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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Simon Justin Collin and I am the Network Planning 

Team Leader for water supply, wastewater and stormwater for the 

Christchurch City Council (Council). I have held this position since 

August 2005. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) Degree (Hons) from 

Canterbury University. I have 37 years' experience in civil 

engineering and, as Network Planning Team Leader, I am 

responsible for ensuring that network planning issues in the water, 

wastewater and stormwater activity areas that arise out of both 

growth and backlog of the existing network are appropriately 

addressed. 

 

1.3 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide 

evidence in relation to the impact of the Memorial Avenue 

Investments Limited (MAIL) development on the Council’s water 

and wastewater networks. 

 

1.4 I provided evidence on behalf of the Council with respect to 

wastewater for proposed Plan Change 84: Special Purpose 

(Airport) Zone (PC84) (which is dated August 2014).  

 

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.   

 

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

while preparing this brief of evidence are: 
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(a) GHD memo - Proposed MAIL site plan change Rev 2. 

Model analysis of the impact upon the public wastewater 

network (18 March 2015);  

(b) GHD memo - Population Intensification Assessment (12 

March 2015);  

(c) GHD report - Riccarton Interceptor Capacity Upgrade 

Scheme - Issues and Options Design Report  (September 

2014); 

(d) Memorial Business Park - Private Plan Change Request 

Council Submission MO6 page 9 - Wastewater flows and 

capacity   (27 January 2015);  

(e) Council's Infrastructure Design Standard (IDS);  

(f) GHD email dated 20 August 2015 containing the results 

of wastewater modelling carried out subsequent to the  

caucusing; 

(g) Plan Change 84 wastewater staging rule for the Special 

Purpose  Airport Zone, and 

(h) The evidence of Bridget O'Brien filed in the Stage 1 

Residential hearing, as far as it addresses the capacity 

and upgrading of the Riccarton Interceptor.1 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

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

are the effects of the Proposal on the water and wastewater 

networks. My evidence also addresses the specific relief sought by 

various submitters on these provisions where they relate to water 

or wastewater. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The existing water supply pipes in Avonhead Road and Memorial 

Avenue are inadequate to service the MAIL development. Larger 

mains in Roydvale Ave and Hawthorndon  Road have supply 

capacity, but to service the MAIL site a new loop main through the 

                                                   
1
  [Updated] Statement of Bridget Mary O'Brien dated 12 March 2015; Rebuttal Evidence of Bridget O'Brien 

on behalf of Christchurch City Council dated 25 March 2015. 
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site would need to be constructed connecting to these larger 

mains. Since the Council has no funding in its Long Term Plan 

(LTP) for this work, MAIL would be expected to fund this work.  

  

3.2 The Avonhead sewer, and the downstream Riccarton Interceptor, 

into which the development would discharge, do not currently have 

the capacity to accept any additional flow without increasing the 

risk of downstream surcharging and manhole overflows during wet 

weather. However the Council's LTP has upgrades planned in the 

next two years for the lower reaches of the Riccarton Interceptor, 

which modelling shows will provide some capacity to accept 

additional flows from the MAIL development.  

 

3.3 Further upgrades in the upper reaches of the Riccarton Interceptor 

would release additional capacity, but, while planned, these are 

not currently funded in the LTP. 

 

3.4 Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) also wish to 

discharge into this sewer, but are currently constrained by a 

staging rule arising from Plan Change 84.  

 

3.5 In my view, an equitable approach is to allocate the capacity that 

will become available with the various stages of  the Riccarton 

Interceptor upgrade works between CIAL and the proposed MAIL 

development, in proportion to each development's  land  area. A 

proposed rule is still under discussion between interested parties, 

reflecting this approach. 

 

4. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION / CAUCUSING  

 

4.1 I attended expert conferencing on Monday 10 August 2015.  

 

4.2 All matters regarding water supply were agreed, the key points 

being: 

(a) development of the Business Park site will require a new 

200mm trunk/ring main to be installed (however I note 

that the final pipe size will be determined through 
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modelling at consenting stage – see paragraph 7.8 

below); 

(b) there is no funding in the Council's LTP for this main; 

(c) the Business Park site will likely be the sole beneficiary of 

this main and will be responsible for its funding if the 

development is to proceed; and 

(d) a mechanism should be confirmed which prevents further 

connections to the main, if they were to the detriment of 

MAIL's ability to develop their site, having funded the 

infrastructure. 

