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INTRODUCTION 
 
Qualifications and Experience 
 
1. My full name is Kevin Michael Bligh.  I hold the position of Environment Group 

Leader and Senior Planner at Golder Associates (NZ) Limited (Golder), a ground 

engineering and environmental consultancy firm.  I have been employed by Golder 

since May 2012.  

 
2. I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and have over 14 years’ 

experience in the field of resource management and planning in New Zealand. 

 
3. Prior to joining Golder, I worked for a division of Fletcher Building in a resource and 

development planning role, and as a consents planner at the former Rodney District 

Council.  I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Resource Studies from Lincoln 

University, and a Master of Resource and Environmental Planning with First Class 

Honours from Massey University. 

 
4. I have extensive experience with operations of an industrial nature, including the 

effects of air discharges and the management of reverse sensitivity effects.  This 

experience has included site identification and selection, submissions on planning 

documents, community consultation and extensive involvement in resource 

consent processes.  Since joining Golder I have worked on a number of projects 

involving the discharge of contaminants to air, including odour discharges 

associated with manufacturing operations.  These include: 

 

(a) An industrial zoned gelatine factory with significant non-compliant odour 

emissions, with a residential and commercial interface; 

 

(b) Discharges of contaminants to air from a number of other manufacturing 

and waste disposal activities such as animal feed manufacturing, chemical 

manufacture, foam manufacturing, pyrolysis processes and wastewater 

treatment plants.   
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(c) The discharge of sludge from milk powder processing operations, with 

associated odour issues, onto farmland around dairy manufacturing sites; 

and 

 

(d) An extensive range of quarrying operations and other construction 

material activities, such as asphalt and concrete batching plants with odour 

and particulate matter emissions.   

 

5. I have also been directly involved in the processing of a number of applications to 

discharge contaminants to air on behalf of regional councils.  

 
6. In 2016 Golder was engaged by AFFCO New Zealand Limited (AFFCO), to prepare an 

application for resource consent for the discharge of contaminants into air for 

AFFCO’s site at Imlay Place, Whanganui (the Site).  The application was lodged with 

Horizons Regional Council (HRC) in March 2017, to replace AFFCO’s existing air 

discharge permit (103287) that was due to expire on 31 July 2017.  This is the 

application before the Commissioners today.  

 
7. My involvement in the consent process prior to lodgement of the application, was 

to undertake a planning technical review of the Assessment of Effects on the 

Environment (AEE) and statutory assessment in the report prepared by Golder.  I 

also provided professional planning advice and assistance in preparing the resource 

consent for submission to HRC.  

 
8. I have visited the Site and am familiar with the surrounding area. During my 

involvement in this project, I have become familiar with the nature of the Site’s 

operations and the challenges it faces from a resource management perspective 

(particularly its odour characteristics).    

 
9. In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

 
(a) Submissions on the application; 
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(b) The HRC’s section 42A Officer Reports (s42A Report) on the application; 

and 

 
(c) The evidence of: 

 
(i) Mr Patrick Edwards; and 

 
(ii) Mr Roger Cudmore.  

 
10. Whilst this is a Council Hearing, I acknowledge that I have read and am familiar with 

the Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014, and I agree to comply with it.  My 

qualifications as an expert are set out above.  Other than where I state that I am 

relying on the advice of another person, I confirm that the issues addressed in this 

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

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

that I express. 

 
SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 
 
11. My evidence will provide: 

 

(a) An overview of the application for the air discharge permit; 

 
(b) The positive and adverse effects that may arise from the proposal; 

 
(c) An assessment of statutory considerations under the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (RMA) and the associated statutory policy and 

planning instruments; 

 
(d) The term of the resource consent sought; 

  

(e) The submissions made on the applications that raise specific planning 

issues; and 
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(f) A brief discussion of the s42A Report including comment on the 

recommended consent conditions. 

 

12. I have not described the activity for which resource consent is being sought, or 

detailed at length the potential effects of the activity, as these matters have already 

been outlined in the AEE, by Mr Edwards, Mr Cudmore and the s42A Reports.  

Rather, I have relied on the conclusions of Mr Edwards and Mr Cudmore when 

assessing the planning related matters covered in my evidence. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

13. Overall, the activity constitutes a discretionary activity.  In terms of section 104, the 

proposal has a number of positive effects, most notably economic benefits for the 

local and wider economy which in turn contributes to people’s economic and social 

well-being.  These benefits include direct and indirect employment opportunities 

and maintained economic activity levels and economic diversity for Whanganui and 

the wider economy.  The proposal also enables the efficient use and development 

of both natural and physical resources.   

 
14. The proposal is consistent with the policy direction of the relevant planning 

document, being the Horizons One Plan (One Plan) incorporating both the Regional 

Policy Statement (RPS) and the Regional Plan.    

 
15. Subject to AFFCO implementing the odour control measures proposed in the 

evidence of Mr Edwards and Mr Cudmore, adverse effects of the proposal will be 

appropriately avoided or mitigated.  Granting the application for a term of 25 years 

would therefore be consistent with the principles set out in Part 2 of the RMA and 

would achieve the purpose of the Act.  

