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A. INTRODUCTION 
 

1. My name is Tabitha Manderson. I am a Principal Planner with the consulting firm WSP, a firm 
specialising in engineering, environmental science and planning.  My qualifications are a 
Bachelor of Agricultural Science (Massey University), Post-Graduate Diploma in 
Environmental Agricultural Science (Massey University) and a Master of Applied Science 
(Natural Resource Management) (Massey University).  I have undertaken various Post-
graduate planning papers  (Massey University).  I am an Associate Member of the New 
Zealand Planning Institute. I have completed the Making Good Decisions programme, and 
am a current certificate holder. 

 
2. I have over 22 years’ experience in planning and resource management.  I have been 

employed by WSP as a Senior Resource Management Planner and subsequently Principal 
Planner since October 2007.  Since joining WSP I have been engaged in various roles, 
including providing assistance to various Councils to process consent applications as well as 
preparing consent applications on behalf of clients.  
 

3. I previously worked for Horizons Regional Council in several roles including over three years 
as a Consents Planner. As a Consents Planner I processed a diverse and complex range of 
Land Use Consents, Discharge Permits and Water Permits, including those that were 
decided at Hearings. I have assisted Tararua District Council with a number of resource 
consent applications, including other applications associated with other wastewater treatment 
plants in the Tararua District. I have also assisted a number of other Territorial Authorities 
with preparing consent applications relating to wastewater treatment plants. I  regularly 
review consent applications prepared by other planners employed by WSP. I have also 
worked for the Ministry for the Environment, Taranaki Regional Council and the Wanganui 
District Council.   
 

4. I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court 
Practice Note (2014).  I agree to comply with the Code of Conduct.  Except where I state that 
I am relying upon the specified evidence of another person, my evidence in this statement is 
within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider any material facts known to me 
that might alter, or detract from, the opinions that I express. 
 

5. I have been assisting Tararua District Council (TDC) since 2014 with various wastewater 
consent applications. I drafted the 2018 application and assisted with the working group that 
looked at alternatives in 2018.  

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

6. My evidence will address the following: 

• An outline of any areas where I disagree with the planning evidence provided by Ms 
Morton in her circulated Section 42A report; 

• Some additional areas of assessment for the panel to consider in their decision making 
process; 

• Commentary on the consent conditions in Ms Morton’s Section 42A report; and 

• Commentary on some matters raised in submissions; and 
 

7. In preparing this report I have considered: 

• the Section 42A reports prepared by Ms Fiona Morton, Senior Consultant Planner, 
Michael Joseph Paterson, Scientist - Freshwater (Horizons Regional Council) and Tim 
Michael Baker, Groundwater.   

• Submissions received through the notification process.   

• The evidence prepared by on behalf of TDC by Dr Michael Greer and Lovisa Ekelund, 
Aquanet, Mr Andrew Springer Wastewater Engineer, Ella Boam, Groundwater and 
Roger MacGibbon, specialist wetland evidence, Tonkin & Taylor. 



 
8. I have visited the site and am generally familiar with the surrounding area.  I am familiar with 

the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) and the One Plan. 
 

9. I do not provide a description of the proposal or the site as I consider this is adequately 
addressed in the application and the Officer’s Section 42A report, other than making 
comment on additional recent background. 
 

 

B. BACKGROUND AND CHANGES TO APPLICATION 
 

10. As noted by Ms Morton, and the various further information responses provided, the site selection 
has now occurred, and the intention is to construct and install the wetland at Site One. TDC 
purchased this land parcel so to give certainty regarding the location of the wetland. 
 

11. Recently, TDC have had further discussions and a verbal agreement has been reached to use 
an additional piece of land on the true right bank of the Manga-atua Stream. This will allow for 
more certainty regarding the biodiversity wetland and discharge point. See the evidence of Mr 
MacGibbon regarding the current concept plan for the wetland. 
 

