

Endorsed by Akaroa Civic Trust, Akaroa Ratepayers & Residents 
Association, Robinsons Bay Ratepayers & Residents Association

regarding 
Akaroa Wastewater Cost Reduction Opportunities

22 April 2026

Suky Thompson
Brent Martin
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21/04/2026

FOBP long involvement

• Technical expertise – we have read and 
analysed all technical documents since 2016

• Our work has picked up multiple critical errors 
leading to discovery of 
– faulty flow meter 
– true wastewater flow volumes 
– I&I levels and 
– overflows

• Validated by CCC experts and Hearing expert 
conferencing

2
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I&I is not under control

3

• Total Akaroa annual wastewater volume is as high as before any I&I repairs done
• Rain derived I&I is still the main determinant of total wastewater volume
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Our view of cost cutting proposals
• Harbour outfall

– Tried and trusted technology
– Discharge into deep water with rapid dispersal in main current
– Resilient to climate change because not affected by I&I
– Simple to operate
– Consentable under WEPS

• Moving the treatment plant

– Highly visible from residential areas of Akaroa and roads
– Overturns the existing 2015 consent

• New Land Based options 
– Reduced land area and addition of Duvauchelle means greatly increased wastewater load on 

Robinsons Bay sites 
– 10 years of engineering analysis being overruled - each time CCC has reduced land area it has 

increased irrigation rates above that which was previously deemed to be a safe level. Now 
double the 2023 safe levels.

– No evidence new options supported with technical research. PDP report referenced in agenda 
does not include
• Irrigating Duvauchelle wastewater to Robinsons Bay
• Modelling of overflow days with reduced storage

– 7.8ha of land removed from Robinsons Bay field because too steep for WEPS, but 6ha of land 
already considered high risk (due to elevation, downslopes and winter saturation) retained

4

Finance and Performance Committee 
22 April 2026   

 

Page 19 

A
tt

a
ch

m
e

n
t 

A
  

It
e

m
 5

.2
. 

  



21/04/2026

All existing risks exacerbated

• Irrigation to natives on sloping ground not tried anywhere 
else

• Irrigation is to occur year round to the point where soils 
are saturated

• Peninsula loess soils suffer from slips in prolonged wet 
conditions

• Runoff of nitrogen pollution into stream and shallow bays 
is a major risk when irrigating to saturation

• Risks increase with climate change storms
• The irrigation system is complex to manage with pumping 

stations, storage tanks and maintenance of 100s of kms of 
irrigation pipe and millions of drippers in a dense native 
forest

5
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21/04/2026

Analysis of saving for land options

6

Total 
cost

Total 
saving

Moving 
plant

Reducing 
tanks and 
land

% of days irrigated 
to land (CCC data)

Current 
proposal

$176m 98.6

Option 1 
16,000m3 
storage

$150m $26m $10m $16m 99.3

Option 2 
4,000m3 storage

$136m $40m $10m $30m 97.2

• More expensive Option 1 recommended by staff instead of much 
cheaper Option 2 based on small difference in overflow days only

• No technical information has been provided to back up these 
overflow days figures

Data extracted from Slide 17 April 15 staff presentation
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Overflow assumptions do not match reality

7

Irrigation site in 
Robinsons Bay showing 
saturation 8 days after 
last rainfall and 11 days 
after the main storm

• Ceasing irrigation when the ground is saturated will result in many more days 
of overflows than simplistic modelling indicates 

• Increased irrigation loading means more frequent saturation
• The overflow discharge also provides a critical backup for field failure

• Discharge to land relies on soil and plants up-taking water, not running off. 
Ceasing irrigation when ground is saturated is critical. 

• CCC stated in consent application that irrigation would not take place once 
ground was saturated

• Modelling of overflows to date does not take ground saturation into account, 
it only assumes irrigation ceases on a day when 50mm of rain has fallen.
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Proposed short overflow repugnant to community

8

• Discharge to water bodies relies on dilution
• Proposed 300m Childrens Bay overflow is at head of a shallow, poorly 

flushing bay into water only 1m deep
– By contrast current 100m outfall is to water that is 6m deep and in the main 

flushing current

• Contaminants will accumulate in mudflats – nitrogen, heavy metals, 
pharmaceutical, microplastics and forever chemicals

• In the heart of Akaroa marine recreational area
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Extending overflow to deep water essential

9

• Cost of extending  Childrens Bay overflow by 1km to deep water 
would be maximum $5.9m
– Based on applying Harbour Outfall per meter costs

Example of Childrens 
Bay overflow extended 
by 1km to deeper 
water (5m depth) and 
outside of shallow bay 
where it can flush

• Before considering any land based option there needs 
to be an acceptable discharge for overflows, and as a 
backup in case of irrigation field failures
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Conclusion

• Moving the treatment plant is controversial and 
requires re-consenting

• Land based options present unacceptable 
environmental risk 
– Overflows need to be dealt with by an acceptable outfall
– Proper technical reports must be provided for Council and 

public scrutiny to support any changes proposed

• At this stage the only safe and feasible solution 
presented is Mid-Harbour outfall 
– Simpler and cheaper to operate
– Resilient to climate change and unaffected by I&I
– Cultural concerns are well understood, but geography and 

soils, climate change, I&I and high cost mean that land 
disposal is increasingly impracticable and very high risk. 

10
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Our recommendations

• Less haste, enable peer review and community input

• Don’t cherry pick LGA
– Mana whenua cultural requirements are to be balanced with other matters
– Community views must be taken into consideration under Section 78, including persons likely 

to be affected and those with an interest in the matter

• Water Services Act requires you to
– Provide water services that are resilient to climate change
– Act in the best interests of current and future consumers – debt for the future

• Your own strategic priorities include
– Build trust and confidence in Council through meaningful partnerships and listening to 

residents
– Work with Ngāi Tahu to achieve meaningful outcomes that benefit the whole community

• We do not support any options being put to Council and request
– Full public disclosure of all technical information prepared for the new options

– Meeting between FOBP and WW staff to answer questions 

– Public meeting where the Council communicates the substantial changes proposed to the full 
community 

– Receive community feedback before making decisions on our behalf

11
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