
 

IN THE MATTER OF            the Resource Management Act 1991 
 
 And 
  

IN THE MATTER OF      A hearing of application APP-2015200171.00 
lodged by Whanganui District Council  for a 
permit to discharge screened wastewater from 
Whanganui Township into the Tasman Sea via 
an existing outfall approximately 1800 metres 
off South Beach, Whanganui. 

 
 

 

DECISION OF COMMISIONERS 

 
Summary of 
Proposal: 

 

Whanganui District Council (WDC) is responsible for the collection and 
disposal of wastewater from Whanganui, which has been authorised by 
resource consent 101706.  That consent was granted in 2001 and authorised 
the discharge, via an ocean outfall, of milliscreened wastewater until 30 June 
2007 and more fully treated wastewater until 30 June 2026.  A new wastewater 
treatment plant commenced operation in 2007 but has not performed as 
expected, as demonstrated by non-compliance with effluent quality conditions 
and extensive odour problems, which caused it to be shut down in February 
2014.  Since then, milliscreened wastewater with no further treatment has 
discharged directly to the ocean outfall.  The purpose of this consent 
application is to authorise the current milliscreened discharge for a period of 3 
more years to allow WDC time to construct and commission a new wastewater 
treatment plant that meets the more complete discharge criteria authorised by 
consent 101706. 
 
 

 
SUMMARY OF DECISION:  The discharge permit is granted for the duration of 3 years as 
specified in part 18 of this decision and subject to the conditions set out in Attachment 
1 of this decision. 
 
 
 
Hearing Details: 

 
 
The hearing commenced on Monday 21st March 2016 at 10.40 am and 
was adjourned on Tuesday 22nd March 2016 at 11.45am after having 
heard all of the evidence of the witnesses called by Whanganui District 
Council, submitters and Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council 
(MWRC).  The Panel signalled, prior to the adjournment, for all parties 
to work together to propose consent conditions for consideration by the 
panel.  These proposed conditions were received with the written right 
of reply from Whanganui District Council, by email on 10th May 2016.  
The hearing was closed at 12 pm on 17th May 2016.   
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Hearing 
Attendance and 
Evidence: 

The persons who appeared at the hearing and presented evidence are: 
 

For Whanganui District Council: 

 Dr Neale Hudson (Environmental Chemist, NIWA) 

 Mr Arno Benadie (Senior Wastewater Engineer, WDC) 

 Ms Tabitha Manderson (Senior Resource Management 
Planner, Opus International Consultants Ltd) 

 
For Submiters 

 Combined iwi submitters (Te Kaahu O Rauru, Ngā Tāngata 
Tiaki o Whanganui and Te Runanga o Tupoho and Te Runanga 
o Ngati Apa): 

o Ms Anne-Marie Broughton 
o Ms Raukura Waitai 
o Mr Chris Shenton 

 Sustainable Whanganui Trust 
o Ms Lynn Pearson 

 
For Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council 

 Dr Shane Kelly (Environmental Scientist, Coast and Catchment 
Ltd) 

 Ms Jasmine Mitchell (Senior Consents Planner, MWRC)  
  
Site Visit: On Monday 21st March 2016 between 8.30am and 10.00am the Panel 

visited the Beach Road Pumping Station and saw the milliscreening of 
wastewater.  We then visited the currently unused wastewater 
treatment plant and saw the general location of the pipeline route from 
the Beach Road Pumping Station to the ocean outfall.  We were 
accompanied on the site visit by Mr Mark Hughes (Group Manager, 
Infrastructure for WDC) who pointed out and described the aspects of 
the wastewater management process we were shown and Mr Cole 
Baldwin, an operator at the Beach Road Pumping Station.  Neither of 
these WDC staff members presented evidence at the hearing. 
 

Procedural Matters No procedural matters were raised regarding the arrangements for the 
hearing or the manner in which it was conducted. 

 

  



3 
 

 
Whanganui Short Term Wastewater Discharge Consent:  MWRC Consent 
Joint Decision of Independent Commissioners   June 2016   

1 SEQUENCE OF EVENTS LEADING TO THIS APPLICATION .................................................... 4 

2 THE PROPOSAL ............................................................................................................................ 7 

3 CONSENTS SOUGHT .................................................................................................................... 9 

4 LONGER TERM INTENTIONS ....................................................................................................... 9 

5 REASONS CONSENT IS REQUIRED ........................................................................................... 9 

6 NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS ......................................................................................... 10 

7 ISSUES RAISED IN SUBMISSIONS ........................................................................................... 11 

8 PROVISIONS OF THE RMA RELEVANT TO THE APPLICATIONS ......................................... 11 

9 PRINCIPAL ISSUES IN CONTENTION ....................................................................................... 14 

10 DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT .................................................................................... 14 

11 ALTERNATIVES ........................................................................................................................... 15 

12 ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT ............................................. 16 

13 OTHER RELEVANT MATTERS ................................................................................................... 21 

14 MITIGATION ................................................................................................................................. 22 

15 ALIGNMENT WITH NATIONAL AND REGIONAL POLICY DOCUMENTS ............................... 22 

16 STATUTORY ASSESSMENT ...................................................................................................... 28 

17 CONSENT DURATION ................................................................................................................. 30 

18 OVERALL JUDGMENT AND REASONS .................................................................................... 30 

19 CONDITIONS OF CONSENT ....................................................................................................... 31 

20 GRANT OF CONSENT ................................................................................................................. 33 

ATTACHMENT 1:  CONDITIONS OF CONSENT ............................................................................... 35 

ATTACHMENT 2:  CONDITIONS OF CONSENT PROPOSED BY WHANGANUI DISTRICT 

COUNCIL, MARKED UP TO SHAOW CHANGES MADE BY THE HEARING PANEL ..................... 36 

 

  



4 
 

 
Whanganui Short Term Wastewater Discharge Consent:  MWRC Consent 
Joint Decision of Independent Commissioners   June 2016   

1 Sequence of Events Leading to this Application 

1.1 The consent application being considered at this hearing has arisen from a sequence 
of events related to the operation and failure of the Whanganui Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWTP) and the regulatory response to the failure. 

1.2 In November 2001, Whanganui District Council (WDC) was granted consent 101706 
to discharge wastewater (trade waste and domestic sewage) through an ocean 
outfall, approximately 1.8 km offshore from South Beach.  That consent was varied in 
June 2010, to modify some of the sampling and analysis conditions, and again in 
September 2011 to allow for the high flow discharge of wastewater and stormwater 
which bypasses the WWTP and is separately authorised by consent 105288 (expires 
30 June 2026).  Consent 101706 specifies that the wastewater was to be partially 
treated by a milliscreen not greater than 3 mm until 30 June 2007 and fully treated in 
a WWTP through to the expiry of the consent on 30 June 2026. 

1.3 Following the grant of that consent the WWTP was designed and construction was 
completed in July 2007.  However since that time we have been told it was beset by 
the following problems:1 

 the WWTP failed to comply with the effluent quality conditions in consent 

101706; 

 in early 2012 a survey of the treatment ponds revealed a large build-up of 

sludge (>4m deep) that caused a worsening of the treatment performance; 

 in December 2012 the WWTP received a trade waste release of protein on 

one occasion and hydrogen sulphide on another, both of which disrupted the 

treatment process and led to significant odour problems that impacted both 

residential and commercial areas of Whanganui.  Furthermore, the UV 

component of the treatment plant was damaged by undigested solids in the 

waste stream. 

1.4 In February 2014 the WWTP was abandoned and the wastewater was discharged 
directly to the ocean outfall following preliminary treatment of most wastewater, by 
passing through 3 mm step screens, de-gritting chambers and a backup 50 mm rake 
screen at the Beach Road pump station. 

1.5 The location of the main features associated with the wastewater collection and 
discharge are shown in Figure 1.  

                                                           
1
 Section 1.1 of Opus 2015 report, “Discharge of Milliscreened Effluent to Ocean Outfall.” 
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Figure 1.  WDC’s Pump Station, Ocean Outfall and currently unused WWTP Site (from Opus 2015, 

“Discharge of Milliscreened Effluent to Ocean Outfall”) 

 

Regulatory Response to WWTP Failure 

1.6 In response to a number of complaints from the public, MWRC issued a formal 
warning to WDC on 17 December 2012 regarding odours.  This was followed by an 
abatement notice (Section 322(1)(a)(i) of the RMA) which required WDC to cease the 
unauthorised discharge of odour by 7 February 2013.  That date was subsequently 
extended to 8 March 2013 by agreement between MWRC and WDC. 

1.7 “As time progressed it became apparent that the WWTP had fundamentally failed.” 2  
On 23 April 2013 the Environment Court issued an agreed Enforcement Order which 
required WDC to carry out various investigations and measures to remedy the odour 
issues.  This included a requirement to report by 30 May 2013 on medium and long 
term strategies to address the odour problem. 

1.8 Through the investigation of these odour control issues it became apparent that the 
changes required for the WWTP were more extensive than the requirements of the 
Enforcement Order.  This led to a decision by WDC to by-pass the WWTP. 

1.9 WDC notified MWRC of their intention to by-pass the WWTP in a letter from their 
Chief Executive Officer at the time (Mr Kevin Ross) to MWRC Group Manager 
Strategy and Regulation, Dr Nic Peet, dated 28 January 2014.  The letter noted that 
the discharge was being undertaken in accordance with the Emergency Works 

                                                           
2
 MWRC memo from Greg Bevin to Jasmine Mitchell dated 22 February 2016 
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provisions of the RMA (S330).  The consent application documents indicate that this 
direct discharge has been occurring since February 2014.3 

1.10 On 16 December 2014, Dr Nic Peet (MWRC) wrote to WDC noting that the time to 
rectify the WWTP problems was going to take considerably longer than had initially 
been expected and that the ongoing discharge of the milliscreened wastewater could 
no longer be considered an emergency.  Consequently an application for a new 
consent should be lodged to authorise the discharge whilst a new WWTP was 
constructed and commissioned.  That consent application was lodged on 1 April 
2015, and is the subject of this hearing. 

 

The Development of a New Wastewater Treatment Strategy 

1.11 The unsatisfactory performance of the WWTP and the enforcement action from 
MWRC prompted WDC to seek an alternative approach to wastewater treatment, 
which resulted in the following sequence of events: 

 On 29 April 2013 WDC received a report on long term treatment options, 

prepared by Cardno BTO; 

 A full design of a preferred treatment option that was expected to meet the 

effluent discharge criteria of consent 101706 was prepared, peer reviewed 

(by AECOM and Beca) and approved by WDC on 19 June 2014; 

 On 8 December 2014 WDC delayed construction of the replacement WWTP 

to gather more information to address concerns about operating costs and 

affordability for the Whanganui community.  This uncertainty related to 

management of the sludge that might be produced by the new treatment 

process; 

 In mid-late 2015 WDC was presented with more detailed information about 

sludge management and initiated further peer review (by Beca) to ensure the 

new WWTP was the “optimum process, when considering both environmental 

and cost efficiency issues, for Whanganui’s wastewater treatment 

requirements.”4 

1.12 On 9 March 2016, just 12 days before the commencement of this hearing, WDC 
received the review information they were seeking on the new WWTP design.  They 
resolved to proceed with implementing the Cardno BTO design, which is expected to 
meet the effluent discharge requirements specified in consent 101706. 

1.13 WDC provided a statement for this hearing (dated 11 March 2016) following the 
WDC Council meeting that confirmed their plan for implementing the new WWTP.  
This included a timetable that would see the new WWTP commence operation by the 
end of the 3 year term that is sought by this consent.  WDC’s Senior Wastewater 
Engineer, Mr Benadie, advised us that the timetable was comfortable but noted that 
the dates for specific construction milestones would only be confirmed when the 
construction contract was finalised, which is expected to occur by 30 June 2016. 

                                                           
3
 Section 1.1 of Opus 2015 report, “Discharge of Milliscreened Effluent to Ocean Outfall.” 

4
 Para 2.9 of A. Benadie statement of evidence 
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2 The Proposal 

2.1 The Whanganui wastewater system collects wastewater from the urban area and 
includes human waste and trade waste.  The 2013 census estimates that Whanganui 
has a population of just under 36,000 and no significant population growth is 
predicted.5  The trade waste is dominated by two tanneries, a milk processing plant, 
two meat processing plants, a wool processor and a pet food manufacturer.  Mr 
Benadie from WDC advised us that a new Trade Wastes Bylaw is being prepared to 
achieve better (real time) monitoring and regulation of the flow and quality of 
wastewater into the collection system. 

2.2 At the hearing, Mr Benadie advised us that the trade waste represents a significant 
component of the contaminant load in the wastewater discharge.  In general terms he 
noted that 70% of the wastewater volume comes from domestic properties, but 70% 
of the contaminant load (both in terms of Total Suspended Solids and organic load 
(Biochemical Oxygen Demand)) comes from the trade waste discharges. 

2.3 Over the past few years WDC has separated their stormwater reticulation from their 
wastewater system and continues to improve the amount of inflow of stormwater via 
the elimination of illegal private connections.  Dr Neale Hudson produced monitoring 
data which indicated a reducing trend in the daily wastewater flow since 20106. The 
consent application describes the average daily flow as 381 L/s (32,918m3/day) with 
a 90th percentile of 541 L/s (46,742m3/day) based on flow measurements from 8 
January 2008 – 3 February 20107.  These numbers seem consistent with the trend 
shown in Dr Hudson’s graphs and therefore overstate the current discharge flows.  In 
his “right of reply” statement, Mr Benadie estimated the current average dry weather 
flow is 319 L/s (27,600 m3/day). 

2.4 At the hearing, Mr Benadie noted there was a significant increase in flows associated 
with wet weather such that average flows of around 25,000 m3/day could increase to 
around 80,000 m3/day due to connections of stormwater pipes into the wastewater 
reticulation and infiltration of groundwater through cracks in the wastewater pipe 
network (Inflow & Infiltration).  However Mr Benadie indicated that there is ongoing 
work to reduce the stormwater inflows so these higher flows during wet weather 
events can be expected to reduce, as is already showing up in Dr Hudson’s graphs.  
In his right of reply statement, Mr Benadie notes that, allowing for stormwater inflow 
and infiltration and a factor to allow for peak instantaneous flow gives a maximum 
flow for normal operation at the Beach Road Pumping Station of 1131 L/s. 