 

4.3 Regarding wastewater, the following was agreed: 

 

(a) the Riccarton Interceptor network is currently at capacity; 

(b) I would continue to work on a table of acceptable flows 

with Mr Andrew Hall (for MAIL) to reflect various stages of 

capacity from now to following each proposed upgrade to 

the Riccarton Interceptor; 

(c) that further flows above those existing from the site need 

to be prevented until the initial Riccarton Interceptor 

upgrade is complete; 

(d) that any agreement on future flows from the Business 

Park site would need to consider the existing legal 

agreement, and flow restrictions, between the Council 

and CIAL, and that it is important that the outcome of the 

rezoning does not disadvantage CIAL's ability to 

discharge agreed flows in the future. 

 

5. WATER SUPPLY 

 

5.1 I briefly explain the situation regarding water supply at the site.  

There are existing Council water supply pipes in Memorial Avenue 

and Avonhead Road.  The pipe in Memorial Avenue is a 100 mm 

diameter pipe and the pipe in Avonhead Road is 150 mm 

diameter.  The Burnside water supply pump station is the nearest 

pump station to the MAIL site. 
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5.2 The existing water supply pipes on Memorial Avenue and 

Avonhead Road will not provide adequate flows and pressure to 

the MAIL site. To service the proposed rezoning, it is currently 

intended that a 200 mm diameter pipe will be laid from Roydvale 

Avenue, along Memorial Avenue to the site, through the site to 

Avonhead Road and finally along Avonhead Road to a main in 

Hawthornden Road. This connection will provide a loop to two 

existing pipes, and  will improve the reliability of water supply 

service to the local area.   

 

5.3 With this upgrade in place, preliminary modelling shows that the 

minimum water pressure will be 254 kPa (compared to Council's 

IDS requirement of 250 kPa) and fire flows of up to 100 L/s can be 

supplied.  If higher fire flows are required, on site storage is likely 

to be required. 

 

5.4 The Council has no funding provision in the 10 year LTP to carry 

out these capital works, and, accordingly, MAIL should be required 

to provide these infrastructure upgrades. Should MAIL provide the 

infrastructure required to fully service the development, then it 

would be reasonable to incorporate a mechanism that provided 

certainty that other potential developments in the vicinity would not 

be serviced from this infrastructure to the detriment of MAIL. I 

understand that a mechanism to address this issue most likely lies 

outside the scope of the proposed Replacement District Plan 

process. 

 

6. WASTEWATER 

 

6.1 The MAIL site is within the Riccarton Interceptor catchment, which 

is well known to have capacity constraints during a storm event, 

with many manholes overflowing.  The Council is planning 

upgrades to the lower Riccarton Interceptor and lower Riccarton 

Road sewer, which will resolve capacity issues in the lower part of 

the catchment. Completion of these works will also permit some 

additional flow to be accepted into the top end of the catchment. 

The bulk of the works are planned to be carried out in the 2015/16 
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and 2016/17 financial years, so it is expected that this additional 

capacity will be available by the end of the 2017 calendar year. I 

note that this differs from what was presented in Ms Bridget 

O'Brien's evidence in chief at the Stage 1 Residential hearing. The 

reason for this difference is that Ms O'Brien's evidence was based 

on the draft LTP, whereas my evidence is based on the final LTP.   

 

6.2 The MAIL site is in the upper part of the catchment, and would 

discharge to the Avonhead Road sewer.  Upgrades to the 

Avonhead Road sewer and the upper Riccarton Interceptor would 

be required to accommodate wastewater flows from the site if 

these were to be in line with design flows in the Council's IDS.  

However, due to financial constraints the Council has no plans to 

undertake these upgrades within the next ten years.  Proposals to 

include the works in future LTPs will be put forward into the next 

LTP process, but there is no certainty of outcome.  

 

6.3 Wastewater network modelling has shown that with the Lower 

Riccarton upgrade works completed (in 2017), limited additional 

flows to the Avonhead Road sewer of 33.7 L/s can be 

accommodated during a storm event.  The scenario used was 3.7 

L/s from the MAIL site (based on 0.15 L/s/ha) and 30 L/s from 

Dakota Park within the CIAL development area.  Flows greater 

than this would cause additional manholes to overflow 

downstream.  

 

6.4 CIAL has, in my view, a legitimate concern that any capacity made 

available to the MAIL site should not be detrimental to CIAL's 

ability to discharge flows from its own development.   Through a 

staging rule from Plan Change 84, CIAL cannot discharge into the 

Avonhead sewer until a threshold available capacity of 30 L/s is 

reached. The division of the interim wet weather available capacity 

of 33.7 L/s into 30 L/s for CIAL and 3.7 L/s for the MAIL site was to 

some extent an arbitrary split that arose during the modelling 

process which was used to establish the total available capacity, 

and in my view it would be sensible if this was more equitably 

divided between the two companies on the basis of the land area 
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that each is intending to develop. The MAIL site area is 27.05 ha, 

and the Dakota Park area 108.85 ha. Thus, based on those land 

areas, the wastewater capacity allocation for the MAIL and Dakota 

Park sites would be 6.7 L/s and 27 L/s respectively.  