 
THE APPLICATION  
 
16. As discussed by Mr Edwards, AFFCO is seeking a new air discharge permit to enable 

it to continue its meat processing operations at the Site.  
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17. In accordance with section 124 of the RMA, AFFCO currently operates under air 

discharge permit (103287) which expired on 31 July 2017.   AFFCO is now seeking 

resource consent to replace this discharge permit which constitutes a discretionary 

activity under the One Plan (as set out in the application for resource consent and 

discussed in the s42A Report1 of Ms Natasha Adsett).    

 
18. This proposal includes a number of changes to the way the Site has historically 

operated which have implications for the discharge of odour from the Site.  i.e., 

fellmongery activities are no longer undertaken on the Site, and consequently there 

is no longer a need to collect, treat and dispose the fellmongery’s associated 

wastewater. 

 
19. Further, the audit of the current odour control systems undertaken by Golder as 

part of the resource consent application, and discussed by Mr Roger Cudmore, 

recommends a number of upgrades and improvements so that adverse air 

discharge effects on nearby sensitive receivers are either avoided or reduced to a 

level which is minor or less than minor.   

 
ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT  
 
Introduction  
 
20. I note that Mr Cudmore has confirmed that he has provided comment on the effects 

that he is qualified to address.  Mr Cudmore, in assessing the effects of odour and 

gas fired boiler emissions from the Site, has recommended a detailed suite of 

mitigation measures.   

 
21. Ms Adsett, in her s42A Report, drawing on the advice of Ms Deborah Ryan, has 

recommended a comprehensive suite of conditions which are included in Appendix 

7 of her report.  These conditions generally reflect the measures proposed by Mr 

Cudmore with some additional amendments. 

 
22. Additional recommendations to the draft conditions reflecting the evidence of 

myself, Mr Cudmore and Mr Edwards are included in Annexure 1 to my evidence.  

                                                      
1 Paragraphs 16 to 18 of Ms Adsett’s s42A Report.  
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23. I have summarised the conclusions, with respect to the relevant effects associated 

with the proposal to continue activities at the Site, in the following paragraphs of 

my evidence.    

 
Economic Effects 
 
24. Mr Edwards has discussed the economic contribution that the Site makes to the 

local and regional economy as a result of AFFCO’s ongoing investment in the Site.  

Enabling the Site to continue operating will enable these economic benefits to 

continue to be realised and the resulting economic and social benefits derived from 

these effects to be attained.   

 
25. The economic benefits identified by Mr Edwards will help ensure the maintenance 

of economic wellbeing and resource use efficiency.  Through the employment of 

local people and through sourcing goods and services from local businesses, the 

AFFCO operation builds economic resilience and diversity within the Whanganui 

economy, and enables the community to provide for their economic, social and 

cultural wellbeing.  The proposal will enable the continued efficient use of natural 

(animal products) and existing physical (site buildings and infrastructure) resources 

on the Site.   

 
26. If AFFCO had to cease operations at the Imlay Site there would be reduced 

employment, incomes and economic activity in Whanganui and the wider 

Manawatu-Wanganui Region.  There would also be a ‘loss’ in that the benefits 

derived from utilising the substantial infrastructure at the Site would no longer be 

able to be realised.   

 
Discharge to Air 
 
27. There are two sources of potential adverse effects from the discharge of 

contaminants into air from the AFFCO Site, as discussed in the evidence of Mr 

Cudmore.  These are odour and emissions from the gas fired boiler.   I have 

discussed these in turn below.   

 
Odour  
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28. Mr Cudmore has discussed in detail the sources of odour and the nature of the 

odour effects arising from the Site.  In summary, the odour effects that arise from 

the Site have been identified as coming primarily from the following sources: 

 
(a) Stockyards (including the stockyard truck wash area); 

 
(b) Rendering and associated activities; and 

 
(c) Wastewater management. 

 
29. Mr Cudmore has discussed each of these sources of odour in his evidence and the 

proposed additional control measures beyond those currently in place on the Site 

(and, in some cases, discussed in the s42A Report).  Mr Cudmore explains that in 

order to reduce odour effects to a level which is minor, there are a number of 

modifications that need to be made.  

 
30. Mr Cudmore considers that hose-down practices already in place represent the best 

practicable option (BPO) for controlling odour emissions from the stockyard and, in 

the specific context of the distance to residential dwellings (≥200 metres), provide 

effective mitigation of stockyard odours such that they only cause minor, or less 

than minor effects.    

 
31. With respect to the rendering process, Mr Cudmore considers that implementation 

of an effective point source extraction system would ensure that odour emissions 

from rendering activities would be reduced to a level which is minor.   

 
32. In terms of the existing wastewater treatment activity on site, Mr Cudmore 

considers this has low potential for odour emissions because wastewater streams 

no longer include fellmongery discharges or rendering plant stick liquor.  To 

appropriately mitigate effects from the proposed package wastewater treatment 

plant however, Mr Cudmore considers that standard ventilation and biofilter 

treatment of air from potential odour sources can be readily employed to effectively 

control odours from this new source.   
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33. There are some areas of disagreement between Mr Cudmore and Ms Ryan on 

measures that are required for what Mr Cudmore considers to be minor odour 

sources, such as enclosure of raw material bins, storage of meal products and 

treatment of the package wastewater treatment plant’s clarifier.   