2.5 One of the changes associated with the reduction of the wastewater volumes is an 
increase in concentrations of contaminants, which is evident in the monitoring data of 
microbiological indicators presented by Dr Hudson. 

2.6 The consent application contains a range of different effluent quality information 
which reflects previous conditions when the Whanganui reticulation of stormwater 
and wastewater was combined and when the previous WWTP was operating with 
variable results.  Mr Benadie and Dr Hudson advised us that the most representative 
information on the current quality of the discharge would have been gathered from 
2014 onwards.  The closest information on effluent quality to that period that we have 
been provided with comes from a statement appended to the Section 42A officer’s 
report prepared by Mr Robert Rose, a Consents Monitoring Officer with MWRC, 

                                                           
5
 Section 1.3.1 of Opus 2015 report, “Discharge of Milliscreened Effluent to Ocean Outfall.” 

6
 Figure 2 from DR N Hudson statement of evidence 

7
 Section 1.3.3 of Opus 2015 report, “Discharge of Milliscreened Effluent to Ocean Outfall” 



8 
 

 
Whanganui Short Term Wastewater Discharge Consent:  MWRC Consent 
Joint Decision of Independent Commissioners   June 2016   

which summarises wastewater quality data between 1 January 2013 and 16 
February 2016 collected from the Beach Road Pumping Station. 

2.7 The effluent quality information compared to the current effluent quality limits 
specified in condition 10 of consent 101706 is summarised in Tables 1 and 2 below: 

Table 1.  Summary of Effluent Quality Compared to Condition 10 of Consent 
101706 

Parameter Median1 95th percentile1 Consent 101706 95th 
percentile post-30 June 
20072 

Total Grease 82 376.75 50 g/m3 

Suspended Solids 460 2390 100 g/m3 

Total Sulphides 4 21.6 6.7 g/m3 

Total Chromium 5 20.253 5.0 g/m3 

Zinc 0.116 0.236 5.0 g/m3 

Copper 0.0297 0.0809 0.5 g/m3 

Notes: 
1. Data from 01/01/2013 – 16/02/2016 presented in a statement from Mr Robert 

Rose dated 25/02/2016 
2. The consent limit must not be exceeded at least 95% of the time and for no 

more than 2 consecutive days – so the comparison with the 95th percentile of 
the data from Mr Rose is only approximate 

2.8 This information indicates the current discharge can be expected to have significantly 
elevated concentrations above the limits specified in existing consent 101706 for 
grease, suspended solids, sulphides and chromium. 

2.9 The following Table compares the monitoring data for Faecal Coliforms and 
Enterococci compared to both the limits in consent 101706: 

Table 2.  Summary of Microbiological Effluent Quality Compared to Condition 10 of 
Consent 101706 

Criteria Faecal Coliforms Enterococci 

 Measured Data  Consent 
101706 limit 

Measured Data Consent 
101706 limit 

Maximum   55,000,000 12,000 

90th percentile 31,000,000 25,000   

Median 3,400,000 10,000 750,000 4,000 

Notes: 
1. Data from 01/01/2013 – 16/02/2016 presented in a statement from Mr Robert 

Rose dated 25/02/2016 

2.10 Table 2 indicates that the microbiological indicator contaminants, Faecal Coliforms 
and Enterococci are well in excess of the limits specified in the current consent 
101706. 

2.11 In addition to these water quality criteria, section 3.1.4 of the consent application 
describes how the discharge can be expected to give rise to “slicks” on occasion8, 
which is of relevance to consideration of criteria in the Regional Plan (Policy 18-12) 
and Section 107(1) of the RMA, as discussed later in this decision. 

                                                           
8
 Section 3.1.4 of Opus 2015 report, “Discharge of Milliscreened Effluent to Ocean Outfall” 
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2.12 The wastewater passes through milliscreens and a de-gritting chamber prior to ocean 
discharge (as described in paragraph 1.4), with the exception of a very small quantity 
of untreated wastewater from the airport.  WDC are seeking consent to authorise this 
poorer quality discharge for 3 years because that is the time required to complete the 
following tasks to achieve the effluent quality specified in consent 101706:  A 
comfortable time frame that allows for some slippage is: 

 Finalise a construction contract (by 30 June 2016), followed by Site 

establishment (3 months), construction (18 - 24 months) and Commissioning (6 

months)  

 Monitoring and implementation of a new Trade Waste Bylaw (27 months) 

3 Consents Sought 

3.1 To allow time to implement its future treatment plant, WDC seeks the following 
consent for a duration of 3 years: 

 
APP-
2015200171.00    
 
 

 
To discharge screened wastewater from Whanganui, into 
the Tasman Sea via an existing outfall approximately 1800 
metres off South Beach, Whanganui. 
 

4 Longer Term Intentions 

4.1 At the end of the 3 year term that is sought, it is WDC’s intention that the discharge 
will be complying with the conditions of consent 101706 and will be authorized by 
that consent through to its expiry on 30 June 2026. 

4.2 It is important to note that whilst the scope of this application is for a discharge for up 
to 3 years, it is part of a transition from the failed WWTP to restoring the discharge 
that is currently authorised by consent 101706.  Consequently we have not viewed 
the 3 year discharge in isolation, but have given consideration to the activities that 
will occur during the 3 year term that is sought and how they will influence the 
discharge that will occur after the 3 year term has expired. 

5 Reasons Consent Is Required 

5.1 This consent is required pursuant to section 15(1) of the RMA because the proposed 
activity is not allowed by the rules of the relevant regional plans, or by any National 
Environmental Standards or other regulations.  Both planning witnesses for WDC 
and MWRC confirmed that consent was required under Rule 18-40. 

5.2 In response to our questions, Ms Tabitha Manderson (for WDC) confirmed that the 
application was considered to be required under part (a) of Rule 18-40 which relates 
to: 

any discharge of human sewage which has not passed through soil or 

wetland, and which is not otherwise provided for by the Resource 

Management (Marine Pollution) Regulations 1998 and Amendment 

Regulations 2002 
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and that it should not be considered to be described by part (b) of Rule 18-40 which 
relates to: 

any discharge for which the discharger wishes to rely on exceptional 

circumstances to justify the granting of consent under s107(2)(a) RMA. 

5.3 Because Rule 18-40(a) only describes human sewage, the other components of the 
discharge (i.e. trade waste and stormwater) must be authorised by Rule 18-44, which 
is the catch-all rule in Chapter 18 of the One Plan for activities in the Coastal Marine 
Area that are not covered by any other rule. 

5.4 Both these rules classify the activity as Discretionary and both RMA planning 
witnesses agreed that the discharge has to be considered as a discretionary activity. 

6 Notification and Submissions 

6.1 The application was publically notified on 23rd July 2015 and the submissions period 
closed on 24th August 2015.  Six submissions were received prior to that closing 
date and two submissions were received after that date.  Ms Manderson confirmed 
that WDC agreed to the extension of the submission period (RMA s37A) to allow 
these extra two submissions to be accepted: 

Table 3.  Submissions received 
 

Submitter Support/Oppose Wishes to be heard? 

P J Kennedy 
 

Support No 

The Tasman Tanning Co Ltd 
 

Support No 

Cavalier Spinners Ltd 
 

Support No 

MidCentral District Health 
Board 
 

Support Yes 

Sustainable Whanganui 
Trust 
 

Neutral Yes 

Te Kaahui O Rauru 
 

Oppose Yes 

Nga Tangata Tiaki o 
Whanganui & te Runanga 0 
Tupoho 
 

Oppose Yes 

Ngati Apa 
 

Oppose Yes 

 

6.2 Representatives of those submitters who wished to be heard, with the exception of 
MidCentral District Health Board, presented evidence to us at the hearing.  Their 
evidence, along with the evidence of other witnesses, is summarised throughout this 
decision where it relates to the relevant aspects of our consideration.  In addition, 
during the adjournment of the hearing, representatives of all the submitters who 
wished to be heard, including MidCentral District Health Board contributed to 
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consultation between the parties regarding proposed consent conditions and we are 
grateful for all their input to that discussion. 

7 Issues Raised in Submissions 

7.1 The Submissions in support of the application from PJ Kennedy, The Tasman 
Tanning Co Ltd, and Cavalier Spinners all emphasise the importance of trade waste 
collection and recognise the need for a short term interim consent to determine the 
best environmental and economic treatment solution (although PJ Kennedy 
expressed the view that the current discharge direct to the sea is the best outcome). 

7.2 Support for the application also came from the MidCentral District Health Board 
submission, which considered the short term consent is necessary to avoid the odour 
problems that Whanganui experienced from late 2012 to early 2014 and to 
implement a suitable long term treatment system.  They are of the view that the risks 
to public health from the current lower quality discharge are manageable provided 
that adequate monitoring is undertaken and public information provided. 

7.3 Sustainable Whanganui Trust is an organisation of concerned citizens that 
encourages responsible environmental practices that build community.  Their 
submission is neutral, recognises that the short term poor quality discharge is 
required, but would prefer a better approach to wastewater treatment and disposal.  

7.4 Iwi groups (Te Kaahu O Rauru, Ngā Tāngata Tiaki o Whanganui and Te Runanga o 
Tupoho and Te Runanga o Ngati Apa) oppose the application.  They find the 
discharge culturally offensive and that it causes adverse effects on water quality, 
shell fish, marine life and recreational use.  It is in conflict with their tikanga their 
requirement for kaitiakitanga in addition to some commercial aspirations identified by 
Ngati Apa.  These submissions also express concerns about the lack of engagement 
by both WDC and MWRC prior to the consent application being notified. 

8 Provisions of the RMA Relevant to the Application 

(a) Decision-Making Authority 

8.1 This Hearing Panel’s power to grant or refuse the application is set out in section 
104B of the RMA: 

‘Section 104B  Determination of applications for discretionary or  
non-complying activities 

After considering an application for a resource consent for a discretionary activity or 
non-complying activity, a consent authority –  

(a) may grant or refuse the application; and 

(b) if it grants the application, may impose conditions under section 108’    

(b) Section 104 Considerations 

8.2 Section 104 of the RMA sets out the matters we must have regard to when 
considering this application and the submissions received.  The relevant matters for 
the application that were identified in evidence are: 

(a) The actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity; 
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(b) The relevant provisions of the following national and regional policy 
documents which the planning experts agreed were the only relevant policy 
documents: 

 The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement; 

 The operative Regional Policy Statement (Part 1 of the One Plan); 

 The operative Regional Plan (Part II of the One Plan); 

and 

(c) Any other relevant matters.   

8.3 Ms Manderson and Ms Mitchell both advised us that there were no National 
Environmental Standards, no other regulations and no National Policy Statements 
that were relevant to this application.  

(c) Particular Matters Relevant For Discharges – Sections 105 and 107 

8.4 Section 105 states that: 

‘(1) If an application is for a discharge permit or coastal permit to do something 
that would contravene section 15 or section 15B, the consent authority must, 
in addition to the matters in section 104 (1), have regard to –  

(a) the nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving 
environment to adverse effects;  and 

(b) the applicant’s reasons for the proposed choice;  and 

(c) any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge 
into any other receiving environment.’ 

8.5 Section 107 states that: 

 ‘(1) Except as provided in subsection (2), a consent authority shall not grant a 
discharge permit or a coastal permit to do something that would otherwise 
contravene section 15 or section 15A allowing – 

(a)  the discharge of a contaminant or water into water;…. 

if, after reasonable mixing, the contaminant or water discharged (either by 
itself or in combination with the same, similar, or other contaminants or 
water), is likely to give rise to all or any of the following effects in the 
receiving waters: 

i. the production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, 
or floatable or suspended materials: 

ii. any conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity: 

iii. any emission of objectionable odour: 

iv. the rendering of fresh water unsuitable for consumption by farm 
animals: 
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v. any significant adverse effects on aquatic life. 

(2) A consent authority may grant a discharge permit or a coastal permit to do 
something that would otherwise contravene section 15 or section 15A that 
may allow any of the effects described in subsection (1) if it is satisfied –  

(a)  that exceptional circumstances justify the granting of the permit; or 

(b)  that the discharge is of a temporary nature; or 

(c)  that the discharge is associated with necessary maintenance work –  

and that it is consistent with the purpose of this Act to do so. 

(3) In addition to any other conditions imposed under this Act, a discharge permit 
or coastal permit may include conditions requiring the holder of the permit to 
undertake such works in such stages throughout the term of the permit as will 
ensure that upon the expiry of the permit the holder can meet the 
requirements of subsection (1) and of any relevant regional rules.’ 

(d) Part 2 

8.6 Section 104 is subject to Part 2 of the RMA. The planning experts (Ms Tabitha 
Manderson for WDC and Ms Jasmine Mitchell for MWRC) advised us that the 
following aspects of Part 2 are relevant for this proposal: 

(a) The definition of ‘sustainable management’ in section 5 includes: 

- enabling people and communities to provide for their social, economic and 
cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety (which would include 
providing for a sanitary wastewater treatment and disposal facility for 
Whanganui) while; 

o sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources to meet 
the reasonably foreseeable future needs of future generations; and 

o safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and 
ecosystems; and 

o avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects on the 
environment. 

(b) The following section 6 matters of national importance which we are required 
to recognise and provide for: 

i. The preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment 
(including the coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and 
their margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, 
use and development (section 6(a)). 

ii. The maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the 
coastal marine area, lakes, and rivers (section 6(d)).  That access is 
deterred by the presence of an outfall and associated public health 
warnings. 
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iii. The relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their 
ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu, and other taonga (section 6 (e)).   
Representatives of local iwi presented evidence explaining the nature of 
their relationship with the coastal marine environment and the impact of 
the Whanganui wastewater outfall on that relationship; 

(c) The following section 7 matters to which we must have particular regard: 

- Kaitiakitanga (section 7 (a)) 

- The ethic of stewardship (section 7 (aa)); 

- The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources 
(section 7 (b)); 

- The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values (section 7 (c)); 

- The intrinsic values of the coastal marine ecosystems (section 7 (d)); 

- The maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment 
(section 7 (f)). 