12. As noted by Ms Morton and confirmed by Mr MacGibbon an outlet structure would be required, 
and an additional consent will need to be sought for this. Now that the discharge location has 
been refined the necessary consents can be prepared once the structure has been designed. 
 

C. SUBMISSIONS 
 

13. I have read the original submissions, and do not repeat a summary of them here as they are 
provided in Ms Morton’s report. 

 
 

14. In Section xx of my evidence below I make some comment on recommended conditions and 
the degree to which I consider they address some of the specific relief sought in the 
submissions. 
 

D. ASSESSMENT – SECTION 104 
 

15. In Section F of Ms Morton’s Section 42A report she outlines the matters in Section 104 of the 
Act that are relevant to the application. I concur with the matters identified by Ms Morton and 
I do not repeat them here. 
 

16. In addition to the technical s42A reports, I have also considered the evidence prepared by Dr 
Greer, Ms Ekelund, Ms Boam, Mr Springer and Mr MacGibbon where these relate to Section 
104 matters as identified by Ms Morton. 
 

E. ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT 
 
Effluent Quality – Existing Plant performance and upgrades 
 

17. The various reports that formed part of the consent application and most recent further 
information response provide an analysis of existing plant performance, and in particular the 
performance of the upgrades installed to date. As noted by Mr Springer, optimisation of the 
current plant has been undertaken. 
 

18. It was noted in the further information response of 22nd March 2021 that it was identified by 
the applicant as being desirable to improve Total Suspended Solids (TSS) in the treated 
effluent. This is both from a receiving environment point of view, but also beneficial for the 
treatment wetland system. 
 



19. In order to achieve the tighter standards for TSS additional treatment is required to be 
installed. Potential timing for this additional treatment is outlined in the further information 
response, Mr David Watson (TDC) will speak to this further at the hearing. Mr Springer has 
confirmed that the TSS standard can be achieved, with suitable technology. The micro filter 
technology is needs to be designed, installed and then optimised. I have recommended 
additional parts to the Optimisation Condition (condition G3) to require any additional 
treatment to be optimised once installed. 
 

20. Effluent standards were proposed in the further information response of 22nd March, the 
recommended standards are based on the analysis of Mr Springer. Mr Springer notes in 
particular why the standards proposed are appropriate, as well as where the compliance 
monitoring point should be (post UV, but prior to the treatment wetland). I discuss this further 
in the commentary on conditions below. 

 
21. The timing for upgrades will primarily be based on funding availability. The applicant has 

provided details of when funding has been nominated in the LTP. 
  
 

Constructed Wetland 
 

22. As noted above, the applicant proposes to install a constructed wetland downstream of the 
tertiary processes as a final ‘polishing’ step. As such, the wetland is not being relied on for 
additional effluent quality performance, other than for reduction of SIN. The evidence of Mr 
MacGibbon however describes what a well-constructed functioning wetland can achieve 
(paras 15-20). 
 

23. Mr MacGibbon describes how constructed wetlands remove nitrogen predominantly by 
denitrification, which results in nitrate and nitrite being broken down into nitrogen and oxygen 
gas. He also notes that wetlands can also reduce living faecal bacteria levels through 
prolonged exposure to sunlight. Wetlands are generally less effective at extracting 
phosphorus. 
 

24. The proposed wetland system will require appropriate design and maintenance to function 
correctly. Mr MacGibbon has noted a number of concerns in relation to the conditions 
attached to Ms Morton’s report. In response I have made a number of updates in the 
conditions suite in consultation with Mr MacGibbon to refine these conditions (Attached as 
appendix). 
 

25.  The evidence of Mr Patterson expresses a strong preference to have a performance 
standard, in relation to nitrogen removal, place on the treatment wetland. Mr MacGibbon in 
generally in agreement with this, I discuss this further below (paras 30 and 31). 
 

 
 
Effects on Surface Water Quality 
 

 
26. Mr Patterson’s technical 42A report identifies the One Plan Schedule B Values in the vicinity 

of the proposed discharge within the Manga-atua Stream, water quality and a description of 
native fish communities and migrations. In Section D of his report he details current effluent 
quality and effects from the existing discharge. Mr Patterson has largely agreed with 
assessments provided by the applicant to date.  
 