 
34. Mr Cudmore concludes that collectively, and with appropriate monitoring of odour 

extraction, cooling and biofilter systems, combined with biofilter conditions being 

maintained within accepted operating parameters, the upgrades proposed by the 

applicant will represent BPO and ensure odour emissions from the Site are minor or 

less than minor.   

 
35. A schedule for the implementation of these measures will be provided at the 

hearing.  This schedule outlines those measures already completed and those yet 

to be completed.   

 

36. Where Mr Cudmore and Ms Ryan disagree as noted in paragraph 33 above, Mr 

Cudmore is of the view that monitoring could be used to determine whether the 

additional measures suggested by Ms Ryan are indeed required.  Ms Ryan2 and Ms 

Adsett3 have both referred to this as a ‘wait and see’ approach in respect of the 

ventilation of the clarifier.  On this matter I agree with Mr Cudmore that this is not 

a wait and see approach but one of adaptive management where the effects are 

expected to be minor and that these measures could be addressed through the 

review condition proposed for the consent, if they are found to be required at a 

later date.  On the basis that effects from these activities are considered to be minor 

in any case, I do not consider that it is necessary to take a precautionary approach 

to these effects, as suggested by Ms Adsett or Ms Ryan.    

 
Gas Fired Boiler 

37. Mr Cudmore has addressed the discharges to air arising from the gas fired boiler on 

the Site.  As discussed in the application for resource consent, the main discharges 

                                                      
2 Paragraph 82 of s42A report of Ms Ryan. 

3 Paragraphs 67 and 68 of s42A report of Ms Adsett. 
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from the gas fired boiler are NO2 and respirable particulate matter below 10 

microns (PM10 and PM2.5).  A detailed discussion of these effects, including 

modelling of discharges, was included within the AEE submitted with the application 

which has also taken into account cumulative effects associated with discharges 

from the Open Country Dairy (OCD) factory which adjoins the AFFCO Site.    

38. The AEE concluded that, even taking into account the cumulative assessment of 

AFFCO’s gas fired boiler discharges to air and those from the adjoining OCD site and 

other background sources, the potential for any adverse effects to people (living, 

working or involved in recreational activities) is expected to be minor or less than 

minor. 

39. I note the application for resource consent assessed the compliance of the gas fired 

boiler against the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Air 

Quality) Regulations 2004 (NES Air Quality) and confirmed compliance with these 

requirements.  This conclusion is accepted in the s42A Reports by Ms Ryan and Ms 

Adsett.  

 
Effects on Amenity Values  
 

40. Potential effects on amenity values associated with the continued operation of the 

Site are directly linked to odour effects that are experienced beyond the boundary 

of the Site from time to time.  These matters have all been assessed within the AEE 

and in the evidence presented.  Mr Cudmore has explained that there should be 

only a minor level of ambient odour effects beyond AFFCO’s site boundary following 

implementation of the key modifications at the Site. 

 
41. The proposed control measures to reduce amenity effects to a level which are minor 

are designed primarily to ensure that there is to be no offensive odour beyond the 

boundary of the Site.  Once this is achieved, adverse effects on amenity values 

currently experienced off Site (on occasion), should not occur to a level which is 

more than minor.  
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Effects on Cultural Values 
 
42. The location of the Site is approximately 2 km from the Whanganui River mouth, 

with the closest part of the Site boundary within 40 m to 50 m of the banks of the 

Whanganui River.  The Whanganui River is of cultural importance to the local 

Whanganui Iwi who identify with the waters and margins of the river.  Access to a 

clean air resource is also of particular importance to Maori.   

 

43. As discussed in the evidence of Mr Edwards, AFFCO has been engaging with local 

iwi during the latter part of 2016 and early part of 2017 and has met and 

corresponded with three local iwi groups (Tama Ūpoko, Tupoho and Ngā Tāngata 

Tiaki) to discuss the proposed wastewater system upgrades, including the potential 

wastewater river crossing and the air discharges from the Site.   

 

44. Tupoho have lodged a submission on the application which raises a number of 

matters but perhaps most notably the potential for a future wastewater discharge 

to the river and appropriate engagement of iwi.  

 

45. I acknowledge the concerns raised by Tupoho and consider that it would be 

appropriate to provide for representation from each iwi, within any community 

engagement programme.  In terms of the outfall, this is not specifically part of this 

application and will need to be assessed by way of a future, separate application for 

a discharge permit.   

 
46. Subject to appropriate mitigation of effects as proposed, and appropriate inclusion 

of iwi in engagement, I consider any adverse impacts on cultural values associated 

with this application for an air discharge permit to be less than minor.  

 
Cumulative effects 

47. Overall, I consider that any cumulative effects will be no more than minor, subject 

to the implementation of the various air discharge control measures proposed.   
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Summary 
 

48. It is my opinion that the adverse effects of this proposal will be minor.  As AFFCO 

has already made progress in implementing the measures proposed by Mr 

Cudmore, it is considered that any residual discharges of odour of an objectionable 

or offensive nature are likely to be limited and only occur over a relatively short 

period of time.   Any effects arising from discharges from the gas fired boiler will be 

less than minor, including cumulative effects.  

