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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
 

1.1 My full name is Simon Justin Collin.  My experience and 

qualifications are set out in my evidence in chief dated 26 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 My rebuttal evidence is provided in response to the following 

evidence in chief filed by Memorial Avenue Investments Limited 

(MAIL) on 26 August 2015 and by submitters on 3 September 

2015: 

 

(a) Stephen Douglass for MAIL;  

(b) Andy Hall for MAIL;  

(c) Eoghan O'Neill for Christchurch International Airport 

Limited (CIAL);  

(d) Matt Bonis for MAIL; and  

(e) Clive Paris for Avonhead Community Group. 

 

 

3.  STEPHEN DOUGLASS AND ANDY HALL FOR MAIL - WASTEWATER  

 

3.1 Mr Douglass states at paragraph 4.1(e) that:  

 

It has been agreed with Council that until the Upper Riccarton 

Interceptor Sewer and Avonhead Road Sewer upgrades are 

complete, the sewage discharge from the site should be restricted 
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to a maximum flow of 0.5 L/s/ha. This amounts to approximately 

9.3 L/s maximum flow from the site. Any flows greater than this will 

require attenuation. 

 

3.2 I do not support this statement, as explained in my evidence in 

chief at paragraphs 7.14 to 7.16. The 0.5 L/s/ha figure was 

included on page 9 of the Council's submission (MO6) dated 27 

January 2015, but subsequent discussions and further modelling 

have resulted in the acceptable flows set out in my evidence in 

chief, and summarised in Table A at paragraph 7.11. 

 

3.3 Mr Hall includes Table ZZZ at paragraph 5.5 of his evidence. 

Again, further work by the Council has resulted in this table being 

updated, and is presented in my evidence in chief at paragraph. 

7.11, as Table A.  

 

4. EOGHAN O'NEILL, WITNESS FOR CIAL, AND MATT BONIS, FOR MAIL 

- WASTEWATER 

 

4.1 At paragraph 12 of his evidence, Mr O'Neill states that the CIAL 

rule "supports a reasonable expectation that CIAL have rights to 

30 L/s", once the 30 L/s capacity threshold has been provided by 

the upgrade of the Riccarton Interceptor sewer catchment 

network. Mr Bonis makes the same claim at paragraph 40 of his 

evidence. While I have no disagreement with either Mr O'Neill's,- 

or Mr Bonis's subsequent conclusions, I record for the sake of 

completeness that I interpret the CIAL rule differently. It is my view 

that the 30 L/s is a threshold that, once reached, allows CIAL to 

cease solely discharging to the Wairakei Collector sewer, and 

permits it to start discharging to the Avonhead sewer.  But it 

cannot be inferred that they have a right to all of the 30 L/s 

capacity in the Riccarton Interceptor sewer. 

 

4.2 At  paragraph  42, Mr Bonis suggests that a mechanism such as a 

Memorandum of Agreement would be a possible method to deal 

with such matters as flow monitoring details. I agree that this 

would be an appropriate way in which to record these details.    
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5. CLIVE PARIS, FOR AVONHEAD COMMUNITY GROUP - 

WASTEWATER 

 

5.1 Mr Paris states at paragraph 20 that "it is highly probable that 

allowing the proposed Industrial Park in addition to the 

development in Dakota Park would place a total discharge 

demand in excess of the additional 33.7 L/s that will be available 

after the lower Riccarton upgrade", and goes on to conclude that 

the additional sewerage capacity allows either Dakota Park, or the 

proposed Industrial Park to be developed, but not both. I disagree 

with this statement. My evidence at paragraph 6.1 acknowledges 

that the Riccarton Interceptor is constrained in its capacity, but 

proposes (at paragraph 6.4) that the additional capacity can be 

equitably divided between the two developments.   

 

5.2 In paragraph 21, Mr Paris refers to the effect of the Residential 

Suburban zoning of 6 ha of land at 77 Hawthornden Rd, noting 

that no reference has been made of this zoning in my evidence. 

That is correct, but the engineering assessment for this site, 

carried out by Site Solutions Ltd in a report dated December 14 

2014, concludes "that the land proposed for rezoning is able to be 

serviced by reticulated sewer, with the need in the short to 

medium term to provide required storage capacity and pump 

station. Whilst downstream network upgrades may improve 

capacity of this wastewater network, it is not considered prudent 

for any development to rely on this".   

 

5.3 In other words, development of this site would not be expected to 

rely in any way on the additional 33.7 L/s wet weather capacity 

afforded by the Lower Riccarton Interceptor upgrade works. I 

therefore do not agree with Mr Paris' conclusion in paragraph 21 

that "This indicates that the Council has underestimated the total 

discharge demand following the development of the proposed 

Industrial Park on the MAIL site". The critical design scenario for 

wastewater networks with respect to overflows is always the wet 
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weather flow condition, and any development at 77 Hawthornden 

Road would not be permitted to discharge during storm events 

until  all stages of the Riccarton Interceptor upgrades had been 

completed. Sufficient storage would be required to ensure that 

discharge only took place after the effects of a storm had passed. 

 

5.4 In terms of peak dry weather flow, my evidence in chief seeks to 

allocate the 40 L/s available in the Avonhead Rd sewer at  8L/s for 

the MAIL site and 32 L/s for CIAL's Dakota Park. To accommodate 

Council Infrastructure Design Standard dry weather flows from 6 

ha of residential rezoning in Hawthornden Rd, a slight adjustment 

to these proposed flows would be necessary, to 7.8 L/s and 31.2 

L/s respectively. 

 

5.5 Mr Paris also references an excerpt from a Ministry for the 

Environment Proposed National Environmental Standard for On-

site Wastewater discussion document. At paragraph 22 Mr Paris 

claims that the publication is aimed at on-site storage. I disagree. 

It is my understanding that the document only relates to on site 

treatment and disposal systems, typically septic tanks, and not on-

site storage. It is well known that poorly maintained and managed 

septic tank disposal systems are a problem and a potential health 

risk, but it cannot be concluded that on site storage creates a 

similar risk. 

 

 

 

 

Simon Justin Collin 

8 September 2015 

 