 

6.5 This interim flow limitation will require diligent attention during 

design and construction of the internal wastewater network for the 

MAIL site, to limit the wet weather increase in flows that normally 

occur to an absolute minimum. Storage tank(s) will also be 

required to accommodate any flow above the allocated capacity 

that arises from wet weather events .   

 

6.6 The Avonhead sewer, into which the MAIL site would discharge, is   

constrained to a total capacity of 40 L/s. Therefore peak dry 

weather flow  from the combined CIAL and MAIL sites would also 

need to be limited to this figure. Applying the same land area 

based methodology to this flow, as noted in paragraph 6.4 above, 

results in a dry weather wastewater flow allocation of 8 L/s and 32 

L/s for the MAIL site and Dakota Park development respectively. 

This capacity limitation would need to remain until the Avonhead 

sewer is upgraded, irrespective of any other downstream trunk 

upgrades. Storage tanks may also function to meet this flow 

limitation.   

 

6.7 Higher wet weather flows than 33.7 L/s can only be 

accommodated once the upgrades to the Avonhead Road sewer 

and the upper Riccarton Interceptor are complete.   Because of 

the financial constraints that the Council is facing, and the 

uncertainty of future funding, it is likely that the two projects would 

not be carried out concurrently. However, if funding was available, 

upgrading the upper Riccarton Interceptor would be carried out 

first, followed by the Avonhead Road Sewer.  This is because the 

upper Riccarton Interceptor is downstream of the Avonhead Road 

sewer, and capacity constraints must be relieved here first before 

additional flows from the Avonhead Road sewer could be 

accommodated.  The upper Riccarton Interceptor upgrade, when 

completed, would permit a total of 38 L/s wet weather flow to be 
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accepted (7.6 L/s and 30.4 L/s for MAIL and Dakota Park using 

the methodology at paragraph 6.4 above).  The completion of both 

the upper Riccarton Interceptor and the Avonhead Road sewer 

upgrades will provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the full 

flows defined in the Council's IDS for the proposed MAIL site 

zoning. 

 

6.8 Because of the network capacity issues described above, I 

support the concept of a limited wet weather and dry weather flow 

discharge to the public network on-site, managed through on-site 

storage. In the case of wet weather, storage would be discharged 

only when there is sufficient capacity available in the network. This 

restricted flow regime can be increased incrementally when the 

upgrades to the upper Riccarton Interceptor and the Avonhead 

Road sewer are complete. A proposed amended rule and 

associated table of permitted flows  in accordance with this 

approach is under discussion between interested parties. 

  

7. CONSIDERATION OF SPECIFIC SUBMISSIONS  

 

7.1 I have assessed the specific relief sought through submissions, 

insofar as it relates to my area of expertise.    

 

Response to submissions of Avonhead Community Group, Karl 

Varley, Westgrove Committee, Gordon Donaldson, and Graham 

Wilkinson  

 

7.2 Avonhead Community Group's submission (M04) p 15 clause 27, 

and further submission (FS/M31) p. 15 clause 50.   The Avonhead 

Community Group notes that earlier Council reports identify that 

downstream sewerage capacity was a major constraint for 

development of this site, and submit that the proposed storage 

methodology to cope with this constraint is an ad hoc expedient, 

which should not be the basis for permitting the plan change.  

 

7.3 Karl Varley (2321) submits that the Riccarton Interceptor does not 

have capacity to meet the additional wastewater demand from the 
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development, and that the water supply pressure in the area is 

weak. 

 

7.4 The Westgrove Committee (2163) opposes the plan change for 

the same reasons as the Avonhead Community Group. 

 

7.5 Gordon Donaldson (M20) submits that insufficient attention has 

been given to demand on water pressure. 

 

7.6 Graham Wilkinson (M22) expresses concern about infrastructure. 

 

7.7 As noted in paragraphs 6.1 and 6.7 of my evidence, there is 

currently no capacity in the Riccarton Interceptor for additional 

wastewater discharges. However, as I have noted at paragraph 

6.1 above, stage 1 of the Interceptor upgrades is currently being 

designed (i.e lower Interceptor upgrades), with construction 

expected to be complete by the end of 2017.  This will provide 

33.7 L/s additional capacity in wet weather, of which 6.7 L/s is 

proposed to be allocated to the MAIL site. I am confident that 

overflows from manholes downstream will not be exacerbated if 

the design and construction of the network within the MAIL site, 

including storage, is such that the discharge does not exceed this 

flow rate.  