49. Alongside this, enabling AFFCO to realise its investment and allowing the Site to 

continue to operate will result in significant positive effects including providing for 

the economic, and in turn, social and cultural wellbeing of the people of Whanganui 

and the wider region, while enabling the efficient use of natural and existing 

physical resources.  

 
STATUTORY ASSESSMENT – RMA  
 
Section 104  
 

50. Section 104 of the RMA requires that when considering an application and any 

submissions received, the consent authority must consider a number of matters, 

subject to Part 2 of the RMA.  Those matters include: any actual and potential 

effects on the environment of allowing the activity; any relevant provisions of a 

national environmental standard, other regulation, any national policy statement, 

regional policy statement(s) and plan(s) (both proposed and operative); and, any 

other matter the consent authority considers relevant in determining the 

application. 

51. The s42A Report has discussed the relevant policy documents which relate to this 

application4.   I note Ms Adsett’s comments at paragraph 163 to 166 of her report 

in respect of the Davidson5 case and the implications for this on the assessment of 

                                                      
4 Paragraphs 89 to 139 of Ms Adsett’s s42A Report.  

5 Paragraphs 163 to 166 of Ms Adsett’s s42A Report.   
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Part 2 matters.  I agree with her conclusion that a full assessment against Part 2 is 

not required in this instance.   

52. I agree that the broad range of policy matters discussed in Ms Adsett’s s42A  Report 

are relevant to this application.  The key relevant statutory planning document is 

the Horizon’s One Plan, incorporating the RPS and the Regional Plan.  The NES Air 

Quality is also relevant to the discharges from the gas fired boiler although as noted 

earlier in my evidence, there is agreement between the applicant and the Council 

that compliance is achieved with the NES Air Quality.   

53. As part of the application documents submitted to HRC, a statutory assessment was 

provided, which considered these key planning documents.  This assessment 

concluded that the application is consistent with the objectives and policies of the 

relevant planning documents.  The s42A Report has also come to the same overall 

conclusion.   

54. Rather than repeat the provisions of the RPS and the Regional Plan in full when I am 

in agreement for the most part with Ms Adsett, below I will discuss the key air 

quality provisions of the RPS and Regional Plan, and a further discussion I consider 

is needed on an appropriate term for the consent. 

 
Section 104 (2A)  
 

55. Section 104 (2A) requires HRC as the consent authority to have regard to the value 

of the investment of AFFCO in this particular context where AFFCO has applied, 

under s124 of the RMA, to continue exercising its existing air discharge permit while 

HRC considers the application for a new (replacement) permit. 

56. In this instance, the value of the investment of AFFCO in the Site has been set out 

in detail by Mr Edwards.  Mr Edwards has explained in his evidence, the significant 

investment that AFFCO has made in the Imlay Site and how AFFCO currently 

employs around 600 staff at the Site during peak season with the plant’s financial 

contribution to the local area is estimated by Mr Edwards to be in excess of $60 

million per annum. 
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Section 105  
 

57. Section 105 of the RMA requires decision makers to have regard to particular 

matters with respect to applications for discharge permits.  These include the 

nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the receiving environment to adverse 

effects, the applicant’s reasons for the proposed choice, and any possible 

alternative methods of discharge, including discharge into any other receiving 

environment.   

 
58. The effects of AFFCO’s proposed discharge to air and the sensitivity of the receiving 

environment have been discussed in the AEE.   I agree with the assessment of the 

nature of the receiving environment.  The odour control measures recommended 

by Mr Cudmore are largely reflected in the conditions recommended in the s42A 

Report subject to further changes offered by AFFCO which I discuss later in my 

evidence. 

 
59. I observe that the discharge of contaminants into air is site specific and there is no 

practicable alternative location or method of discharging to air or receiving 

environments to discharge into.  The discharges to air are directly connected to the 

presence of AFFCO’s manufacturing operations on the Site.  These operations have 

been occurring at the Site for over a century, and are located within an area zoned 

for manufacturing activities in the Whanganui District Plan (WDP).     

 
60. The operation of the plant and the odour mitigation measures have been reviewed, 

by Golder.  AFFCO propose to upgrade and improve the Site’s systems in order to 

better mitigate odour emissions.   

 
61. On this basis it has been assessed that there will be no significant adverse effects 

on the environment.  The upgraded odour mitigation measures will result in an 

improvement in the existing odour environment at the Site, in turn resulting in only 

minor adverse effects.  The mitigation methods include the discharge passing 

through odour control bio-filters prior to discharge to air to ensure that the adverse 

effects are minor.   
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62. Having broad regard to the receiving environment and alternatives, I would like to 

consider the AFFCO operation in the context of the zone in which it is located.   

 

63. As noted above, the Site is zoned ‘Manufacturing’ under the operative WDP, as is 

much of the surrounding area. The zone provides for a range of industrial and 

manufacturing activities to occur.  

 

64. In making this statement, I acknowledge that while the Site is zoned Manufacturing, 

the receiving environment comprises a mix of zones including Residential and 

Reserves and Open Space zone under the WDP and a range of activities consistent 

with these zonings.   The zoning of the Site and surrounding areas is shown on Figure 

1 to my evidence.   