8.7 We are also required by section 8 to take into account the principles of the Treaty of 
Waitangi. 

8.8 We discuss the relevant Part 2 matters in our Statutory Assessment later in this 
decision. 

9 Principal Issues in Contention 

9.1 There was a considerable level of agreement between the various parties involved in 
this hearing, to such an extent that the only issue in contention between the experts 
was whether or not milliscreening could be considered a form of wastewater 
treatment.  That is of particular relevance to whether or not the discharge is 
consistent with Policy 23(2) of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement and we 
discuss that in paragraphs 15.10 to 15.14 of this decision. 

9.2 There was clearly a difference between the iwi submitters who opposed the 
discharge consent application on cultural grounds and other witnesses who 
supported the grant of a short term consent to enable a new WWTP to be put in 
place.  However the evidence on cultural values presented by the iwi submitters was 
not disputed by any other party.  Our recognition of the values presented to us and 
our consideration of those with regard to the current application are set out in 
paragraphs 12.23 to 12.30 of this decision. 

10 Description of the Environment  

10.1 The discharge occurs approximately 1.8km offshore into a part of the Coastal Marine 
Area (CMA) which the One Plan classifies as the “seawater management zone.”  The 
values associated with this zone are identified in Schedule I of the One Plan as: 

(a) Life supporting capacity – marine 

(b) Inanga spawning 
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(c) Whitebait migration 

(d) Contact recreation 

(e) Amenity 

(f) Mauri 

(g) Shellfish gathering 

(h) Industrial abstraction 

(i) Capacity to assimilate pollution 

(j) Existing infrastructure 

10.2 The area of the outfall is an exposed, high energy west coast site that is strongly 
influenced by the Whanganui River.  The predominant sea current in the South 
Taranaki Bight is to the south so the river outflow generally moves through the outfall 
area.  The seabed in the area of the outfall is dominated by fine sand sized particles.  
Dispersal patterns at the outfall site are mainly influenced by regional and coastal 
wind patterns, rather than tides.  

10.3 The current outfall has been discharging effluent, of varying quality, into this 
environment since 1984.  At the present time a discharge of treated wastewater from 
that outfall is authorised by consent 101706, which forms part of the existing 
environment, although this application is for a discharge of poorer quality (as 
indicated by the data in Tables 1 and 2 of this decision (paragraphs 2.7 and 2.9). 

10.4 Prevailing winds during the summer/autumn bathing season are from the west and 
north-west (20 – 40% of the time) and from the north and north-east (20– 30% of the 
time).  Consequently, the diluted effluent plume travels predominately to the south-
east (60 – 75% of the time).  It only moves up the coast (to the north) when there are 
southerly winds or when the incoming tide coincides with calm conditions.9 

10.5 The area is reported to be popular with surfers and recreational fishers, both from the 
shore and boats. 

11 Alternatives 

11.1 Section 105 requires us to have regard to: 

(a) The nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving environment to 
adverse effects; 

(b) The applicant’s reasons for the proposed choice; and 

(c) Any possible alternative methods of discharge, including discharge into any 
other receiving environment. 

11.2 WDC is committed to the collection and disposal of Whanganui’s wastewater.  The 
former WWTP produced significant sludge build-up and odours, to such an extent 

                                                           
9
 Section 1.2.1 of Opus 2015 report, “Discharge of Milliscreened Effluent to Ocean Outfall” 
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that is has had to be abandoned.  Consequently, in the short term, WDC has no 
treatment plant available to them. 

11.3 In their application, WDC note that they do not have access to sufficient land for the 
disposal of the milliscreened effluent.  Mr Benadie provided information at the 
hearing indicating that the land area required for full land disposal of the wastewater 
would be in the order of 4,100 ha, which is impractically large.  Furthermore, the use 
of land discharge as a long term option has previously been considered and 
dismissed as being impractical and unaffordable. 

11.4 The option of discharging the wastewater to the Whanganui River would result in 
significantly greater effects than the offshore discharge, so has not been utilised. 

11.5 Therefore, under the current circumstances WDC see the only feasible option is to 
by-pass the failed treatment plant and discharge wastewater to the ocean outfall for a 
period of time that allows a new WWTP to be constructed and commissioned that will 
achieve compliance with Consent 101706. 

Finding:  Alternatives 

11.6 Over the short term of the next three years we agree that the use of the ocean outfall 
is the only feasible alternative for the discharge of Whanganui wastewater. 

12 Actual and Potential Effects on the Environment 

12.1 The discharge causes effects on the marine water quality and seabed sediments 
which in turn affects marine organisms, recreational users and impacts on the 
cultural values of the sea.  Information provided to us on each of these matters is 
summarised below, along with our findings regarding these effects. 

Marine Organisms 

12.2 The wastewater discharge has been occurring through this outfall since 1984, 
although the quantity and quality of the discharge has changed during that time.  
Whanganui has, up until recently, had a combined wastewater and stormwater 
reticulated network and prior to June 2007 the discharge only received a preliminary 
form of treatment through screening.  After 2007 the former WWTP was in operation 
and disconnection of the reticulated stormwater network from the wastewater was 
completed in 2012. 

12.3 The authorised discharge for the wastewater quality at the present time is the post-30 
June 2007 concentrations set out in Condition 10 of consent 101706, although that is 
not being achieved as indicated by the water quality summaries in Tables 1 and 2 of 
this decision (paragraphs 2.7 and 2.9). 

12.4 Consequently, the current discharge that we are being asked to authorise is of 
significantly poorer quality than what was authorised by consent 101706. 

12.5 The discharge mixes with the sea-water across a mixing zone which is important for 
defining a zone where a greater degree of tolerance can be shown towards adverse 
effects.  At the hearing we were presented with an excerpt from a January 2000 
NIWA report entitled, “Oceanographic and water quality investigations for the 
Wanganui outfall.”  In his “right of reply” statement, Mr Benadie refers to this report 
and notes that, “the Zone of Initial Dilution will not extend beyond 106 metres for 90% 
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of the time and that it would almost always be less than ….260 metres”.  The NIWA 
report notes that for an optimised diffuser utilising duckbill valves (as occurs at the 
Whanganui outfall) a minimum average initial dilution factor across the plume of 91 
times occurs and 260 times dilution for 50% of the time (median value).  Those 
measurements can be compared to the minimum initial dilution of 100 to meet 
ANZECC Aquatic Ecosystem guideline limits, specified in condition 10 of consent 
101706. 

12.6 Based on the information a mixing zone of around 250m, as proposed by Mr 
Benadie, seems appropriate for the chemical contaminants listed in condition 10.   

12.7 The consent application report relies on surveys from earlier studies to identify the 
physical effects arising from the discharge.10  Reference is made to a 1999 sediment 
sampling survey that indicated the effect of the discharge was minimal in terms of 
toxic organic and trace metal contaminants, sulphides and organic matter.  Although 
localised effects did occur with elevated concentrations of sulphides and organic 
matter at a sampling station 100m south-east of the outfall and elevated chromium 
concentrations at sampling sites between 650m and 5.2km from the outfall.  Despite 
the generally low concentrations of contaminants in sediments, the abundance and 
diversity of benthic organisms was affected by the discharge with the lowest values 
recorded 100m south-east of the outfall and higher values of abundance and 
diversity further away. 

12.8 A repeat survey in 2013 found similar results.  A clear adverse effect 100m from the 
outfall, as indicated by the presence of pollution tolerant organisms (oligochaete 
worms), but no sign of widespread adverse effects on benthic habitats. 

12.9 A 2015 review of these studies by the Cawthron Institute concluded that the 
discharge of milliscreened effluent during the upgrade of the WWTP is not likely to 
have a major impact on sediment contaminants and fauna beyond a distance of 
around 100 – 1200m around the outfall.  With regard to the localised effects around 
the outfall it was concluded that effects are likely to be more severe immediately 
around the outfall, as demonstrated by sampling 100 metres away, and an apparent 
but more subtle effect extending out to 1200 metres. 

Finding on Marine Effects 

12.10 Based on the information summarised above, we find that 250 m is the appropriate 
extent of the mixing zone for this discharge. 

12.11 We find that the discharge that is presently occurring is worse than the currently 
consented discharge and may cause potential localised adverse effects to benthic 
communities in the vicinity of the outfall, over distances in the order of 100 metres, 
with the possibility of more subtle effects out to 1200 metres, which therefore may 
extend beyond the 250 m mixing zone 

12.12 There is a lack of information on the significance of the effects of the discharge on 
marine organisms beyond the mixing zone, but given the large scale of the marine 
environment we expect that the effects of this discharge on those organisms over a 
limited 3 year period is likely to be of a minor scale. 

 

                                                           
10

 Section 2.2 of Opus 2015 report, “Discharge of Milliscreened Effluent to Ocean Outfall” 
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Recreational Users 

12.13 Information from the scientific experts and the submitters from iwi groups and the 
Sustainable Whanganui Trust advised us that the area affected by the discharge can 
be used for fishing, surfing, diving and collection of shellfish.  These recreational 
users are at risk of illness arising from the microbiological contaminants in the 
discharge, in addition to other contaminants. 

12.14 Dr Hudson presented information about the assessment of microbiological monitoring 
data along the beaches around the outfall which showed only a low increased risk of 
illness and the location with the greatest risk occurring from a sampling site in the 
lower Whanganui River.  He also referred us to the MoH/MfE 2003 “Microbiological 
water quality guidelines for marine and freshwater recreational areas” that provide 
varying responses to be implemented based on monitoring for the indicator bacteria 
Enterococci (measured as cfu/100 ml).  He summarised these as: 

 ≤140 cfu/100 ml: Surveillance = weekly sampling 

 141 – 280 cfu/100 ml: Alert = increased sampling effort 

 >280 cfu/100 ml: Action = daily sampling, public notification, signs 

12.15 Dr Shane Kelly pointed out that the monitoring results (and the health risk) will be 
quite variable depending on weather conditions and made reference to earlier work 
by Bell et al (2000) which predicted that wind and sea currents would cause the main 
effluent plume from the outfall to extend to within 300m of the shoreline around 5-7% 
of the time. We note that WDC has taken the initiative to install warning signs at 
South Beach that describe an exclusion zone 500m either side of the outfall pipe, 
noting that: 

“All fish caught and shellfish harvested must be thoroughly cleaned and 
cooked.” 

12.16 Both Dr Hudson for (WDC) and Dr Kelly (for MWRC) indicated there was inadequate 
information to determine the significance of the health risk to these recreational 
users.  Dr Hudson emphasised that relying solely on sampling of sea water, which 
required laboratory analysis, inevitably meant that any management response was 
reactionary, to a risk that occurred a day or two before the monitoring results became 
available.  As a preferable alternative he described a Quantitative Microbiological 
Risk Assessment (QMRA) that gathers information from users of this beach and 
marine environment, utilises a hydrodynamic model to define the movement and 
concentration of contaminants as they migrate from the outfall, and quantifies the risk 
of infection for a much wider range of pathogens than is covered by the routine 
sampling carried out to date. 

12.17 Both Dr Hudson and Dr Kelly agreed the QMRA would be very useful information to 
help assess the risk to recreational users, but that work is still to be done and could 
take up to 18 months to complete.  WDC are proposing a QMRA exercise to be 
completed within the 3 year term of this consent, with the information being used to 
assist in managing the contamination risk arising from the current discharge and the 
future (improved) discharge when a new WWTP is in operation. 

12.18 Ms Lyn Pearson presented the submission from Sustainable Whanganui Trust who 
find the proposed discharge highly undesirable, but necessary in order to implement 
a new and improved treatment process.  Based on the information provided to date, 
they support the QMRA process as an important tool to help manage the risks that 
arise from the discharge. 
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12.19 It is important to recognise that even with a QMRA management tool in place, all the 
expert and submitter witnesses still emphasised the need for regular and appropriate 
monitoring to inform all interested parties of the quality of the water resource and 
associated ecosystems. 

12.20 Various comments in the assessment of effects emphasised that the Whanganui 
River has a significant effect on the poor water quality that can occur in the South 
Beach area.  Dr Hudson advised us that the reason for the poor river water quality 
was likely due to agricultural activities and stock influences in the upper catchment 
and urban influences (particularly stormwater discharges) where the river passes 
through the Whanganui urban area.  We enquired whether this meant that the effects 
arising from the outfall were diminished because of the poor existing background 
water quality.  However, both Dr Hudson for (WDC) and Dr Kelly (for MWRC) 
advised us that the outfall was such a significant source of microbiological 
contaminants, and other contaminants that were not present in the Whanganui River, 
that the wastewater discharge definitely required special management and 
monitoring. 

Finding on Recreational User Effects 

12.21 In the absence of any specific quantitative information we think it is prudent to 
assume that there is potential for significant adverse effects on the recreational users 
under certain conditions of sea, current and climate.  Therefore, in order for consent 
to be granted these effects will need to be mitigated by appropriate monitoring, 
assessment and information provided to recreational users.  In reaching this 
conclusion we are mindful of the submission from the MidCentral District Health 
Board which noted the risks to public health arising from the discharge but 
considered the risks to be manageable. 

12.22 Conditions requiring this monitoring, assessment and communication with 
recreational users are discussed later in this decision. 

Cultural Effects 

12.23 Neither WDC nor MWRC provided information on the effect of the discharge on 
cultural values and their planners both deferred to the iwi submitters to advise us on 
this matter.  The iwi submitters helpfully made a single combined presentation 
involving representatives from the three submitter groups: Te Kaahui Raurua, Ngati 
Tangata Tiaki o Whanganui and Te Runanga o Ngati Apa.  They represent tangata 
whenua in the area from Patea in the north to Foxton in the South. 

12.24 Ms Anne-Marie Broughton presented a statement emphasising that they oppose the 
granting of this resource consent.  That is because any discharge of human waste 
directly to the sea is repugnant to iwi.  It violates the mauri (life force) of the sea and 
breaches tikanga (the Māori way) and kaitiakitanga (stewardship). Ms Broughton 
stated Iwi sought “constructive action to be involved and informed” and this would be 
a means to “give expression of kaitiakitanga”. 