27. From the Aquanet assessment; Dissolved Reactive Phosphorus (DRP) concentrations are 
sufficiently high upstream of the existing discharge so as to not be limiting periphyton growth. 
A large proportion of soluble inorganic nitrogen (SIN) is entering the Manga-atua Stream from 
a small tributary; and SIN and DRP concentrations and loads from the WWTP will be reduced 
following upgrades and the installation of the treatment wetlands so the discharge is unlikely 
to be a major contributor to increased periphyton growth in the Manga-atua Stream. 



 
28. Mr Patterson concludes that, following upgrades, the proposed discharge is unlikely to 

significantly impact on measures used to measure instream life supporting capacity. 
 

29. Mr Patterson has a strong preference for effluent to be monitored prior to discharge into the 
receiving environment, rather than prior to the wetland. Dr Greer notes his understanding that 
the primary treatment function of the wetland is to remove nitrogen. It is recognised by both 
Mr MacGibbon and Dr Greer that correct maintenance of the wetland will remain critical to 
the functioning of the wetland and ensure that there is not a deterioration of effluent through 
the wetland, to the extent possible recognising that while it will be a constructed wetland it is 
still reliant on natural processes. 
 
 

30. The evidence of Mr MacGibbon discusses nitrogen removal and highlights that there will be 
seasonal variation and that the wetlands are to be designed to treat 50% of the flows (this is 
partly a cost and partly a size issue). There is general agreement between the experts that 
some form of monitoring should occur, and this can, for some parameters, take the form of a 
standard of treatment to be achieved on an annual basis within the wetland. I have 
recommended a condition, and welcome comment from Ms Morton and Mr Patterson in 
relation to refinement of this condition if required.  
 

31. Based on the above, I have recommended that a condition be placed on consent that requires 
the wetland to meet a 25% overall reduction in SIN on an annual basis (DLW10). This should 
be able to be achieved, based on the evidence of Mr MacGibbon. I note from the evidence 
of Dr Greer that the SIN target within the Manga-atua Stream is currently exceeded by some 
16% instream. 
 

 
 
Odour 
 

32. Ms Morton discusses potential generation of odour and what can cause this effect, as well 
as management and maintenance in paragraphs 75 to 79 of her report. I am largely in 
agreement with this assessment. 
 

33. I understand from discussion with Mr Watson that DO probes are already installed at the 
ponds at Woodville. 
 

34. Subject to the imposition of the recommended conditions, I am of the opinion that the potential 
effects from the discharge to air will be no more than minor. 
 

 
Groundwater 

 

35. The Section 42A report of Ms Morton discusses the evidence of Mr Baker in relation to 
groundwater.  
 

36. While initial investigations and monitoring have been undertaken, there remains uncertainty 
with regards to potential leakage from the ponds. Mr Baker has recommended that a further 
water balance type approach be undertaken. Ms Boam and Mr Springer outline that the level 
of certainty sought by Mr Baker (5%) may not be able to be able to achieved with the current 
metering equipment, or even upgraded equipment. For these reasons I do not support 
inclusion of a condition requiring an additional water balance study. 
 

37. Ms Boam has suggested the development of a tracer  study and monitoring of adjacent 
features, if this study determined that the ponds were leaking then further groundwater 
investigation be undertaken. This would then be used to inform investigation of practical 
options to address effects. 
 



38. Given the above, I do not at this stage have a recommendation of an alternative condition. I 
am aware that Ms Boam would like to discuss the proposed approach further with Mr Baker. 
Following this discussion I hope to be in a position at the hearing to present an alternative 
condition, ideally if agreement can be reached between the two experts. 

39.  
 
 
 

Recreation and amenity values 

 

40. Ms Morton has recommended that the signage south from MidCentral Public Health Services 
in their submission be imposed as condition of consent. I agree with this recommendation.  
 