 

65. Given AFFCO’s 100 year-plus presence on the Site and the historical approach to 

providing residential accommodation for staff nearby there is no modern ‘buffer’ as 

such between the manufacturing zone and the residential zone to manage matters 

of sensitivity and reverse sensitivity.  It is from within this residential zone, which 

has seen significant changes in its demographics over time that the majority of the 

complaints made in respect of the Site and submissions in opposition have been 

received.   

 

66. Also of importance from AFFCO’s perspective is the infrastructure that is provided 

to the immediate industrial area.  The receiving environment needs to be 

considered in the context of this zoning and that activities such as AFFCO, from a 

functional perspective, can really only locate within the Manufacturing zone. It is 

not practical for the AFFCO operation to relocate.  

 

67. As such, the focus for managing adverse effects needs to be on odour and air 

discharge control mechanisms.  Accordingly, AFFCO has made operational decisions 

(including the cessation of fellmongery and a proposal to introduce a new package 

wastewater treatment plant) and has identified proposed odour control measures 
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which are intended to reduce odour emissions from the Site so there is no offensive 

or objectionable odour beyond the Site boundary.   

 
68. Overall, in my opinion there is no practicable alternative method of discharging to 

air.  Notwithstanding this, the proposed method for discharge of contaminants 

along with the mitigation measures is considered appropriate for the Site.  The 

operational decisions which have been made since the grant of the existing air 

discharge permit, and the evidence of Mr Cudmore collectively confirm AFFCO’s 

adoption of the BPO to reduce emissions to a level which is minor.   

 
Horizons One Plan 
 
Introduction 

69. Both the RPS and Regional Plan provisions of the Horizons One Plan include a 

number of objectives and policies which are of relevance to the proposal.  These 

have been discussed in detail in the s42A report of Ms Adsett and relate to the 

following chapters:  

 

 Te Ao Maori (RPS Chapter 2) 

 Infrastructure, Energy, Waste, Hazardous Substances and 
Contaminated Land (RPS Chapter 3) 

 Air (RPS Chapter 7) 

 Coast (RPS Chapter 8) 

 General Objectives and Policies (Regional Plan Chapter 12) 

 Discharges to Air (Regional Plan Chapter 15) 
 

70. I agree with Ms Adsett as to the objectives and policies which are of relevance to 

this application.  I generally agree with Ms Adsett’s assessment in respect of the 

relevant objectives and policies, although my opinion diverges from Ms Adsett with 

respect to our interpretations of the policy framework as it relates to the proposed 

consent duration.     

 
71. The key policy driver contained in the One Plan with respect to odour is Policy 7-2 

of the RPS which directs that the discharge of odour must not cause any offensive 

or objectionable odour beyond the property boundary.    
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72. With respect to the discharge of contaminants from the gas fired boiler, the 

emissions of PM10 (most of which is PM2.5) has been assessed as meeting the 

ambient air quality standards (Table 7.3 of the One Plan) and the NES Air Quality 

(Table 7.1 of the One Plan), managing fine particle levels to an acceptable level and 

creating adverse effects that are minor, including when considered cumulatively 

with other emissions such as from the adjacent operations of OCD.  The air quality 

of the surrounding community is considered to be appropriately managed in order 

that it is not detrimental to amenity values, and will be maintained and enhanced 

by the proposal.   

 
73. Objective 15-1 seeks to manage air quality including having regard to the standards 

in Chapter 7 discussed above, and managing air quality so it is not detrimental to 

amenity values.  When making decisions on resource consents, the Regional Council 

is directed by Policy 15-2 to take into account (a) the objectives and policies of 

Chapter 7, (b) guidelines in Section 15-3 for managing offensive and objectionable 

effects, (d) the location of discharges in relation to sensitive areas including 

dwellings the appropriateness of adopting BPO, and (g) the need for contingency 

measures to avoid accidental discharges including those arising from mechanical 

breakdown.   These matters are appropriately considered and provided for in the 

application and reflected in the evidence of Mr Cudmore and Mr Edwards, and with 

some minor areas of difference, accepted by Ms Ryan and Ms Adsett.  

 
74. Based on the evidence provided for the applicant and the Council, I consider that 

the proposal to continue to discharge contaminants into air from the Site, in 

accordance with the mitigation proposed, is consistent with the air quality 

objectives and policies of Chapters 7 and 15 of the RPS and Regional Plan.  While 

there may be some odours released from the Site, the operational decisions made 

by AFFCO and the odour control measures are likely to ensure only a minor level of 

ambient odour effects beyond the AFFCO site boundary, as discussed in the 

evidence of Mr Cudmore.  Specific contingency measures are also proposed, 

including in the event of mechanical breakdown.   
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75. Rather than discuss the full extent of other objectives and policies contained with 

the RPS and Regional Plan which have already been appropriately addressed by Ms 

Adsett and in AFFCO’s application, I would instead like to discuss specifically the 

objectives and policies regarding the proposed consent duration.  

 
Term of Consent  
 
76. A term of consent of 25 years is sought by AFFCO.  Ms Adsett has recommended a 

term of 8 years to align with a common expiry date for the Coastal Whanganui 

Whai_7b catchment of 1 July 2025.   Ms Adsett has discussed the consent term 

specifically at paragraphs 123 to 127 and 148 to 162 of her s42A Report.   