12.25 Ms Raukura Waitai advised us that whilst the scientists had presented evidence 
about microbiological concentrations and health risks to people who use the sea, 
their concern was much more significant than that.  The issue of concern is not just 
about the effects on people who use the sea but it must be about the effects on the 
sea itself which has its own intrinsic value with which the iwi have a close 
association. 
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Ko au ko Tangaroa ko au 

Ko au te moana ko te moana ko au 

12.26 Ms Waitai emphasised that the health of the marine environment is a reflection of 
their own holistic well-being.   Some of these effects are intangible and cannot be 
quantified by monitoring and scientific models.  Ms Broughton’s statement identified 
these effects as: 

   Damage to the mauri of the moana 

   Cultural and personal shame / failure to uphold Kaitiaki responsibilities 

   Cultural and environmental breaches 

   Habitat degradation 

   Species depletion/loss 

   Health and food safety risks 

   Reputation and brand damage – Whanganui, NZ etc. 

12.27 We understand and respect those views.  We also appreciated Mr Chris Shenton’s 
pragmatic acknowledgment that Whanganui wastewater must be collected and 
discharged and they were interested in working alongside WDC to achieve the best 
outcome for the future.  But he emphasised that they must be allowed to provide 
meaningful input to the management of the wastewater discharge rather than just 
being subject to a token requirement for consultation. In this regards Mr Shenton 
sought the establishment of an Iwi Advisory Group and that this would be a “means 
to satisfy concerns raised, such as timeframes”. 

12.28 Based on their preference for meaningful engagement on this issue, iwi 
representatives at the hearing have engaged in consideration of possible consent 
conditions with the other parties to this hearing and we appreciate their input. 

12.29 We were struck by the contrast between the information from WDC about various 
meetings and workshops that have been undertaken and the iwi submitters view that 
there had been a lack of time and resources for them to properly deal with this issue.  
There is clearly a need for more discussions and information sharing to occur and we 
commend the willingness shown by witnesses from WDC, MWRC and iwi to jointly 
work together to improve the understanding of how best to manage this wastewater 
discharge. 

Finding on Cultural Effects 

12.30 The ocean outfall discharge of Whanganui wastewater and the human waste in 
particular has a significant adverse effect on the cultural values associated with the 
sea.  Whilst we recognise that situation, we are also mindful that the discharge of 
human waste water via the ocean outfall (and the associated cultural effect) is 
already authorised by consent 101706, which forms part of the existing environment.  
Despite this we consider there is need for more meaningful and ongoing liaison and 
information sharing between WDC and local iwi regarding the wastewater 
management and discharge.  Both these parties acknowledged this and have 
proposed a consent condition to achieve improved liaison.  We acknowledge the iwi 
interest in progressing a Community Working Group and an Accord between WDC 
and iwi expressed in the iwi comments to us dated 3 May 2016.  We support that 
initiative. 
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13 Other Relevant Matters 

13.1 We discuss below some other matters that were raised in evidence and at the 
hearing: 

The consequence of not granting the consent 

13.2 The S42A MWRC Officer’s report included a memo from Mr Greg Bevin (Regulatory 
Manager MWRC) dated 22 February 2016, which summarised the enforcement 
proceedings that MWRC have initiated in recent years regarding the WDC 
wastewater discharge and also provided comment on whether the enforcement 
process can legalise a discharge. 

13.3 We found this memo useful, both for the background information it provided 
regarding MWRC’s response to the deteriorating performance of the WWTP and also 
to confirm that if this consent application is not granted the discharge would continue 
to be an unlawful activity, irrespective of any enforcement action that could be taken 
by MWRC.  It would clearly be an unhelpful situation for all parties to have a 
continuation of the discharge with no regulatory control in place.  In our view it would 
be preferable to authorise the discharge in a manner that allows appropriate control 
and management of the discharge to occur through the imposition of appropriate 
consent conditions. 

The status of consent 101706 if a three year consent is granted 

13.4 We were concerned about the interaction between any consent we might grant and 
the existing consent 101706.  We were advised by both planning experts that 
consent 101706 is not being exercised at present and will not be exercised until the 
new treatment plant is in operation.  That is because consent 101706 only authorises 
the discharge of wastewater that has passed through a wastewater treatment plant, 
which is not the current activity. 

13.5 Therefore, there is no conflict between the two consents if this short term 3 year 
consent is granted. 

The potential for a S124 continuation 

13.6 We are concerned about the potential for a prolonged discharge of milliscreened 
wastewater, that could occur if this consent is granted for 3 years and then a 
replacement consent application is lodged within the timeframes that allow a 
continuation of the discharge until a final decision is made on the replacement 
application (as specified in S124 RMA).  Such a situation could arise if the 
construction of the WWTP is delayed, although we were advised that this is not 
expected to occur based on the way in which the construction contract will be set up. 

13.7 Mr Benadie expressed confidence that the 3 year term that is sought for this consent 
would comfortably allow for the new WWTP to be up and running and the contract for 
the construction and commissioning would require both a Guaranteed Maximum 
Price and Guaranteed Time Frame which provided confidence that completion of the 
WWTP would not be jeopardised by financial or timing problems. 

13.8 We were pleased to receive that information and find that it supports the inclusion of 
a consent condition requiring the discharged wastewater to meet the effluent quality 
standards of consent 101706 just before the end of a 3-year consent.  That will 
provide a regulatory control to back-up the assurances we received that the promised 
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treatment standard will be achieved and prevents a risk that the milliscreened 
discharge could be authorised by section 124 to continue beyond the 3 years.  Such 
a requirement is readily achievable and consistent with the information provided to us 
by WDC. 

14 Mitigation 

14.1 The actual and potential adverse effects on the health of recreational users and the 
cultural values of the area clearly require mitigation if consent is to be granted.  The 
mitigation measures put forward at the hearing include: 

 Monitoring of the effluent quality and the marine environment including water, 

sediment and shellfish 

 Provision of public information to warn users of the resource of the risks they 

might be exposed to. 

14.2 For microbiological effects, the QMRA process was emphasised as a tool that will 
help focus the monitoring to the correct location and allow health risks to be more 
accurately evaluated and communicated.  A useful aspect of this process involves 
engagement with the public who have a relationship with the coastal resource, 
particularly local iwi, to identify the location and nature of their interaction with the 
sea. 

14.3 All these measures will be helpful.  We expect that management of the discharge will 
also benefit from regular communication with the submitter groups, particularly iwi 
(who may have specific monitoring requirements related to cultural values) and the 
Medical Officer of Health, who has an important role in the communication of health 
risks to the public.  The Sustainable Whanganui Trust also expressed a willingness to 
be involved in information sharing regarding monitoring and the development of the 
new WWTP. 

14.4 Mr Benadie described the steps that WDC are taking to implement a new Trade 
Waste Bylaw which will help to manage the flow and contaminant load arriving from 
those sources.  This represents another component of mitigation for the discharge. 

14.5 In addition to these measures Mr Benadie indicated that WDC has an ongoing 
programme to reduce the inappropriate connection of stormwater pipes into the 
wastewater system, which is helpful in reducing the wastewater discharge flow.  In 
our view this can also be considered as a constructive mitigation measure to lessen 
the adverse effects arising from the discharge. 

15 Alignment With National and Regional Policy Documents 

15.1 The planning witnesses were in agreement about the relevant provisions of the 
national and regional policy documents and our findings regarding those matters are 
summarised in the following paragraphs. 
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New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 

15.2 Both expert planners agree that Objectives 1, 3 and 6 and Policies 3 and 23 of the 
NZCPS are relevant to this application. 

15.3 The expert evidence indicates that for the next 3 years the discharge will not be 
consistent with Objective 1, but is a necessary step to become more consistent with 
that objective by enabling a new WWTP to be constructed.  That is because 
Objective 1 seeks to maintain or, if it is already degraded, enhance coastal water 
quality and the natural biological and physical processes in the coastal environment.  
However as noted in Tables 1 and 2 (paragraph 2.7 and 2.9) of this decision the 
current discharge for which consent is sought is considerably worse than the existing 
consented discharge and therefore represents a localised deterioration in the coastal 
marine environment.  Although within the 3 year period, the commissioning of a new 
WWTP will maintain the coastal water quality in a manner that is consistent with 
existing consent 101706. 

15.4 The expert evidence also indicates that this application is not consistent with 
Objective 3 which is to take account of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi and 
recognising the role of the tangata whenua or kaitiaki and provide for tangata whenua 
involvement in the management of the coastal environment.  Objective 3 specifically 
mentions, “recognising and protecting characteristics of the coastal environment that 
are of special value to tangata whenua”.  However the evidence from the combined 
iwi submitters (which, with the agreement of both WDC and MWRC, was the only 
evidence on cultural values) is that the discharge of human waste to the sea is 
abhorrent and significantly undermines their holistic well being.  They also felt 
overwhelmed and under-resourced by the information they had to deal with regarding 
this consenting process.  Whilst there has been consultation between WDC and local 
iwi regarding the wastewater discharge, our impression is that it has only occurred 
quite recently, as this hearing approached, and more work could be done by WDC to 
achieve a more co-operative working relationship with iwi regarding wastewater 
management. 

15.5 The evidence indicate that the discharge is consistent with some aspects of 
Objective 6, which is to enable people and communities to provide for their social, 
economic, and cultural well-being and their health and safety through use of the 
coastal environment whilst recognising that, amongst other things: 

 the protection of the values of the coastal environment does not preclude use and 

development in appropriate places and forms, and within appropriate limits; 

 some use and developments which depend upon the use of natural and physical 

resources in the coastal environment are important to social, economic and 

cultural well-being of the community; and 

 functionally some uses and developments can only be located on the coast or in 

the coastal marine area. 

15.6 Given the circumstances of the failed WWTP and the presence of the outfall structure 
with a discharge authorised by consent 101706 it seems that the current discharge is 
necessary for a short period of time, to provide for the social, economic and cultural 
well-being and the health and safety of the Whanganui community. 

15.7 The expert planners agree that this application is consistent with Policy 3, which 
requires a precautionary approach towards proposed activities whose effects on the 
coastal environment are uncertain, unknown or little understood.  That consistency is 
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achieved because we are considering an activity that has been occurring for many 
years (albeit with varying quantity and quality) and consent is sought for only a short 
term (3 years). 

15.8 Both planning experts acknowledge the importance and relevance of Policy 23 which 
specifically relates to discharges of contaminants. 

15.9 Policy 23(1) identifies six factors which must be given particular regard when 
managing the discharge of water in the coastal environment.  These relate to the 
sensitivity of the receiving environment, the nature of the contaminants to be 
discharged and the capacity of the receiving environment to assimilate the 
contaminants and avoid significant adverse effects on ecosystems and habitats after 
reasonable mixing.  The information we received regarding mixing zones is 
discussed in paragraphs 12.5 to 12.9.  It is noteworthy that Policy 23(1)(e) requires 
the management of the discharge to use the smallest mixing zone necessary to 
achieve the required water quality in the receiving environment and to minimise 
adverse effects on the life supporting capacity of water within the mixing zone.  
Those factors have influenced our consideration of the mixing zone specified in 
consent conditions which are discussed later in this decision. 

15.10 Policy 23(2) specifies that the discharge of human sewage to the coastal marine area 
should not be allowed if it has not been treated and if there has been inadequate 
consideration of alternative discharge options and if the decision to discharge has not 
been informed by an understanding of tangata whenua values.  The planning experts 
agreed that the current discharge is the most appropriate, short term, discharge 
option.  They also recognise tangata whenua concerns, to such an extent that they 
deferred to the iwi submitters to advise us on all matters related to cultural values. 

15.11 However the two expert planners differed on whether the wastewater had been 
treated (Policy 23(2)(a)), simply by being passed through a screening process (3mm 
step screens and a 25mm rake screen).  Ms Mitchell for MWRC was of the view that 
the discharge was untreated based on the definition in the One Plan for “untreated 
human effluent” which includes effluent that has only undergone milliscreening and 
grit removal, such as the discharge that is under consideration here. 

15.12 However no such definition is present in the NZCPS and even in the One Plan, the 
definition of “untreated human effluent” is only used with regard to discharges to 
inland waterways.  It is not used in the chapter 18 of the One Plan, which deals with 
activities in the coastal marine area. 

15.13 In contrast, Mr Benadie (WDC’s Senior Wastewater Engineer) described how the 
screening of wastewater is recognised as preliminary treatment and Ms Manderson 
referred us to an Environment Court decision (C54/2003) about the discharge of 
Westport’s wastewater where it was concluded that,  

“there is a significant difference between waste being discharged totally 
untreated (without any screening) and that which has at least been through 
primary screening devices.  In particular, 5mm screening will remove the 
floatable materials that are currently visible from time to time in the effluent 
discharge.” 

15.14 Therefore Ms Manderson was of the view that the discharge is not contrary to Policy 
23(2)(a).  However she candidly acknowledged that even though the wastewater 
received a preliminary degree of treatment, the current discharge clearly did not 
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achieve the intentions of the NZCPS to maintain or enhance the coastal environment 
as, for example, spelt out in Objective 1 of the NZCPS. 

15.15 Neither of the planning witnesses drew our attention to Policy 23(4) which relates to 
the discharge of stormwater and avoiding and remedying cross contamination of 
sewage and stormwater systems.  However in our view it is noteworthy that WDC 
has achieved the separation of their previously combined stormwater and wastewater 
networks and continue to work at reducing stormwater inflow connections.  The 
pattern of reducing volumes entering the Beach Road Pumping Stations indicates 
they are having success in addressing that issue. 

 

Regional Policy Statement (Part I of the One Plan) 

15.16 There was general agreement between the planning witnesses about the 
components of the RPS that are relevant to this application, which are noted in the 
following paragraphs. 

Chapter 2: Te Ao Maori 

15.17 The iwi submitters who spoke at the hearing made it clear that the discharge of 
human waste directly into water is culturally abhorrent and detracts from the mauri of 
the coastal area and is contrary to the good practice of kaitiakitanga. 