 

7.8 Preliminary modelling of the water supply network has shown that 

the requirements of the Council's IDS can be met, subject to a 

new connection main being installed between Memorial Avenue 

and Hawthornden Road, as noted at paragraph 5.2 above. Final 

pipe size will be determined with more detailed modelling that will 

take place at the consenting stage.  I am therefore similarly 

confident that an adequate water supply can be provided to the 

proposed development, provided the proposed new connection is 

installed.  

 

7.9 I therefore do not support these submissions.   
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Response to MAIL  submission  

 

7.10 MAIL Submission (2378 Appendix 1, para 16.4.7.3.4).  MAIL 

submits that for restricted discretionary activities the matters of 

discretion should be : 

 

(a) whether the on-site storage capacity is sufficient to meet 

on-site storage needs to avoid any discharge during peak 

times or storm events; and 

(b) inclusion of a mechanism to enable remote monitoring 

and control of the discharge, to ensure discharges do not 

occur during peak times or storm events 

 

7.11 I do not support these provisions. With recent modelling having 

established with sufficient confidence the available capacity that is 

associated with each of the Riccarton Interceptor upgrades, it is 

my view that the wastewater planning rule should not contain a 

restricted discretionary category. The discharge should be 

permitted, in which case it should meet the flow limitations set out 

in Table A below, or if those limitations cannot be met, it should be 

a non-complying activity 

 

TABLE A 

                               Timeframes Allowable 

discharge 

during a storm 

(PWW) 

Allowable 

discharge, 

no storm   

Maximum discharge after upgrading of the lower 

Riccarton Interceptor.   

6.7L/s 8 L/s 

Maximum discharge following the upgrading of 

the upper Riccarton Interceptor (not yet in LTP) 

and the above upgrade.  

  7.6 L/s 8 L/s 
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 Response to CIAL  submission  

 

7.12 CIAL (M11).  The CIAL submission supports Rule 16.4.7.2.7 that 

there be no discharge to the Council network until the Riccarton 

Interceptor is upgraded.  

 

7.13 I generally support this submission, but with a distinction made 

between the different parts of the Riccarton Interceptor upgrade 

works. My view is that the rule needs to be modified to refer to the  

different stages of the Riccarton upgrade works being completed 

before the discharges to the Council network, as specified in Table 

A above. 

 

7.14 The CIAL submission also supports 16.4.7.1.4 (NC3) which 

provides for activities that do not result in the instantaneous 

sewage flow from the site exceeding 0.5 L/s/ha.  

 

7.15 This is equivalent to 12 L/s maximum wet weather flow, a figure 

which was derived in the absence of consideration of the CIAL 

Dakota site.   

 

7.16 Again I support the principle of this rule that flows over a certain 

threshold should be non-complying activities, but with the 

caucusing and subsequent modelling resulting in the development 

of Table A, it is my view that the thresholds should be aligned to 

the figures from Table A. 

 

 Response to submission of Canterbury District Health Board 

 

7.17 The Canterbury District Health Board (M05) recommends that the 

installation of additional water supply infrastructure to supply 

adequate drinking water is a condition of the development. It also 

Maximum discharge following the full upgrading 

of the upper Avonhead Road sewer (not yet in 

LTP) and the above upgrades. 

In accordance with IDS flows 
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supports the concept of a temporary solution for wastewater as 

proposed in the plan change as a condition of development. 

 

7.18 I support both points of this submission. As noted at paragraph 5.4 

above, the Council has no budget provision in its current LTP for 

the required water supply infrastructure, so MAIL will need to 

construct the link main if an adequate water supply is to be 

provided. As I have stated earlier in my evidence, I believe that a 

temporary wastewater solution via storage and discharge off peak 

to meet the flow limitations is an acceptable method of providing a 

service without detrimental downstream effects. 

 

7.19  The Crown (M07) seeks to amend the Built Form Standards to 

include a standard requiring firefighting water supplies be made 

available to all buildings. I note that the permitted activity standard 

in 16.4.3.8 that applies to permitted activities in 16.4.2.1 requires 

the provision of sufficient water supply to all buildings for 

firefighting in accordance with New Zealand Fire Service Fire 

Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice (SNZ PAS: 4509:2008).  

In my opinion, this standard satisfactorily addresses CERA's 

submission. 

 

 

 
Simon Collin 

26 August 2015 