 

77. In terms of the One Plan policy framework, the objectives and policies relevant to 

consent duration include Objectives 12-1, 12-2 and Policy 12-5.   

 

78. Objective 12-2 seeks to ensure that “provisions of the RMA dealing with the duration 

of resource consents… must be implemented in a manner that provides the 

maximum reasonable certainty to resource users, affected parties and submitters” 

specifying also that the Regional Council will provide user-friendly consents of 

appropriate duration and will carefully monitor and manage compliance.  

 
79. As discussed by Mr Edwards, placing a shorter timeframe on this consent than is 

necessary will, in my opinion, simply result in AFFCO having to re-consent the Site 

again in 8 years rather than maximising resource efficiency and investment in the 

Site.   

 

80. It also contradicts the statement recorded in Objective 12.1 of the One Plan that 

“The regulation of activities in a manner which maximises certainty and avoids 

unnecessary costs on resource users and other parties.”  As discussed by Mr 

Edwards, this brings with it substantial costs in re-consenting and also reduces the 

certainty with which decisions as to investment into the plant can be made which 

has implications for the economic wellbeing of the Whanganui community.  
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81. The s42A Report’s apparent predominant focus on the Site’s previous compliance 

term of consent that is a third of the term applied for does also not appear to take 

into account the operational decisions made by AFFCO including the cessation of 

fellmongery activities on the Site in 2015.   Compliance history is but one of a 

number of criteria recorded in the One Plan to be considered when making a 

decision on consent duration.  For ease of reference, I have set out Policy 12-5 out 

in detail below: 

 
Policy 12-5: Consent durations  

 
(a)  Other than as provided for under (b), the Regional Council will generally 

grant resource consents^ for the term sought by the applicant unless 
reasons are identified during the consent process that make this 
inappropriate.  

 
(b)  Resource consent^ durations for applications required under ss13, 14 and 

15 of the RMA will generally be set to the next common catchment expiry 
date listed in Table 12.1. The dates listed in Table 12.1 show the initial 
expiry or review dates for consents within the catchment. Future dates for 
expiry or review of consents within that catchment must occur again every 
10 years thereafter. Consents granted within three years prior to the 
relevant common catchment expiry date may be granted with a duration to 
align with the second common expiry date (that is the number of years up 
to the next expiry date plus 10 years).  

 
Dates may also be extended in 10 year increments where a term longer 
than 10 years can be granted after considering the following criteria:  

 
(i) the extent to which an activity is carried out in accordance with a 

recognised code of practice, environmental standard or good 
practice guideline;  

(ii) the most appropriate balance between environmental protection 
and investment by the applicant;  
the provision of s128 review opportunities to enable matters of 
contention to be periodically reviewed in light of monitoring and 
compliance information; and  

(iii) whether the activity is infrastructure^; water^, sewage or stormwater 
treatment plants and facilities; or publicly accessible solid waste* 
facilities including landfills*, transfer stations and resource recovery 
facilities.  

 
For a consent which is granted for a duration longer than 10 years, review 
of the consent must occur, as a minimum, on the review date in Table 12.1 
and every 10 years thereafter until consent expiry. Extra review dates may 
be set in accordance with Policy 12-6.  

 
(c)  Matters to be considered in determining a shorter consent duration than 

that requested under (a):  
  

(iv) whether it is necessary for an activity to cease at a specified time;  
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(v) whether the activity has effects^ that are unpredictable and 
potentially serious for the locality where it is undertaken and a 
precautionary approach is needed;  

(vi) the risks of long-term allocation of a resource whose availability 
changes over time in an unpredictable manner, requiring a 
precautionary approach; and  

(vii) in the case of existing activities, whether the consent holder has a 
good or poor compliance history in relation to environmental 
effects^ for the same activity. 

 
82. Policy 12-5(a) states the ‘default’ position: other than as provided for under 12-5(b), 

the Regional Council will generally grant resource consents for the term sought by 

the applicant unless reasons are identified during the consent process that make 

this inappropriate. 

 
83. On the face of it, while Policy 12-5(b) talks about consents under section 15 of the 

RMA, the reference to Table 12-1 in my view focuses the common catchment expiry 

onto water resources – Table 12-1 is titled: Common expiry/review dates for 

consents in Water Management Sub-zones.  Having reviewed the officers’ reports 

on the One Plan hearings, this is also consistent with the discussion in the course of 

the One Plan’s First Schedule process.  

 
84. I note specifically the statement from the relevant officer’s report6 on these 

hearings (emphasis added in bold) below: 

 
 Common catchment expiry dates have been formulated as a mechanism to guide 

appropriate consent terms. This mechanism achieves fairness amongst applicants 
as like applications can be treated the same in relation to consent duration. The 
mechanism allows for potential cumulative effects to be considered together as 
future applications are considered at a similar time, eg. water takes. They also 
provide for the integration of water use management, eg. the impacts of water 
takes on dilution available for assimilation of treated waste, to be considered 
holistically. A common catchment expiry date also allows the Regional Council 
to plan water resource assessments to coincide with the expiry dates.   

 
85. Ms Adsett has however explained to me that it is standard procedure for HRC to use 

a common expiry date as set out in Table 12-1 for all discharge permits, despite the 

table only referring to water management zones and despite the clear ‘default’ 

position stated in Policy 12-5(a). 