15.18 Ms Manderson pointed out that the implementation of a QMRA process and ongoing 
consultation with iwi will assist in a mutual understanding for both WDC and iwi 
regarding the best management that can be achieved for the wastewater discharge.  
The iwi submitters also expressed a willingness to work co-operatively with WDC to 
achieve the best outcome that could be managed. 

Chapter 3: Infrastructure, Energy, Waste, Hazardous Substances and Contaminated 
Land 

15.19 The RPS recognises the importance of allowing the Whanganui wastewater 
reticulation system to continue to operate, which includes the discharge via the 
existing ocean outfall.  In order to develop a new treatment plant we accept that a 
continuation of the milliscreened discharge for the next 3 years, to allow a new 
WWTP to be built, is consistent with Chapter 3 of the RPS 

Chapter 8: Coast 

15.20 The objectives and policies in Chapter 8 aim to maintain the values associated with 
the Coastal Marine Area or to enhance the environment where the values are not 
currently met.  The values are listed in Schedule I of the One Plan and noted in 
paragraph 10.1 of this decision.  We asked the scientists (Dr Hudson and Dr Kelly) 
for their view on the relevant values that might be impacted by the discharge 
described in this consent application.  Their view on the relevant values and the 
effect from this discharge was: 

(a) Life supporting capacity – marine: the discharge has a localised adverse effect, but 

when considering the wider marine environment the effect on life supporting capacity 

of the marine environment would not be significant. 
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(d)   Contact recreation: there is insufficient information to determine the scale of adverse 

effects on contact recreation but there is potential for the discharge to not protect this 

contact recreation value in the South Beach area. 

(e)  Amenity: the discharge of wastewater via an ocean outfall and the occasional 

occurrence of a visual slick detracts from the amenity value of the South Beach area. 

(g)  Shellfish gathering: there is insufficient information to determine how much shellfish 

gathering occurs and whether or not it is affected by the outfall, but there is potential for 

the outfall to not be protective of this value. 

(i)  Capacity to assimilate pollution: the discharge utilises this value, although over the 3 

year period the discharge may exceed the local assimilative capacity under certain 

weather and sea conditions. 

(j)  Existing infrastructure: the discharge is an important utilisation of the Whanganui 

sewage reticulation and the existing ocean outfall infrastructure. 

15.21 In addition to those comments from the scientists, it was clear from the iwi 
submissions that the discharge does not protect value (f) Mauri. 

15.22 Policy 8-4 and 8-5 relate to managing public access to the CMA.  The proposed 
mitigation of the effects of this discharge includes warning people when there is a 
higher risk of illness at certain times because of the discharge.  Such warnings are 
an example of how the discharge is contrary to maintaining public access. 

15.23 Policy 8-6 in the RPS requires water in the CMA to be managed in a way which 
applies Policy 5-3 (ongoing compliance where water quality targets are met), Policy 
5-4 (enhancement where water quality targets are not met), Policy 5-9 (point source 
discharges to water) and policy 5-11 (human sewage discharge) to the coastal water. 

15.24 The water quality targets are set out in Table I.6 and I.7 of the One Plan.  
Comparison with the monitoring values for Faecal Coliforms and Enterococci 
presented in Table 2 of this decision (paragraph 2.9) indicate that several 100,000 
times concentration reduction is required to meet these targets.  Consequently it is 
expected that the discharge may contribute to the Targets for Faecal Coliforms and 
Enterococci not being met beyond the mixing zone.  Therefore the discharge does 
not enhance this situation during the 3 year term that is sought, but it does enable an 
improvement to occur in the longer term (beyond the 3 years) by allowing the 
construction and commissioning of the new WWTP. 

15.25 Policy 5-9 sets out matters which the management of point source discharges must 
have regard to.  The discharge of only milliscreened wastewater for 3 years can be 
considered a necessary implementation of Policy 5.9(d) (“the need to allow 
reasonable time to achieve any required improvements to the quality of the 
discharge”) and Policy 5.9(e) (“the discharge is of a temporary nature or is 
associated with necessary maintenance or upgrade work and the discharge cannot 
practicably be avoided”). 

15.26 It is clear that during the 3 year term that is sought the discharge will not be 
consistent with Policy 5-9(c) (“the activity is consistent with contaminant treatment 
and discharge best management practices”).  But during that 3 year period, WDC will 
put in place a system that will improve the discharge and implement the discharge 
that is already authorised by consent 101706. 
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15.27 At the hearing we were advised by Ms Mitchell that policy 5-11 was not relevant to 
our consideration because this is an existing discharge and whilst it does not appear 
to comply with Policy 5-11 (a) the requirement in 5-11 (b) to achieve one of those 
criteria by 2020 is after the 3 year term that is being sought.  In any event we note 
that WDC already holds discharge consent 101706 which can be utilised through to 
30 June 2026. 

Regional Plan (Part II of the One Plan) 

15.28 Chapter 18 of the One Plan deals with the Activities in the Coastal Marine Area.  Of 
particular relevance to our decision making is Policy 18-12 which specifically sets out 
matters we must have regard to, for “Consent decision-making for discharges in the 
CMA.”  Those matters that are relevant to this discharge consent application and the 
approach we have taken to them are set out below: 

(a) the Regional Policy Statement, which we have discussed in paragraphs 15.16 to 

15.26;  

(b) the applicable Water Management Zone* or Sub-Zone* and the relevant water quality 

Values and targets in Schedule I, as noted in paragraphs 10.1 and 15.20; 

(d) tikanga Maori, amenity values, recreational values and public health and safety, and 

ensuring any adverse effects are avoided as far as reasonably practicable.  Where 

avoidance is not reasonably practicable, the adverse effects must be remedied or 

mitigated, as described in paragraphs 12.23 to 12.30 and 12.13 to 12.22; and 

(e) ensuring that any discharge, after reasonable mixing, must not result in: 

(i)  the production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams; 

(ii) Floatable or suspended materials; 

(iii) any conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity of water in the coastal 

marine area or 

(iv) any emission of objectionable odour, or any significant adverse effects on 

aquatic life. 

With regard to this latter point, the evidence indicates that an oily film may extend 

beyond the mixing zone under certain wind and current conditions, however this is a 

temporary (3 year) situation that provides the best alternative to allow for the 

installation of an improved discharge that will comply with an existing discharge 

consent (101706). 

15.29 Policy 18-13 is even more specific to our decision as it sets out matters we must 
have regard to, for “Consent decision-making for sewage discharges.”  Each of these 
matters and the approach we have taken to them are set out below: 

(a) the Regional Policy Statement,  which we have discussed in paragraphs 15.16 to 

15.26; and any relevant policies in the NZCPS, which we have discussed in 

paragraphs 15.2 to 15.15; 

(b)  the applicable Water Management Zone* or Sub-zone* and the relevant water 

quality targets in Schedule I, as noted in paragraphs 10.1 and 15.20; 

(d) The extent to which any alternatives have been considered, including discharging to 

land, which is discussed in Section 11; and 

(e) considering the views and concerns of tangata whenua in the decision making 

process, as described in paragraphs 12.23 to 12.30. 



28 
 

 
Whanganui Short Term Wastewater Discharge Consent:  MWRC Consent 
Joint Decision of Independent Commissioners   June 2016   

Finding:  Alignment with National and Regional Policy Documents 

15.30 Regarding the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement, we are of the view that this 
discharge is not inconsistent with Objective 6 and Policy 3.  We also consider the 
wastewater characteristics are improved by screening which therefore represents a 
preliminary form of treatment and so is not inconsistent with Policy 23(2)(a).  
However, the granting of this application would mean that for the next 3 years the 
discharge will represent a deterioration in the quality of the Coastal Marine Area 
compared to the quality of effluent authorised by consent 101706 and so the 
discharge does not maintain or enhance the environment over the next three years 
that are required for construction and commissioning of the new WWTP.  As such the 
discharge for the 3 year period is not consistent with Objectives 1 and 3 and Policy 
23 of the NZCPS. 

15.31 We recognise that the discharge is consistent with some aspects of the One Plan 
regarding the use and upgrading of infrastructure.  But we also agree with the 
planning experts that the 3 year discharge is not, on its own, consistent with many of 
the objectives and policies of the One Plan.  However, in our view those 
inconsistencies can best be addressed by granting the consent application with 
conditions requiring monitoring, communication of measures to manage the public 
health risk and ongoing consultation with affected parties, coupled with a short-term 
(3 year) authorisation.  An important consideration regarding this finding is that the 3 
year term should not be viewed in isolation, but as a necessary step to allow the 
discharge to reach a point where it complies with existing consent 101706.  
Consequently the 3 year consent represents the best approach to allow the 
wastewater discharge to reach an improved level of discharge quality that meets the 
currently consented environment. 

16 Statutory Assessment 

Section 5:  Purpose and principles 

16.1 Section 5 specifies the purpose of the Act is to promote the sustainable management 
of natural and physical resources.  The collection and disposal of the wastewater 
described in this application is an important service that provides for the social, 
economic, and cultural well-being and for the Health and Safety of the Whanganui 
community, which is an important aspect of Sustainable Management. 

16.2 Sustainable management must also ensure that activities are carried out in a way 
that considers the environment.  The environmental effects of the discharge are 
worse than the currently consented discharge, but are required for a three year 
period to allow that consented discharge to once again be exercised. 

Section 6: Matters of National Importance 

16.3 Section 6 requires us to recognise and provide for seven matters of national 
importance.  Based on the information before us, three of these matters are directly 
relevant to this application as noted below: 

(a) the preservation of the natural character of the Coastal environment (including 

the coastal marine area)....from inappropriate ....use. 

(d) the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal 

marine area; 
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(e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, 

water sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga. 

16.4 In our view the short term (3 year) discharge detracts from all these matters, but is a 
necessary step to restore the currently consented discharge. 

Section 7: Other Matters 

16.5 Section 7 sets out a series of other matters that we must have particular regard to.  
The evidence indicates that the Section 7 matters of relevance to this application are: 

(a) kaitiakitanga: 

(aa) the ethic of stewardship: 

(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources: 

(c) the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values: 

(d) intrinsic values of ecosystems: 

(e) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment: 

16.6 We are concerned that the current discharge offends kaitiakitanga and the ethic of 
stewardship (items (a) and (aa), but we have included conditions that require WDC to 
work alongside iwi to achieve a common understanding of the improved wastewater 
management that will be implemented by the construction that is planned over the 
next three years. 

16.7 Items (b), (c), (d) and (f) are related to the physical characteristics of the discharge 
and the effects that arise from it.  Whilst this consent authorises a poorer quality 
discharge than is desirable it is considered the best alternative for the next 3 years to 
allow the restoration of the currently consented discharge (as described in Section 11 
below). 

Section 8: Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi) 

16.8 Section 8 requires that the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi are taken into account 
in achieving the purpose of the RMA. 

16.9 Our view is that the management of Whanganui wastewater could be closer aligned 
with Section 8 requirements if a stronger partnership arrangement was developed 
between WDC and iwi than was indicated by the iwi submitters and condition 5 has 
been included in the consent to assist in improving this situation. 

Section 107:  Restriction on grant of certain discharge permits 

16.10 Section 107 of the RMA specifically relates to the granting of discharge permits.  As 
noted in paragraph 2.11 of this decision, the information in the consent application 
indicates there will be certain conditions when the discharge will, after reasonable 
mixing, give rise to some of the criteria in S107(1), namely: 

(a) The production of conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or 

suspended materials 

(b) A conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity of the water 

16.11 Therefore the application can only be granted if it meets of the criteria in S107(2).  
Both Ms Manderson (for WDC) and Ms Mitchell (for MWRC) agreed that clause (b) 
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would apply i.e. the discharge is of a temporary nature, provided that it does not 
continue beyond the 3 year period that is currently being requested. 

16.12 We agree with that assessment and also note that S107(3) states that we, 

“may include conditions requiring the holder of the permit to undertake such 
works in such stages throughout the term of the permit as will ensure that 
upon the expiry of the permit the holder can meet the requirements of 
subsection (1) and of any relevant regional rules.” 

16.13 The information provided to us indicates that the new WWTP that is to be 
constructed and commissioned during the next 3 years will meet the requirements of 
S107(1) and be consistent with consent 101706.  Therefore, S107(3) supports our 
approach to consider conditions related to the implementation of the new treatment 
plant and to ensure that the higher quality of treatment is in place before the short 
term consent expires to avoid any risk of the current poorer quality discharge being 
authorised to continue beyond the next 3 years as a result of S124 RMA.  In our view 
the risk of a S124 continuation of a milliscreened discharge must be avoided in order 
to meet the S127(2)(b) criteria that we are relying on to grant this application. 

17 Consent Duration  

17.1 The application seeks the continuation of the milliscreened discharge for a period of 
3 years to enable the construction and commissioning of a new WWTP for 
Whanganui. 

Findings:  Consent Duration 

17.2 Our conclusion is that a 3 year term is appropriate for this activity based on the 
timetabling evidence provided to us to allow the installation of a WWTP that achieves 
the effluent quality conditions specified in the existing consent 101706. 

17.3 We are of the view that the effects of that discharge can be mitigated in a manner 
consistent with the requirements of the RMA and the relevant planning documents 
provided that the discharge is of a temporary (no more than 3 year) period.   

18 Overall Judgment and Reasons 

18.1 We are satisfied that a grant of the consent applied for, subject to the conditions we 
propose and for a limited 3 year duration, will serve the sustainable management 
purpose of the RMA.  In particular, this decision will better serve the sustainable 
management purpose than would declining the consent.  Our reasons for these 
conclusions are presented in the foregoing sections of this decision and we 
summarise those here in the following way: 

(a) A grant of consent will enable the people and community of Whanganui to 
provide for their social, economic wellbeing and for their health and safety, by 
authorising the continued operation of their wastewater collection system; 

(b) If the consent were not granted the discharge would continue to occur in an 
unauthorised state without the controls imposed by the conditions that are to 
be included in the consent, which would be a less satisfactory situation than 
applying the conditions in Attachment 1 of this decision. 
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(c) A temporary (3 year) discharge to allow the construction and commissioning 
of a new WWTP is consistent with Objective 6 and Policy 3 of the NZCPS, 
Chapter 3 and policy 5.9(d) & (e) (via policy 8.6) of the One Plan and 
S107(2)(b) and S107(3) of the RMA.  There are several other objectives and 
policies that the 3 year discharge, if viewed in isolation, is not consistent with.  
However the wastewater discharge has to continue in some form and the 3 
year term for the current discharge is the best option to allow for a new 
WWTP to be put in place which will be consistent with many more of the 
objectives and policies in the NZCPS and the One Plan. 