 
Cultural Values 
 
 

41. I generally agree with the description of effects on Cultural Values discussed in the 42A report 
of Ms Morton, and that evidence presented at the hearing by Rangitane o Tamaki nui a Rua 
Inc, and Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-rua, will assist the Commissioners in assessing these 
effects. 
 
 

42. It is noted that during the course of resolving issues with two other TDC WWTP consent 
processes (Pahiatua and Eketahuna) agreement was reached between TDC and Rangitane 
o Tamaki nui a Rua Inc, and Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-rua respectively. Part of this 
agreement involves the inclusion of a consent condition to ensure involvement in further 
assessment of alternatives. This condition is therefore included in the conditions attached to 
my evidence. 
 

43. Some of the other relief sought in the submissions, such as involvement in the design of the 
wetland and sharing of results, is captured in the proposed conditions. 
 
Soil Disturbance effects 

 
44. Ms Morton discusses the soil disturbance effects in paras 80 to 84 of the Section 42A report 

from the construction of the wetland, her concern is, understandably, that earthworks have 
potential to be higher risk if poorly managed. At the time of preparing this evidence an 
updated draft ESCP was being prepared, in response to the questions raised in paragraph 
84. This will be circulated prior to the hearing (at the time of writing this evidence due to be 
completed 30th April). 
 

45. A site risk assessment has been undertaken which indicates that conservatively the risk 
profile from the site would be low to medium (assessment is that value of receiving 
environment is medium high and risk of discharge into receiving environment is low to 
medium). 
 

46. I would however make the comment that the draft ESCP was based on a concept design, 
which may be subject to amendments following the wetland design process. Accordingly, 
further refinement may be required. I note that the indicative conditions put forward by Ms 
Morton include submitting a finalised ESCP for technical certification prior to earthworks 
being undertaken. This is a sensible approach, and enables contractor involvement which, in 
my experience, is highly beneficial to earthworks projects. 
 

47. Subject to suitable conditions I consider that the effects from earthworks will be no more than 
minor. 
 

 
 



NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS  

 

48. I agree with  Ms Morton’s assessment of the National Environmental Standards (paragraphs 
89 to 91). 
 

    NATIONAL POLICY STATEMENT FOR FRESHWATER MANAGEMENT 
 

 
I agree Ms Morton’s assessment of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 
(paragraphs 92 to 99 of her evidence). 

 
ONE PLAN REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 
 

49. I agree with Ms Morton that the correct planning instrument in respect of assessing objectives 
and policies is the One Plan – Plan Change 2 (2016). 
 
 
Chapter 2: Te Ao Maori 

 
50. I agree that the Objectives and Policies of Chapter 2 are relevant. 

 
51. A Cultural Impact Assessment has been prepared. This assists to quantify some of the effects 

on Mauri. 
 

52. As discussed above, the applicant agreed that a condition of consent requiring involvement 
in further assessment of alternatives be included. I have included this in the conditions 
schedule I attach as Appendix 1. 
 

53. Evidence presented by iwi submitters at the hearing could help with further assessing this 
objective and supporting policies. 
 

Chapter 3: Infrastructure and Energy 

 

54. I am in general agreement with Ms Morton’s assessment of the Chapter 3 Objectives and 
Policies.    
 
 
Chapter 4: Land 
 

55. I am in general agreement with Ms Morton’s assessment of the Chapter 4 Objectives and 
Policies, in that an ESCP will be an important mechanism to control potential effects. I do not 
however agree that without the provision of the ESCP ‘up front’ that that application is 
inconsistent with Chapter 4. As noted with the timing of the application, the wetland is not yet 
fully designed, and the refinement of design is to be undertaken in consultation with iwi 
parties. As such, while a draft ESCP with general principles can (and will) be provided, it is 
highly likely that the ESCP will need to be updated once construction details are finalised. 
 

