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STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF EOGHAN O'NEILL  

INTRODUCTION 

1 My full name is Eoghan Michael O'Neill. 

2 I am a Technical Director with Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd and 

have been employed in that capacity since October 2012. I am a 

Chartered Professional Engineer with approximately 14 years’ 

experience in the planning and design of wastewater, water supply 

and stormwater infrastructure.  I hold Bachelor of Engineering and 

Master of Engineering Science degrees awarded by University 

College Dublin.  Much of my experience is related to the planning of 

infrastructure to facilitate development.  While previously employed 

by Christchurch City Council, I was responsible for the assessment 

of proposed Plan Changes with respect to available capacity within 

the wastewater and water supply networks.  I was also responsible 

for the preparation of servicing reports to support the Council Area 

Planning process. 

3 I have been engaged by Christchurch International Airport Limited 

(CIAL) (submitter number M11 / F-M34) to provide stormwater and 

wastewater management evidence in relation to the Memorial 

Avenue Investments Limited (MAIL) Business Park plan change (the 

MAIL plan change), which is being heard as part of stage 2 of the 

proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan.  

4 I am familiar with the stormwater and wastewater management 

issues to which these proceedings relate.  I am also familiar with the 

submission and further submission made by CIAL.  

5 Although this is not an Environment Court hearing (or a hearing 

being conducted under the Resource Management Act 1991), I note 

that in preparing my evidence I have reviewed the code of conduct 

for expert witnesses contained in part 7 of the Environment Court 

Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in preparing my 

evidence. I confirm that the issues addressed in this statement of 

evidence are within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to 

consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from 

the opinions expressed.  

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

6 My evidence contains: 

6.1 A description of the existing constraints in the Christchurch 

City Council wastewater system downstream of the proposed 

MAIL block. 
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6.2 A description of the proposed future wastewater upgrades, to 

be completed by CCC, which will provide capacity within the 

Avonhead Rd wastewater network for further development of 

the MAIL block and connection of wastewater flows from CIAL 

land.  

6.3 A summary of the outcome of Plan Change 84 with respect to 

wastewater and its implications with respect to CIAL’s ability 

to discharge wastewater to the Avonhead Rd sewer. 

6.4 A summary of the expert caucusing sessions, with respect to 

the MAIL Plan Change, along with a description of the agreed 

amounts of wastewater flow capacity available to MAIL and 

CIAL as a result of the proposed upgrades. 

6.5 A discussion of the provisions proposed to ensure equitable 

treatment of both CIAL and MAIL until necessary upgrades 

are completed by CCC. 

6.6 A discussion of the proposed stormwater treatment and 

disposal system within the CIAL block and the concerns that 

such facilities present to CIAL with respect to bird strike. 

7 I participated in the expert conferencing session on stormwater and 

wastewater on 10th August 2015.  I am a signatory to the Joint 

Witness Statement that was produced following this conferencing 

session. 

WASTEWATER 

8 The local wastewater outfall for the proposed MAIL Plan Change site 

is the existing sewer on Avonhead Rd.  This sewer was originally laid 

by Christchurch City Council (CCC) for the purposes of servicing 

residential dwellings on Avonhead Rd.  The Council upsized the 

sewer from a 150mm pipe to a 300mm pipe, at the request of CIAL, 

in order to provide an alternative future wastewater connection to 

the Christchurch International Airport.  The Airport currently directs 

all of its wastewater to the existing CCC sewer on Wairakei Rd.   

9 The CCC wastewater network downstream of Avonhead Rd, known 

as the Riccarton Interceptor Trunk Sewer, has been at or above 

capacity for a prolonged period of time. It is well documented that 

CIAL have been required, by CCC, to wait until the Riccarton 

Interceptor has been upgraded prior to using the connection at 

Avonhead Rd.  The capacity restriction is a result of both significant 

development above the capacity of the downstream network, and 

the impact of extraneous flows related to storm events.  These 

extraneous flows, known as inflow and infiltration, are the result of 

direct stormwater inflow from flooded roads, and illegal connections, 

combined with infiltration of high groundwater levels through 
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pipeline defects.  An upgrade of this system has been budgeted in 

the Council’s Long Term Plan for some time. 