(d) The new wastewater treatment plant that will be constructed and 
commissioned within the 3 year term of this consent will achieve the effluent 
quality that is already authorised to be discharged via consent 101706, which 
continues until 30 June 2026; 

(e) WDC’s proposed development of a new Trade Waste Bylaw and ongoing 
removal of stormwater inflow to the wastewater network will contribute to 
lessening the effects of the discharge over the 3 year term of the consent; 

(f) The conditions we propose, together with the short duration of consent, are 
necessary and sufficient to address public health risks and to ensure 
improved and ongoing consultation with affected parties; 

(g) The conditions we propose provide for the on-going involvement by tangata 
whenua in recognition of their kaitiaki role described in evidence to the 
hearing; 

(h) A grant of consent will allow WDC and the people of Whanganui to make 
efficient use of valuable existing wastewater reticulation and pumping 
infrastructure. 

19 Conditions of Consent 

19.1 WDC, MWRC and submitters who asked to be heard at the hearing (iwi 
representatives, Sustainable Whanganui Trust and MidCentral District Health Board) 
have worked together to provide a proposed set of conditions to us.  We appreciate 
these constructive efforts which are set out in the conditions submitted to us in the 
WDC right of reply.  We make the following comments on those conditions and the 
noteworthy changes to them that we have chosen to impose, which are shown as 
tracked changes in Attachment 2 of this decision. 

19.2 The introduction to the conditions clarifies that the discharge includes both trade 
waste and domestic sewage and sets a consent duration of 3 years, which is 
consistent with the comfortable timeframe provided by Mr Benadie to implement a 
new wastewater treatment plant that achieves the water quality criteria of existing 
consent 101706. 

19.3 For Condition 1a we have specified the normal flow of 1,120 L/s in the consent 
condition.  This is very close to the flow of 1,131 L/s described in Mr Benadie’s right 
of reply.  We have chosen 1,120 L/s to link with WDC’s high flow discharge permit 
105288, as described in the revised advice note to condition 1a. 

19.4 Condition 2 specifies the approach to be taken for the timetable for implementing the 
new WWTP.  There is an inconsistency between the times described in the advice 
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note of 18 months for construction compared to 24 months in Table 1 at the end of 
the advice note.  Therefore we find it more straightforward to specify the actual dates 
based on the description and range of time frames provided to us at the hearing, 
recognising that they may be adjusted in accordance with the information that WDC 
must provide to MWRC’s Regulatory Manager by 30 June. 

19.5 Condition 2a requires compliance with the construction and commissioning timetable 
for the new wastewater treatment plant that is to be finalised by 30 June 2016 (as 
described in condition 2).  Mr Benadie’s evidence described the draft timetable (that 
we have deleted from WDC’s advice note in condition 2) as very conservative.  We 
would not want to delay progress by requiring compliance with a conservative 
timetable if tasks can be completed faster.  We also think it is preferable to specify 
specific dates where actions must occur.  A requirement for commissioning to have 
commenced no later than 31 December 2018 is a comfortable deadline that is 
consistent with the advice we received from Mr Benadie and the advice note offered 
by WDC in condition 8.  We also note that Section 107(3) of the RMA supports the 
inclusion of consent conditions specifying a timetable for the construction and 
commissioning of the new WWTP 

19.6  Condition 4 describes the composition of the Community Working Group, as noted in 
paragraph 2.5 of Ms Manderson’s right of reply statement.  WDC’s proposed 
condition specifies that the group will identify constructive actions that can be 
undertaken.  Whilst we cannot require the permit holder to undertake some currently 
unspecified actions we feel the activities of the group will be aided by requiring WDC 
to use their best endeavours to facilitate the implementation of these actions.  We 
have also added a minimum requirement for meetings after the first 12 months. 

19.7 We acknowledge the iwi support for the Community Working Group (Condition 4) and 
the Accord that is required by Condition 5, as noted in the iwi comments to us dated 
3 May 2016.  Our understanding and expectation of such an arrangement is that it 
represents a partnership with an equal status between the signatories to the Accord.  
We congratulate both iwi and WDC on their commitment to this collaborative 
approach. 

19.8 Condition 6 contains an advice note describing a mixing zone of 250 metres, based 
on information in Mr Benadies right of reply statement.  We appreciate his review of 
the available information to develop a more reasonable mixing zone than had 
originally been proposed. 

19.9 We have added condition 6a to require the marine outfall structure to be maintained 
and operated in a way that allows a safe and effective discharge of wastewater to 
occur.  This is included in the interests of consistency with the long term consent 
101706 and is a more generally worded version of condition 7 of that consent. 

19.10 In Condition 7, WDC have specified a more relaxed criteria for Total Suspended 
Solids, Total Sulphides and Total Chromium.  Mr Benadie’s right of reply notes that 
these new limits reflect what has actually occurred in the past from the wastewater 
discharge and are reflected in the assessment of the discharge undertaken by the 
Cawthron Institute indicating acceptable effects in relation to ANZECC guidelines 
beyond a 250 m mixing zone.  We accept that change in limits for the time period 
indicated in condition 7. 

19.11 Condition 8a adds an additional standard that requires the discharge to meet effluent 
quality standards equivalent to those that will be required by the ongoing discharge 
consent 101706 at least one month before the expiry of the consent that we are 
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granting.  We have had experiences of other consented activities where a poor 
quality “temporary” discharge has been allowed to continue for many years under 
Section 124 whilst a replacement application is being processed.  We would not wish 
to grant a consent that created the possibility for that situation to occur, given the 
concerns expressed to us by submitters and the expert witnesses.  Based on the 
evidence from WDC we have a strong expectation that the requirements of condition 
8a will be comfortably achieved by 31 March 2019 and ensure that the current poorer 
quality discharge is limited to the temporary time frame that was described to us by 
the WDC and MWRC witnesses.  If for some unexpected reason that did not occur 
then WDC should be required to apply for a replacement consent that provides an 
explanation as to what has transpired and how they plan to address the lack of 
achievement of their current plan rather than having an automatic default option of 
continuing the poorer quality discharge. 

19.12 We see condition 9 as an important tool to improve the wastewater discharge by 
helping to achieve a more consistent and better quality and quantity of wastewater 
entering the WWTP.  

19.13 Condition 10 describes the preparation of the QMRA.  As with the construction and 
commissioning of the wastewater treatment plant we see this as a tool to mitigate the 
effects of the discharge that should be implemented as soon as possible.  
Consequently the timetable for its implementation should be the latest date required 
and if it can be implemented earlier that would be preferable.  

19.14 Condition 13 describes the monitoring of suspended solids.  Ms Mitchell queried 
whether on-line monitoring should be required however Mr Benadie in his right of 
reply explained that whilst on-line monitoring was included in an earlier version of 
consent 101706 it was subsequently revised to match the monitoring frequency 
described in condition 13.  That appears to be the case and we are satisfied that the 
suspended solids monitoring frequency will be sufficient to check compliance with 
conditions 7, 8 and 8a. 

19.15 Condition 17 describes a mechanism to revise the monitoring requirements of this 
consent.  Given the concern expressed by submitters, we do not think it appropriate 
for any relaxation of the monitoring conditions to be determined between WDC and 
MWRC alone.  Such a change should also require the agreement of the interested 
parties who form the Community Working Group and include submitters to this 
consent application. 

19.16 In Attachment 1 we set out the conditions of consent.  Attachment 2 shows the 
conditions submitted to us by WDC in their right of reply, marked up with tracked 
changes to clearly identify the changes we have made. 

20 Grant of Consent 

20.1 In accordance with the authority delegated to us by the Manawatu-Wanganui 
Regional Council and pursuant to sections 104, 104B, 105 (1), 107 and 108 of the 
Resource Management Act 1991, we grant consent to the application by 
Whanganui District Council for the duration of 3 years (through to around 31 May 
2019) and subject to the conditions specified in Attachment 1 to this decision: 

20.2 Our reasons for granting the consents for the duration requested are summarised in 
Section 18 of this decision.   
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ATTACHMENT 1: 
 
  CONDITIONS OF CONSENT 

  



Consent Permit 2015200171.00 to discharge preliminary treated wastewater, including trade 
waste and domestic sewage, for a term of 3 years. 

No. Condition  

1 The discharge of preliminary screened wastewater authorised by this Permit shall occur via an 
existing ocean outfall to the Tasman Sea, located 1800 metres off South Beach, Whanganui 
(at or about approximate map reference R22:813-344), and shall be undertaken in general 
accordance with the description and assessment included in the Assessment of Environment 
Effects (AEE) submitted with this application, except as otherwise required by the conditions of 
this permit.   Where there is inconsistency between the application and the conditions of this 
permit, the conditions will prevail. 

1a During normal flow conditions all wastewater shall pass through a screen with a maximum 
mesh size of 3 mm prior to being discharged into the Sea via the existing outfall. When flows 
exceed 1,120 litres per second, due to high storm water inflow and infiltration, or when 
undertaking necessary maintenance, all excess wastewater above the normal flow condition 
shall pass through a screen with a maximum mesh size of 50 mm. The Permit Holder shall 
notify the Regulatory Manager of the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council within 5 working 
days when normal flow conditions are exceeded or whenever maintenance is undertaken. 

Advice Note: This discharge permit links with Discharge Permit 105288 which authorises the 
discharge of flows at the Beach Road Pumping Station in excess of 1,120 litres per second. 

2 The Permit Holder shall finalise the details of the replacement Treatment Plant, and the 
treatment process to be used to treat wastewater so it will meet all the conditions of Permit 
101706. A report detailing the finalised Treatment Plant and the process to be used, as well as 
the construction milestones are to be forwarded to Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council’s 
Regulatory Manager by 30 June 2016.  As a minimum the report shall provide further details 
around the general milestones for: 

 site establishment,  

 construction of the wastewater treatment plant,  

 electrical mechanical equipment commissioning and  

 process commissioning.  

Advice Note: The milestones for construction are subject to negotiation with the contractor 
awarded the tender for the construction of the WWTP. The general milestones indicated at the 
hearing for this consent are that site establishment shall be completed within 3 months of the 
finalisation of the contract with the contractor (i.e. by 30 September 2016), the plant shall be 
constructed within 18 - 24 months following site establishment (i.e. by 31 March 2018 – 30 
September 2018), electrical mechanical equipment commissioning will be undertaken in the 3 
months following construction and finally entering the process commissioning phase, with all 
tasks completed by 31 March 2019 at the latest. 

2a The Permit Holder must construct and have commenced commissioning the wastewater 
treatment plant in accordance with (or faster than) the report provided under Condition 2 of this 
Permit.  The final commissioning must have commenced no later than 31 December 2018.  

3 a. The Permit Holder shall maintain a list of interested parties who wish to receive plant 
construction progress reports.  The Permit Holder shall forward a milestone progress 
report to Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council’s Regulatory Manager and interested 
parties by the 20th of each month for the duration of this Permit  



b. The Permit Holder shall hold at least two public workshops to discuss the progress 
reports in the first 18 months following granting of this Permit. 

Advice Note: The progress reports referred to shall, as a minimum, be the progress reports 

that staff are required to prepare for Whanganui District Council meetings. Progress 

reports can be sent electronically where possible. At the time of drafting this condition, 

interested parties include but are not limited to: 

 Te Kaahui o Rauru  

 Nga Tangata Tiaki o Whanganui 

 Te Runanga o Tupoho 

 Te Runanga o Ngati Apa 

 MidCentral District Health Board 

 Sustainable Whanganui Trust 

 Cavalier Spinners Ltd 

 Tasman Tanning Co Ltd 

 

4 The Permit Holder shall establish a Community Working Group within two months of the 
granting of this Permit. Representatives of the interested parties referred to in Condition 3 shall 
be given the opportunity to be a part of the Community Working Group.  The purpose of the 
group shall be to identify constructive actions that can be undertaken and shall include but not 
be limited to: 

- Identification and implementation of cultural restoration and support projects 

- Development of a marine education project 

- Design of communication plans and signage 

- Promotion of alternative waste disposal options at source 

- Habitat restoration and coastal plantings; and 

- Other agreed actions and projects. 

 
The Permit Holder shall use its best endeavours to facilitate the implementation of the 
constructive actions identified by the Community Working Group. 
 
For the first 12 months following the grant of this permit the Community Working Group shall 
be convened not less than four times. Subsequent meetings shall be held at least once per 
year (and more frequently if the Community Working Group and the Permit Holder agree).  
The Permit Holder shall organise and attend all meetings. Notification for meeting times for the 
Community Working Group shall be circulated 14 days prior to the meeting date. 
 
Advice Note: Where appropriate, other meetings required by conditions of this permit, such as 

the public workshop to discuss progress reports and setting of interest areas for the 
QMRA, may constitute a meeting of the Community Working Group. 

 

5 The Permit Holder shall within six months of the grant of this permit establish a group 
underpinned by an accord signed between Te Kaahui o Rauru, Nga Tangata Tiaki o 
Whanganui, Te Runanga o Tupoho, Te Runanga o Ngati Apa and Whanganui District Council. 
The Accord shall be based on the common values of the parties and the purpose is to look at 
the protection of the marine environment. 
 

The group shall –  

- Implement the Accord to create a partnership where WDC shall directly engage and 

consult with Iwi about the development of the new Wastewater Treatment plant. 



- Design appropriate cultural and environmental monitoring and research and a 

framework for the assessment, monitoring and reporting in relation to the effects of the 

discharge 

- Undertake other agreed actions and projects 

 
Advice Note: This condition reflects the commitment of WDC to establish an enduring accord 

with its Iwi partners. The Accord established with iwi is intended to endure beyond the 
3 year permit. 