                                                      
6 Pages 164 and 165 of Planning Evidence and Recommendations Report of Claire Barton, March 2009 
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86. From a resource management perspective, taking such an approach would make 

sense for an allocatable resource faced with multiple takes or discharges all seeking 

to use the same resource (such as a water resource), nitrate discharges or the 

discharge of specified contaminants under the NES Air Quality into a scheduled 

airshed.   

 
87. Such an approach doesn’t seem, in my opinion, to have the same relevance or merit 

in respect of an odour discharge, or a gas fired boiler discharge into an environment 

that is not a scheduled airshed.  A common expiry date would, in my view, be of 

little benefit, particularly when it is based on a water management catchment and 

within which I understand there are very few air discharges.     

 
88. In my opinion, it is appropriate to consider the matters in Policy 12-5(b) and 12-5(c) 

to determine whether a longer or shorter term of consent is appropriate.   

 
89. Ms Adsett has discussed the matters set out in Policy 12-5(b) at paragraphs 151 to 

and 152 of the s42A Report and I agree with her conclusion that the application is 

not contrary to any of the matters listed.   The activity will be carried out in 

accordance with recognised good practice (Policy 12-5(b)(i)) as outlined by Mr 

Cudmore and in line with a number of management plan requirements proposed as 

conditions by Ms Adsett.  An appropriate balance will be achieved between the 

protection of the receiving environment and AFFCO’s investment in the Site and its 

workforce (Policy 12-5(b)(ii)). Provision is made in the recommended conditions for 

s128 reviews to be conducted in light of monitoring and compliance information 

(Policy 12-5(b)(iii)).  

 

90. Accordingly, I see no impediment under 12-5(b) to implementing the default 

position recorded in Policy 12-5(a) and granting the term of 25 years sought by 

AFFCO. 

 

91. Policy 12-5 (c) sets out the criteria that need to be taken into account when 

considering shorter consent terms.  
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92. Ms Adsett considers these matters at paragraphs 154 to 160 of the s42A Report, 

finding that as an existing activity, AFFCO has not had a good compliance history 

and that the effects of odour are unpredictable.  For these reasons the term of 8 

years has been recommended in the s42A Report.   

 
93. In terms of the matters raised in Policy 12-5(c), the first (i) is not relevant as it is not 

necessary to cease Site activities or discharges to air at a specified time.    

 
94. Policy 12-5(c) (ii) deals with activities that have effects that are unpredictable and 

potentially serious such that a precautionary approach is needed.   Based on the 

evidence of Mr Cudmore, in addition to the operational decisions already made by 

AFFCO (such as to cease fellmongery), I do not consider that the effects of odour or 

the gas boiler discharge will be unpredictable or potentially serious such that a 

precautionary approach is needed.  On the evidence of both Mr Cudmore and Ms 

Ryan, I also do not agree with Ms Adsett’s apparent assertion at paragraph 156 that 

odour is, in and of itself, relatively unpredictable.   

 

95. Policy 12-5(c) (iii) is also not relevant in my opinion as there is no issue around long 

term allocation of a resource (such as there may be for water).  Again, Policy 12-

5(c)(iii) does not trigger the need for a precautionary approach to be applied to the 

consent duration sought by AFFCO.    

 
96. The only criterion remaining to be considered is Policy 12-5(c)(iv) which relates to 

the compliance history for the “same activity”.  AFFCO has had a poor compliance 

history as noted by Ms Adsett and Mr Kinaston in the s42A Report.  That history was 

a significant catalyst behind AFFCO’s operational decision to cease fellmongery 

activities at the Site in 2015.  That fact is also the primary reason why the activity 

authorised by the existing air discharge permit is not actually the “same activity” 

which AFFCO now seeks to authorise through a new consent.  The current proposal 

also seeks to implement measures which will represent the BPO and significantly 

improve existing Site practices.   

 
97. Ms Adsett notes at paragraph 158 of the s42A Report that she is of the opinion that 

AFFCO needs to demonstrate they can sustain a long duration of good compliance 
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with their consent before they can be awarded with a long term over and above the 

common catchment expiry date. 

 
98. I cannot agree with Ms Adsett on this point.  The application, for the reasons I have 

explained, represents a different proposition to the activity authorised by the grant 

of the existing air discharge permit in 2007.  An analysis of Policy 12-5(b) justifies a 

longer term than the common catchment expiry date, and in respect of Policy 12-

5(c) the only relevant criterion is (iv) which relates to the consent holder’s 

compliance history.  I agree that there needs to be certainty that any odour issues 

will not be offensive or objectionable beyond the Site boundary.  Based on the 

evidence of Mr Cudmore however, and the report of Ms Ryan, this is clearly 

achievable.  

 

99. AFFCO’s commitment to implementing consent conditions which require the 

necessary upgrading measures to be taken will not be resolved through a shorter 

consent term of 8 years, but rather through implementation and appropriate site 

management under a longer consent term.  Appropriate review conditions have 

been proposed by Ms Adsett to address any potential need to revisit conditions or 

reflect improvements in technology. 