10 CCC has recently completed a hydraulic modelling exercise aimed at 

refining the proposed Riccarton Interceptor upgrade projects.  The 

current Christchurch City Long Term Plan indicates that two 

projects, totalling $14 million, are to be funded by CCC with $11.5 

million funded to 2018 and a further $2.5 million funded in 2024.1  

The intention of these projects is to reduce surcharging in the 

network and provide sufficient capacity for additional development 

of CIAL land and other development sites within the catchment.  

The most recent modelling has indicated that these two projects will 

not be sufficient, in themselves, to achieve this objective.  A further 

three projects have now been identified which must be completed 

prior to sufficient capacity being available to service development of 

both the MAIL site and development proposed within the CIAL land.  

One of these additional projects is an upgrade of the upper 

Riccarton Interceptor Sewer to relieve surcharging and potential 

overflow of the sewer network in the vicinity of Waimairi Rd.  These 

additional projects are not currently incorporated into the Long Term 

Plan and there is little certainly regarding when, or if, they will be 

completed. 

11 Through the Plan Change 84 process, CCC and CIAL agreed to 

staging requirements with respect to connection and availability of 

wastewater capacity within the Riccarton Trunk Sewer. The final 

wording of this staging requirement rule reads as follows:2  

Until such time as the Riccarton Interceptor sewer catchment 

network is upgraded to a capacity able to accept an additional 

PWWF of at least 30 L/s, all wastewater discharges to the 

Council reticulated wastewater network shall be to the 

Wairakei Collector. 

The increased capacity shall be available at the point of 

CIAL’s discharge. 

Measurement of the 30 L/s additional capacity shall be 

determined through the Council’s calibrated (wet weather 

flow) post SCIRT rebuild model. 

12 The wording of the above rule in the District Plan would support a 

reasonable expectation that CIAL have rights to 30 L/s of capacity 

which will be created within the Riccarton Trunk Sewer through the 

planned infrastructure upgrades. 

                                            
1  Christchurch City Long Term Plan 2015-25, Volume 1, Page 205   

2  Plan Change 84 as amended by Council’s decision, Community Standard 
3.3.2(a)(i) Wastewater 
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13 Modelling carried out on behalf of CCC had indicated that the initial 

suite of upgrades will create some additional capacity, however this 

will not be sufficient to service all flow anticipated from CIAL and 

MAIL land during storm events.  CCC has indicated that, following 

the initial upgrades, approximately 33.7 L/s additional capacity is 

likely to be created within the Riccarton Interceptor.  Of this, 30 L/s 

had been allocated to the CIAL land through the PC84 process. The 

limited capacity will only be an issue during storm events, outside of 

these there will be sufficient capacity to take additional flow.   

14 Therefore, in order to avail of this capacity, MAIL would be required 

to provide the ability to retain or store wastewater within their site 

during large rainfall events.  Once the storm has passed, and the 

effects of the inflow and infiltration have reduced, wastewater from 

the block can then be released into the downstream network.  The 

storage and release system should be managed individually on each 

lot with privately managed infrastructure or, alternatively, via a 

single large control and release system managed by CCC. At this 

time, I am not aware of the details of such an arrangement and 

understand that this has not been discussed or agreed with the 

CCC. 

15 At the expert caucusing session on 10 August 2015 it was 

discussed, and agreed, that the situation described above is an 

accurate reflection of the present circumstances.  It was also agreed 

that all parties would work together to create a table of available 

capacity in the Riccarton Interceptor sewer describing the 

availability of capacity now, following the initial upgrades and 

following future upgrades.  It was agreed that such a table could 

form the basis of a staging rule in the proposed plan change. It was 

also agreed that such a rule should not disadvantage CIAL or its 

potential to develop via the provisions of PC84. 