 

6 The Permit Holder shall at all times operate and manage the treatment system in a manner 
that will minimise any of the following effects which may result from the discharge at any time 
after reasonable mixing: 
a. the production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scum or foams, or floatable or 

suspended materials; or 
b. any emission of objectionable odour; or 
c. any conspicuous change in colour or clarity. 
 
Advice Note: For the purposes of this condition, reasonable mixing shall be defined as a 

mixing zone extending 250 metres from any discharge point on the existing diffuser, 

after allowing for the effects of currents and tidal flows. 

 

6a The Permit Holder shall ensure the marine outfall structure is maintained and operated to 
provide a safe and effective means of wastewater disposal. 
 

7 Until 31th October 2018 the Permit Holder shall ensure the discharge does not exceed the 
following standards 
 

 90th percentile 

Total Grease 200 g/m3, 4,000 kg/day 

Suspended Solids 750 g/m3 

Total Sulphides 12 g/m3  

Total Chromium 14 g/m3  

Zinc 5.0 g/m3  

Nickel 1.5 g/m3  

Copper 0.5 g/m3  

Lead 0.5 g/m3  

Mercury 0.01 g/m3  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8 From the 1 November 2018 the Permit Holder shall ensure the discharge does not exceed the 
following standards 
  

 90th percentile 

Total Grease 200 g/m3, 4,000 kg/day 

Suspended Solids 600 g/m3 

Total Sulphides 6.7 g/m3  

Total Chromium 5.0 g/m3  



Zinc 5.0 g/m3  

Nickel 1.5 g/m3  

Copper 0.5 g/m3  

Lead 0.5 g/m3  

Mercury 0.01 g/m3 ) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Advice Note: It is anticipated that the WWTP will be part way through its commissioning 

phase by October 2018 so treatment processes would still be limited. The changes to 
the discharge effluent standards will primarily be as a result of the updated Trade 
Waste Bylaw as required by Condition 9 below. 

 

8a From the 31 March 2019 the Permit Holder shall ensure the discharge does not exceed the 
following standards 
  

 At least 95% of the time 

and for no more 

than 2 consecutive 

days (except where 

noted) 

Total Grease 50 g/m3 

Suspended Solids 100 g/m3 

Total Sulphides 6.7 g/m3  

Total Chromium 5.0 g/m3  

Zinc 5.0 g/m3  

Nickel 1.5 g/m3  

Copper 0.5 g/m3  

Lead 0.5 g/m3  

Mercury 0.01 g/m3  

  

Enterococci Median  4,000/100 ml 

Max  12,000/100 ml 

Faecal Coliforms Median  10,000/100 ml 

90% less than 25,000/100ml 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Advice Note: This condition requires that standards equivalent to those required by discharge 
permit 101706 must be achieved at least 1 month before the expiry of this consent. 

 

9 a. The Permit Holder shall ensure that the industrial contributors to the waste stream are 
managed in accordance with the 2015 Trade Waste Bylaw until such time that the 
Bylaw is reviewed.  

b. The Permit Holder shall commence preparing a revised Trade Waste Bylaw within two 
months of the granting of this permit. The revised Trade Waste Bylaw shall be 
implemented by 30th June 2018.  



 

10 The Permit Holder shall prepare a Quantitative Microbial Risk Analysis (QMRA) Development 
Plan and submit this to the Regulatory Manager of the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council 
within six weeks of consent commencing for technical approval.  The QMRA Development 
Plan shall: 
a. consider the effects of the discharge from the marine outfall; and 
b. be prepared by an independent and suitably qualified person, who has experience in 

conducting QMRA; and 
c. identify the key dates and timelines for the implementation of the QMRA.  
 
The QMRA process shall include but not be limited to the following steps: 
a. The development of a hydrodynamic model to provide estimates of wastewater dilution 

in the nearfield and far-field from the outfall.  

b. The hydrodynamic model shall account for the outfall diffuser, volumes and timing of 

wastewater discharge, tidal stage, wind speeds and directions, larger-scale ocean 

circulation and the Whanganui River. 

c. Identification of risks of most concern to the community, shall be developed through a 

minimum of two community workshops. 

d. Data to be collected, in addition to existing sampling regimes, shall be identified. 

e. Be linked to a communication plan.  

 
The approved QMRA Development Plan shall be implemented as soon as practicable and no 
later than the specifications and timelines provided within it. 

 
Advice Note: It is the intent of the applicant that the outcomes of the QMRA are such that 
they can endure beyond this permit. 
 

11 The Permit Holder shall develop and maintain a communication plan. The communication plan 
shall be developed in consultation with the Community Working Group required in condition 
4.The communication plan shall be provided to the Regulatory Manager of the Manawatu-
Wanganui Regional Council within 4 months of the formation of the Community Working 
Group. The communication plan shall identify the risks to potential recreational users 
associated with certain activities and how these risks are to be managed.  The communication 
plan shall be updated when significant results from monitoring from the QMRA become 
available and an updated copy of the communication plan shall be provided to the Regulatory 
Manager of the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council within 5 working days of the updates. 
 
Advice Note: It is anticipated that the permit holder shall utilise existing networks maintained 
by members of the working party – such as social media – as a means for sharing the 
communication plan. 

 

12 The Permit Holder shall erect and maintain a notice at South Beach and on Council website 
informing the public of the following key messages: 
 

a. The beach is subject to contamination from the outfall about 5% of the time 

b. Contamination is most likely to occur when the wind is from the south, and the 

conditions are calm 

c. Main health risk is viral gastroenteritis (diarrhoea and/or vomiting, usually lasting 1-2 

days) 

d. Shellfish (rare of this beach) should not be eaten 

e. Fish caught from the beach are safe to eat after usual cleaning and cooking. 

 
 



 Monitoring Requirements – Wastewater  
 

13 
The Permit Holder shall take 24 hour composite samples of the wastewater from Beach Road 
pump station, and analyse these for total grease and suspended solids.  The sampling 
frequency will be initially three times per week, at least two days apart, but the sampling 
frequency for total grease and suspended solids may be reduced to once a week following 
compliance with both the relevant parameter limits listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a above for a 12 
month continuous period. 
 
If the relevant limits for total grease or suspended solids listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a are 
exceeded, the frequency for both parameters shall revert to three times per week until such 
time as a new 12 month continuous period of compliance is achieved.  
  

14 The Permit Holder shall take samples of the wastewater from Beach Road pump station three 
times per week and analyse these for enterococci and faecal coliforms 
 

15 The Permit Holder shall take 24 hour composite samples of the wastewater from Beach Road 
pump station, and analyse them for total sulphides and the metals listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a 
above.  The frequency of sampling shall initially be two weekly, but sampling for all the 
parameters covered by this condition may be reduced to monthly following compliance with all 
the relevant parameter limits for the metals and total sulphides listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a 
above for a 12 month continuous period.  The frequency of sampling for all metals and total 
sulphides may be reduced to four monthly following a 24 month continuous compliance period. 
 
If an individual parameter exceeds the limit listed, then sampling for all parameters shall revert 
to two weekly until such time as a new 12 month continuous compliance period is achieved. 
 

16 The Permit Holder shall notify the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council’s Manager in writing, 
when the monitoring frequency is to be reduced under Conditions 13 and 15 with evidence to 
show that compliance with the relevant parameter limits listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a have 
been achieved for 12 continuous months. 
 

 Monitoring Requirements – Receiving Environment 
 

17 The Permit Holder shall follow the sampling regime listed in Conditions 18-20 below until such 
time that the QMRA monitoring requirements are developed. The Permit Holder shall request 
a change in the monitoring requirements to the Regulatory Manager of the Manawatu-
Wanganui Regional Council in writing.  Any request to relax the monitoring requirements must 
be accompanied by a statement of support from the members of the Community Working 
Group (described in condition 4). If the monitoring requirements are appropriate, the 
Regulatory Manager shall confirm in writing the monitoring requirements that are to be 
implemented to gather the required data under the QMRA. 
 

18 The Permit Holder shall collect five samples of marine water on each sampling occasion off 
South Beach between map references  R22: 821-361 and R22: 860-315, including one sample 
from beyond the break but no closer than 200 metres offshore.  The frequency of sampling 
and testing of the samples shall be: 
 

Period Frequency of 

Sampling 

Testing 

December, January and 

February 

Weekly Enterococci and faecal coliforms 



November, March, April Fortnightly Enterococci and faecal coliforms 

May – October Monthly Faecal coliforms 
 

19 The Permit Holder shall undertake bivalve shellfish monitoring at least three times per year, for 
each year, in the months September to February inclusive.  There shall be at least one month 
between monitoring runs.  At least 20 shellfish shall be collected in the area within 50 metres 
of the shore off South Beach between approximate map references  R22: 821-361 and R22: 
860-315 and analysed for faecal coliform levels in their flesh.  The Permit Holder shall record 
river flows and any other issues likely to affect the results, for one week period prior to shellfish 
monitoring. 
 

20 The Permit Holder shall resurvey the seafloor communities from sites 4, 5, 6, 8, 10 and 12, in 
2017 using the same sampling methods and data analysis described by NIWA in 1999.  The 
seafloor survey shall be undertaken as close to February as possible and after seven days of 
calm weather. 
 

21 The Permit Holder shall report any non-compliance with the conditions on these Permits to 
Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council Regulatory Manager within 10 working days of the 
non-compliance.  That report shall detail the steps that have been taken to remedy the non-
compliance, whether further remedial work is necessary and what changes to the monitoring 
frequencies outlined under Conditions 13 or 15 will occur as outlined under those conditions. 
 

22 The Permit Holder shall ensure that the monitoring frequencies over the past year and at 
present are included in the annual report required under Condition 24. 
 

23 The permit holder shall establish and maintain a complaints register to record any complaints 
relating to the discharge of contaminants authorised by this permit. The complaints register 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 
  
a) the name and contact details of the complainant if provided by the complainant; 

b) the location of the alleged contaminant discharge; 

c) the duration of the alleged contaminant discharge event; 

d) the characteristics of the alleged contaminant discharge; 

e) a description of weather conditions at the time of the event; 

f) the date and time that the event was detected by the complainant; 

g) the most likely cause of the contaminant detected;  

h) the name of the staff person who responded to the complaint and any action taken to 

verify the alleged contaminant discharge; 

i) any corrective action undertaken by the permit holder to avoid, remedy or mitigate any 

adverse environmental effects caused by the alleged event; 

j) the information communicated to the complainant about the actions taken by the permit 

holder under (h) and (i) above. 

 

24 The Permit Holder shall for each 1 July – 30 June year of this Permit, beginning 1 July 2016 
report on compliance with the conditions of this Permit and submit the report to Manawatu-
Wanganui Regional Councils Regulatory Manager by 31 August of each year. 
 



 

The report shall include, but not be limited to, a summary of the compliance with all conditions 
of this Permit, a summary of effluent quality monitoring for the year, and a summary of the 
progress of capital work necessary to meet the conditions of Coastal Permit 101706. 
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Whanganui Short Term Wastewater Discharge Consent:  MWRC Consent 
Joint Decision of Independent Commissioners   June 2016   

ATTACHMENT 2:   
 
CONDITIONS OF CONSENT PROPOSED 
BY WHANGANUI DISTRICT COUNCIL, 
MARKED UP TO SHAOW CHANGES 
MADE BY THE HEARING PANEL 
 



Consent Permit 2015200171.00 to discharge preliminary treated wastewater, including trade 
waste and domestic sewage, for a term of 3 years. 

No. Condition  

1 The discharge of preliminary screened wastewater authorised by this Permit shall occur via an 
existing ocean outfall to the Tasman Sea, located 1800 metres off South Beach, Whanganui 
(at or about approximate map reference R22:813-344), and shall be undertaken in general 
accordance with the description and assessment included in the Assessment of Environment 
Effects (AEE) submitted with this application, except as otherwise required by the conditions of 
this permit.   Where there is inconsistency between the application and the conditions of this 
permit, the conditions will prevail. 

 

1a During normal flow conditions all wastewater shall pass through a screen with a maximum 
mesh size of 3 mm prior to being discharged into the Sea via the existing outfall. When flows 
exceed 1,120 litres per secondnormal flow conditions, due to high storm water inflow and 
infiltration, or when undertaking necessary maintenance, all excess wastewater above the 
normal flow condition shall pass through a screen with a maximum mesh size of 50 mm. The 
Permit Holder shall notify the Regulatory Manager of the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional 
Council within 5 working days when normal flow conditions are exceeded or whenever 
maintenance is undertaken. 

Advice Note: This discharge permit links with Discharge Permit 105288 which authorises the 
discharge of flows at the Beach Road Pumping Station in excess of 1,120 litres per 
secondNormal flow conditions are all wastewater flows up to a maximum of 1130 L/s. 

2 The Permit Holder shall finalise the details of the replacement Treatment Plant, and the 
treatment process to be used to treat wastewater so it will meet all the conditions of Permit 
101706. A report detailing the finalised Treatment Plant and the process to be used, as well as 
the construction milestones are to be forwarded to Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council’s 
Regulatory Manager by 30 June 2016.  As a minimum the report shall provide further details 
around the general milestones for: 

 site establishment,  

 construction of the wastewater treatment plant,  

 electrical mechanical equipment commissioning and  

 process commissioningshown in Table 1 below.  

Advice Note: The milestones for construction are subject to negotiation with the contractor 
awarded the tender for the construction of the WWTP. The general milestones indicated at the 
hearing for this consent are shown below and confirm that site establishment shall be 
completed within 3 months of the finalisation of the contract with the contractor (i.e. by 30 
September 2016), the plant shall be constructed within 18 - 24 months following site 
establishment (i.e. by 31 March 2018 – 30 September 2018), electrical mechanical equipment 
commissioning will be undertaken in the 3 months following construction and finally entering 
the process commissioning phase, with all tasks completed by 31 March 2019 at the latest. 

Table 1:  Proposed timeline for Construction of the WWTP 



 

2a The Permit Holder must construct and have commenced commissioning the wastewater 
treatment plant in accordance with (or faster than) the report provided under Condition 2 of this 
Permit.  The final commissioning must have commenced no later than 31 December 
2018within 33 months of the grant of this permit.  