 

100. Put simply, my analysis of Policy 12-5 does not support a consent term of 8 years.  

If 25 years is not adopted, it would be appropriate in my opinion to adopt an 18 year 

term in accordance with the next common expiry date of 1 July 2035 as provided 

for in Policy 12-5(b).   Taking the shorter 18 year term would in my view be only for 

the purposes of consistent plan administration, as opposed to the need to address 

a specific resource management concern.  

 
101. In my opinion, a term of consent that is shorter than the ‘default’ position provided 

in Policy 12-5(a) is not necessary to bring effects to an acceptable level.  I therefore 

consider that an 18 to 25 year time frame is appropriate under Policy 12-5 of the 

One Plan. The success of the mitigation and control measures relies on their 

implementation (which review conditions are designed to enforce) rather than the 

term of the consent.  
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Summary 
 

102. Overall, the expert evidence is that effects on the environment will be no more than 

minor, and the proposal is consistent with all relevant planning documents and 

provisions.  

 
MATTERS RAISED BY SUBMITTERS 
 
Introduction 
 
103. The key matters as they relate to planning raised in the submissions are as follows: 

 
(a) Positive Economic Effects; 

 
(b) The complaints process and the HRC’s ability and resources to follow up 

these complaints; and 

  

(c) A perceived failing on the part of the HRC to enforce compliance with 

consent conditions.  

 
104. Submitters have also raised issues with the term of consent and the residential and 

industrial interface, I have addressed these two matters earlier in my evidence.  

 
Positive Economic Effects 
 
105. A number of submitters have lodged submissions either in support of the 

application or in opposition, while recognising the important economic and 

employment contribution that AFFCO makes to the Whanganui area.  

 
106. These submission points recognise the substantial investment that exists in the Site 

which I have discussed earlier in my evidence with respect to s104(2A).  

 
 
Complaints and Compliance Checks 
 

107. A number of submitters have raised concerns around the ability to make complaints 

to AFFCO, the lack of awareness of AFFCO’s complaints hotline, and the extent to 
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which complaints are addressed - particularly by the HRC.  One common theme is 

that the HRC staff addressing complaints are based in Palmerston North and 

therefore face serious logistical challenges in their ability to respond to complaints 

in a timely manner.   This goes hand in hand with a perceived failure among some 

submitters to require AFFCO to achieve compliance with its consent conditions.   

From my discussions with Ms Adsett and the evidence of Mr Kinaston, I understand 

there is now an HRC monitoring officer stationed in Whanganui, although 

resourcing can sometimes be an issue.   

 
108. AFFCO proposed conditions in line with Conditions 4 and 5 of the existing air 

discharge permit pertaining to complaints, as well as a community liaison group 

(Condition 9 of the existing permit).  Ms Adsett has proposed further refined 

conditions in the s42A Report regarding the complaint process.  Having been 

involved with a number of activities which receive complaints around odour, noise 

and dust effects, among others, I am of the view that the complaints procedure 

recommended in the s42A represents good practice and is generally consistent with 

other approaches used around the country for recording and responding to 

complaints.   

 
CONDITIONS  
 
109. As part of the application for resource consent, a number of conditions were 

proposed by AFFCO.   Ms Adsett has sought to refine these to reflect the relationship 

between the various aspects of the management plans to have an overarching 

Environmental Management Plan which is supported by other plans such as an 

Odour Control system and Biofilter Management Plan7.    

 

110. The conditions proposed in the application were prepared as a result of AFFCO 

engaging Golder to identify odour mitigation measures that could be implemented 

to ensure compliance with AFFCO’s existing discharge permit conditions.   

 

                                                      
7 Proposed Condition 5 of Ms Adsett’s s42A Report. 
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111. I have reviewed the conditions now proposed in the s42A Report.  I consider that 

the conditions proposed are generally appropriate subject to the further 

amendments suggested by AFFCO which are recorded in Annexure 1 of my 

evidence.     

 
CONCLUSION 
 
112. In my opinion, any adverse effects of the continued operation of the AFFCO Imlay 

Site are able to be adequately avoided or mitigated through the implementation of 

the odour control measures proposed, and in light of operational decisions made 

and implemented since the grant of the existing air discharge permit in 2007. 

 

113. Enabling the ongoing operation of the Site has a number of positive effects, most 

notably those which relate to economic wellbeing and also the efficient use of 

resources, being both existing and proposed infrastructure investment on the Site 

and the use of natural resources involved in the on-site processing activities.  

Following the comparatively recent cessation of fellmongery activities on the Site, 

the proposed implementation of the odour control measures is expected to result 

in an improvement in localised air quality experienced as odour effects diminish and 

as odour control measures are implemented.  

 

114. It is therefore my opinion that granting the application for a term of between 18 to 

25 years, subject to the conditions proposed in the s42A Report (with minor, further 

amendments recorded in Annexure 1 of my evidence), is consistent with the 

objectives and policies of the relevant planning documents and consistent with the 

purpose and principles set out in Part 2 of the RMA. 

 
Kevin Bligh  
 
13 October 2017 
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Annexure 1: Proposed Amendments to HRC Draft Conditions 

  



- 27 - 

SKT-271860-69-37-4:tlb 

Figure 1: Zoning of Site and surrounding sites under Whanganui District Plan 