16 The evidence of Mr Collin for CCC outlines Table A which has been 

developed though further discussions with the caucusing parties.3 I 

believe this table represents an accurate reflection of the availability 

of wastewater capacity in the Riccarton Interceptor sewer in the 

short to medium term through the implementation of the planned 

upgrades. While the flows proposed in Table A effectively reduce the 

CIAL allocation from 30 L/s to 27 L/s, I believe that this reflects a 

transparent appropriation of available capacity and will not 

significantly affect the ability of CIAL to deliver the anticipated 

development within its land. I understand that a new staging rule is 

being developed between the concerned parties which will 

incorporate the constraints outlined in Table A however, at the time 

of writing this evidence, the rule has not been completed. It is my 

understanding that such a rule would supersede proposed Rule 

                                            
3  Evidence of Simon Collin on behalf of the CCC for MAIL Plan Change, page 10.  
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16.4.7.2.7, with associated amendments to proposed Rule 

16.4.7.1.4 (NC3).4 

 

STORMWATER  

17 CIAL is generally not supportive of large vegetated stormwater 

treatment facilities which can retain water for extended periods of 

time, this is related to CIAL’s concerns regarding the threat of bird 

strike. 

18 If well designed and maintained, the facilities such as stormwater 

treatment ponds, swales, and infiltration basins should only retain 

water during, and after, rainfall events for relatively short periods of 

time (i.e. less than 48 hours).  However, if this is not the case, 

water can pond for extended periods of time and I understand that 

this will increase the risk of attracting birds close to the Airport.  

Much evidence has previously been presented by CIAL on this 

subject.5 

19 The expert caucusing on 10 August 2015 discussed the type of 

stormwater facility preferred by CCC.  It is CCC’s preference that the 

first 25mm of rainfall across the hardstand areas of the MAIL site, 

both public and private facilities, is conveyed to and treated in two 

separate facilities.  In addition to this, flows up to and including the 

10 year-18 hour storm event must be stored and sufficient 

infiltration capacity must be provided to infiltrate the critical 50-yr 

storm event. 

20 There was general agreement that the preferred CCC solution, 

incorporating an infiltration basin and a storage basin, was likely to 

present concerns to CIAL with respect to bird strike.  Mainly with 

respect to future maintenance and the potential for ponding as the 

system begins to require remediation.  There was further discussion 

regarding the potential to reduce the system to a single infiltration 

basin with increased overflow infiltration capacity to exceed the 

critical 50-yr event.  It was agreed that a hybrid system of first flush 

retention along with sufficient infiltration capacity (with additional 

acceptable redundancy) could allow sufficient certainty in the 

ongoing operation of the rapid soakage system.  This could negate 

or reduce the need for the additional 10 yr-18 hour storage 

requirement. Acceptance of alternative methods of stormwater 

disposal by CCC would be subject to detailed design.  In any event 

                                            
4  I am referring to the 20 August 2015 updated MAIL proposal redline.   

5  Evidence of Peter Harper and Ken McAnergney for the Residential Chapter hearing 
during stage 1.  

4 Evidence of Andy Hall on behalf of MAIL for MAIL Plan Change, paragraph [4.8]-
[4.9]. 
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the evidence of Mr Hall confirms that the concerns of CIAL will be 

taken into account with respect of the stormwater design and any 

design will ensure that no standing water occurs within the 

stormwater basin for a period of longer than 24 hours.4 

CONCLUSION 

21 In my opinion there are no material issues in terms of stormwater 

which cannot be overcome.  There is a recognised wastewater 

constraint and I support the evidence of Mr Collin for the Council 

that this matter can be resolved through a staging rule as set out in 

Table A of Mr Collin’s evidence. In this manner, I expect that Table 

A from Mr Collin’s evidence would supersede Rule 16.4.7.2.7, with 

associated amendments to Rule 16.4.7.1.4 (NC3). 

 

Dated:      3 September 2015 

 

 

Eoghan O’Neill 