  

3 a. The Permit Holder shall maintain a list of interested parties who wish to receive plant 
construction progress reports.  The Permit Holder shall forward a milestone progress 
report to Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council’s Regulatory Manager and interested 
parties by the 20th of each month for the duration of this Permit  

b. The Permit Holder shall hold at least two public workshops to discuss the progress 
reports in the first 18 months following granting of this Permit. 

Advice Note: The progress reports referred to shall, as a minimum, be the progress reports 

that staff are required to prepare for Whanganui DistrictC Council meetings. Progress 

reports can be sent electronically where possible. At the time of drafting this condition, 

interested parties include but are not limited to: 

 Te Kaahui o Rauru  

 Nga Tangata Tiaki o Whanganui 

 Te Runanga o Tupoho 

 Te Runanga o Ngati Apa 

 MidCentral District Health Board 

 Sustainable Whanganui Trust 

 Cavalier Spinners Ltd 

 Tasman Tanning Co Ltd 

 

4 The Permit Holder shall establish a Community Working Group within two months of the 
granting of this Permit. Representatives of the interested parties referred to in Condition 3 shall 
be given the opportunity to be a part of the Community Working Group.  The purpose of the 
group shall be to identify constructive actions that can be undertaken and shall include but not 
be limited to: 

- Identification and implementation of cultural restoration and support projects 

- Development of a marine education project 

- Design of communication plans and signage 

- Promotion of alternative waste disposal options at source 

- Habitat restoration and coastal plantings; and 

- Other agreed actions and projects. 

 
The Permit Holder shall use its best endeavours to facilitate the implementation of the 
constructive actions identified by the Community Working Group. 
For the first 12 months following the grant of this permit the Community Working Group shall 
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be convened not less than four times. Subsequent meetings shall be held at least once per 
year (and more frequently if the Community Working Group and the Permit Holder agree).  
The Permit Holder shall organise and attend all meetings. Notification for meeting times for the 
Community Working Group shall be circulated 14 days prior to the meeting date. 
 
Advice Note: Where appropriate, other meetings required by conditions of this permit, such as 

the public workshop to discuss progress reports and setting of interest areas for the 
QMRA, may constitute a meeting of the Community Working Group. 

 
 

5 The Permit Holder shall within six months of the grant of this permit establish a group 
underpinned by an accord signed between Te Kaahui o Rauru, Nga Tangata Tiaki o 
Whanganui, Te Runanga o Tupoho, Te Runanga o Ngati Apa and Whanganui District Council. 
The Accord shall be based on the common values of the parties and the purpose is to look at 
the protection of the marine environment. 
 

The group shall –  

- Implement tThe Accord toshall create a partnership where WDC shall directly engage 

and consult with Iwi about the development of the new Wastewater Treatment plant. 

- Design appropriate cultural and environmental monitoring and research and a 

framework for the assessment, monitoring and reporting in relation to the effects of the 

discharge 

- Undertake other agreed actions and projects 

 
Advice Note: This condition reflects the commitment of WDC to establish an enduring accord 

with its Iwi partners. The Accord established with iwi is intended to endure beyond the 
3 year permit. 

 
 

6 The Permit Holder shall at all times operate and manage the treatment system in a manner 
that will minimise any of the following effects which may result from the discharge at any time 
after reasonable mixing: 
a. the production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scum or foams, or floatable or 

suspended materials; or 
b. any emission of objectionable odour; or 
c. any conspicuous change in colour or clarity. 
 

 

Advice Note: For the purposes of this condition, reasonable mixing shall be defined as a 

mixing zone extending 250 metres from any discharge point on the existing diffuser, 

after allowing for the effects of currents and tidal flows. 

 

 

6a The Permit Holder shall ensure the marine outfall structure is maintained and operated to 
provide a safe and effective means of wastewater disposal. 

7 Until 31th October 2018 the Permit Holder shall ensure the discharge does not exceed the 
following standards 
 

 90th percentile 

Total Grease 200 g/m3, 4,000 kg/day 

Suspended Solids 750 g/m3 



Total Sulphides 12 g/m3  

Total Chromium 14 g/m3  

Zinc 5.0 g/m3 (1) 

Nickel 1.5 g/m3 (1) 

Copper 0.5 g/m3 (1) 

Lead 0.5 g/m3 (1) 

Mercury 0.01 g/m3 (1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

8 From the 1 November 2018 the Permit Holder shall ensure the discharge does not exceed the 
following standards 
  

 90th percentile 

Total Grease 200 g/m3, 4,000 kg/day 

Suspended Solids 600 g/m3 

Total Sulphides 6.7 g/m3  

Total Chromium 5.0 g/m3  

Zinc 5.0 g/m3 (1) 

Nickel 1.5 g/m3 (1) 

Copper 0.5 g/m3 (1) 

Lead 0.5 g/m3 (1) 

Mercury 0.01 g/m3 (1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Advice Note: It is anticipated that the WWTP will be part way through its commissioning 
phase by October 2018 so treatment processes would still be limited. The changes to 
the discharge effluent standards will primarily be as a result of the updated Trade 
Waste Bylaw as required by Condition 9 below. 

 
 

8a From the 31 March 2019 the Permit Holder shall ensure the discharge does not exceed the 
following standards 
  

 At least 95% of the time 

and for no more 

than 2 consecutive 

days (except where 

noted) 

Total Grease 50 g/m3 

Suspended Solids 100 g/m3 

Total Sulphides 6.7 g/m3  

Total Chromium 5.0 g/m3  

Zinc 5.0 g/m3  



Nickel 1.5 g/m3  

Copper 0.5 g/m3  

Lead 0.5 g/m3  

Mercury 0.01 g/m3  

  

Enterococci Median  4,000/100 ml 

Max  12,000/100 ml 

Faecal Coliforms Median  10,000/100 ml 

90% less than 25,000/100ml 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Advice Note: This condition requires that standards equivalent to those required by discharge 

permit 101706 must be achieved at least 1 month before the expiry of this consent. 

9 a. The Permit Holder shall ensure that the industrial contributors to the waste stream are 
managed in accordance with the 2015 Trade Waste Bylaw until such time that the 
Bylaw is reviewed.  

b. The Permit Holder shall commence preparing a revised Trade Waste Bylaw within two 
months of the granting of this permit. The revised Trade Waste Bylaw shall be 
implemented by 30th June 2018.  
 

 
 

10 The Permit Holder shall preparesubmit a Quantitative Microbial Risk Analysis (QMRA) 
Development Plan and submit this to the Regulatory Manager of the Manawatu-Wanganui 
Regional Council within six weeks of consent commencing for technical approval.  The QMRA 
Development Plan shall: 
a. consider the effects of the discharge from the marine outfall; and 
b. be prepared by an independent and suitably qualified person, who has experience in 

conducting QMRA; and 
c. identify the key dates and timelines for the implementation of the QMRA.  
 
The QMRA process shall include but not be limited to the following steps: 
a. The development of a hydrodynamic model to provide estimates of wastewater dilution 

in the nearfield and far-field from the outfall.  

b. The hydrodynamic model shall account for the outfall diffuser, volumes and timing of 

wastewater discharge, tidal stage, wind speeds and directions, larger-scale ocean 

circulation and the Whanganui River. 

c. Identification of risks of most concern to the community, shall be developed through a 

minimum of two community workshops. 

d. Data to be collected, in addition to existing sampling regimes, shall be identified. 

e. Be linked to a communication plan.  

 
The approved QMRA Development Plan shall be implemented as soon as practicable and no 

later than thein accordance with specifications and timelines provided within it. 
 
Advice Note: It is the intent of the applicant that the outcomes of the QMRA arebe such that 
they can endure beyond this permit. 



 
 

11 The Permit Holder shall develop and maintain a communication plan. The communication plan 
shall be developed in consultation with the Community Working Group required in condition 
4.The communication plan shall be provided to the Regulatory Manager of the Manawatu-
Wanganui Regional Council within 4 months of the formation of the Community Working 
Group. The communication plan shall identify the risks to potential recreational users 
associated with certain activities and how these risks are to be managed.  The communication 
plan shall be updated when significant results from monitoring from the QMRA become 
available and an updated copy of the communication plan shall be provided to the Regulatory 
Manager of the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council within 5 working days of the updates. 
 
Advice Note: It is anticipated that the permit holder shall utilise existing networks maintained 

by members of the working party – such as social media – as a means for sharing the 
communication plan. 

 
 

12 The Permit Holder shall erect and maintain a notice at South Beach and on Council website 
informing the public of the following key messages: 
 

a. The beach is subject to contamination from the outfall about 5% of the time 

b. Contamination is most likely to occur when the wind is from the south, and the 

conditions are calm 

c. Main health risk is viral gastroenteritis (diarrhoea and/or vomiting, usually lasting 1-2 

days) 

d. Shellfish (rare of this beach) should not be eaten 

e. Fish caught from the beach are safe to eat after usual cleaning and cooking. 

 

 

 Monitoring Requirements – Wastewater  
 

13 
The Permit Holder shall take 24 hour composite samples of the wastewater from Beach Road 
pump station, and analyse these for total grease and suspended solids.  The sampling 
frequency will be initially three times per week, at least two days apart, but the sampling 
frequency for total grease and suspended solids may be reduced to once a week following 
compliance with both the relevant parameter limits listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a above for a 12 
month continuous period. 
 
If the relevant limits for total grease or suspended solids listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a are 
exceeded, the frequency for both parameters shall revert to three times per week until such 
time as a new 12 month continuous period of compliance is achieved.  
 
  

14 The Permit Holder shall take samples of the wastewater from Beach Road pump station three 
times per week and analyse these for enterococci and faecal coliforms 

 

15 The Permit Holder shall take 24 hour composite samples of the wastewater from Beach Road 
pump station, and analyse them for total sulphides and the metals listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a 
above.  The frequency of sampling shall initially be two weekly, but sampling for all the 
parameters covered by this condition may be reduced to monthly following compliance with all 
the relevant parameter limits for the metals and total sulphides listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a 
above for a 12 month continuous period.  The frequency of sampling for all metals and total 



sulphides may be reduced to four monthly following a 24 month continuous compliance period. 
 
If an individual parameter exceeds the limit listed, then sampling for all parameters shall revert 
to two weekly until such time as a new 12 month continuous compliance period is achieved. 
 
 

16 The Permit Holder shall notify the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council’s Manager in writing, 
when the monitoring frequency is to be reduced under Conditions 13 and 15 with evidence to 
show that compliance with the relevant parameter limits listed in Condition 7, 8 or 8a have 
been achieved for 12 continuous months. 
 
 

 Monitoring Requirements – Receiving Environment 
 

17 The Permit Holder shall follow the sampling regime listed in Conditions 18-20 below until such 
time that the QMRA monitoring requirements are developed. The Permit Holder shall request 
a change in the monitoring requirements to the Regulatory Manager of the Manawatu-
Wanganui Regional Council in writing.  Any request to relax the monitoring requirements must 
be accompanied by a statement of support from the members of the Community Working 
Group (described in condition 4). If the monitoring requirements are appropriate, the 
Regulatory Manager shall confirm in writing the monitoring requirements that are to be 
implemented to gather the required data under the QMRA. 
 
 

18 The Permit Holder shall collect five samples of marine water on each sampling occasion off 
South Beach between map references  R22: 821-361 and R22: 860-315, including one sample 
from beyond the break but no closer than 200 metres offshore.  The frequency of sampling 
and testing of the samples shall be: 
 

Period Frequency of 

Sampling 

Testing 

December, January and 

February 

Weekly Enterococci and faecal coliforms 

November, March, April Fortnightly Enterococci and faecal coliforms 

May – October Monthly Faecal coliforms 

 
 

19 The Permit Holder shall undertake bivalve shellfish monitoring at least three times per year, for 
each year, in the months September to February inclusive.  There shall be at least one month 
between monitoring runs.  At least 20 shellfish shall be collected in the area within 50 metres 
of the shore off South Beach between approximate map references  R22: 821-361 and R22: 
860-315 and analysed for faecal coliform levels in their flesh.  The Permit Holder shall record 
river flows and any other issues likely to affect the results, for one week period prior to shellfish 
monitoring. 
 
 

20 The Permit Holder shall resurvey the seafloor communities from sites 4, 5, 6, 8, 10 and 12, in 
2017 using the same sampling methods and data analysis described by NIWA in 1999.  The 
seafloor survey shall be undertaken as close to February as possible and after seven days of 
calm weather. 

 



 

21 The Permit Holder shall report any non-compliance with the conditions on these Permits to 
Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council Regulatory Manager within 10 working days of the 
non-compliance.  That report shall detail the steps that have been taken to remedy the non-
compliance, whether further remedial work is necessary and what changes to the monitoring 
frequencies outlined under Conditions 136,7 or 158 will occur as outlined under those 
conditions. 
 
 

22 The Permit Holder shall ensure that the monitoring frequencies over the past year and at 
present areis included in the annual report required under Condition 24. 
 
 

23 The permit holder shall establish and maintain a complaints register to record any complaints 
relating to the discharge of contaminants authorised by this permit. The complaints register 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 
  
a) the name and contact details of the complainant if provided by the complainant; 

b) the location of the alleged contaminant discharge; 

c) the duration of the alleged contaminant discharge event; 

d) the characteristics of the alleged contaminant discharge; 

e) a description of weather conditions at the time of the event; 

f) the date and time that the event was detected by the complainant; 

g) the most likely cause of the contaminant detected;  

h) the name of the staff person who responded to the complaint and any action taken to 

verify the alleged contaminant discharge; 

i) any corrective action undertaken by the permit holder to avoid, remedy or mitigate any 

adverse environmental effects caused by the alleged event; 

j) the information communicated to the complainant about the actions taken by the permit 

holder under (h) and (i) above. 

 

 

24 The Permit Holder shall for each 1 July – 30 June year of this Permit, beginning 1 July 2016 
report on compliance with the conditions of this Permit and submit the report to Manawatu-
Wanganui Regional Councils Regulatory Manager by 31 August of each year. 
 
The report shall include, but not be limited to, a summary of the compliance with all conditions 
of this Permit, a summary of effluent quality monitoring for the year, and a summary of the 
progress of capital work necessary to meet the conditions of Coastal Permit 101706. 
 
 