56. Standard conditions in relation to earthworks require that ESCPs be submitted for technical 
certification and the conditions as drafted currently allow for this to occur. I am satisfied that 
the provision of a draft ESCP and mechanism to update the ESCP as design of the wetland 
is completed is sufficient to ensure consistency with Chapter 4. 
 
 
Chapter 5: Water 
 

57. I agree with paragraphs 114 – 115 of Ms Morton’s assessment of Chapter 5 Objectives and 
Policies. 

 



58. In relation to Policy 5-6, there is agreement between the experts that there should be ongoing 
monitoring of groundwater and there is a level of uncertainty regarding potential leakage from 
the ponds. Different proposals have been put forward as to the best way to reduce this 
uncertainty. I have provided some alternative conditions for consideration by the panel. 
 
 

59. I generally agree with the assessment of Policy 5-9 provided by Ms Morton but make the 
following comments. In relation to Policy 5-9(d) and the timing of upgrades, Ms Morton has 
noted (in part) the dates provided for the next upgrades at the plant. My comment is that there 
is somewhat of a disconnect between these and what was put in the conditions attached to 
Ms Morton’s report. I agree that the soonest practical dates should be used, but equally in 
order for the condition to be able to be met by the applicant, any timeframes in conditions 
need to reflect when equipment is operational and providing the desired level of treatment. 
In the conditions attached I have changed various dates, based on the evidence of Mr 
MacGibbon in particular. Mr Dave Watson is to present further details regarding timing of 
funding (from the LTP) which may be able to assist with refinement of timeframes. 
 

60. With regard to my understanding for the additional upgrades the proposed standard for DRP 
can be achieved with the existing equipment and optimisation has been undertaken (as 
discussed by Mr Springer), in order to be able to demonstrate compliance with the standards 
12 months of monitoring data is required. Accordingly, I recommend that the tighter standard 
for DRP should be able to be met within 12 months. 
 

61. The standard for TSS requires additional treatment equipment (such as a DAF plant) to be 
installed, design is planned for 2023 with the installation in the following financial years. 
Following installation an optimisation period is required. Accordingly, the standards proposed 
by the applicant will be achieved within 48 months of commencement of consent 
(conservatively, alternatively a date no later than mid 2025).  
 

62. The current funding structure had wetland construction commencing from the 2026/27 
financial year. Mr MacGibbon outlines the relatively narrow window, in terms of seasons, 
when wetland construction should occur. With the wetland being fully functional (e.g. treating 
ammonia and reducing SIN load) two years following planting. I have incorporated alternative 
dates into the recommended conditions.  
 

 

63. I agree with Ms Morton that Policy 5-11 is a pivotal policy in the One Plan and that the 

proposed wetland meets the policy. The evidence of Mr MacGibbon details that all flows will 

pass through the wetland. 

 

 

Chapter 7 - Air 
 

64. I concur with the assessment provided by Ms Morton in paragraph 122 that the proposal is 
consistent with the air chapter. 
 

REGIONAL PLAN – ONE PLAN 
 
Chapter 13 – Land 
 
1. A draft ESCP is in the process of being prepared, noting that this will only be based on a 

wetland concept plan. As discussed above, the recommended conditions require that a final 
ESCP is submitted for certification prior to any earthworks being undertaken, on this basis I 
am satisfied that a mechanism to ensure the relevant objectives and policies are met stands.   
 

Chapter 14 – Discharges to Land and Water 
 



65. Ms Morton has identified additional Objectives and Policies that require consideration. I agree 
that these are relevant and with the recommendations in relation to monitoring, and that 
clause c of Policy 14-9 is relevant and has been considered. 
 
 

Chapter 15 – Discharges to Air 

 

66. I agree with Ms Morton and her assessment against Chapter 15 Objective and Policies. 
 

 

 

Chapter 12 – General objectives and policies 
 

67. In considering consent duration and Policy 12-5, Ms Morton discusses the relevant criteria. 
In response to the criteria set out in (ii) the application on page 67 notes the asset value at 
that time was $8.9 million and the upgrades planned are in excess of $1million (including 
District Wide pipe renewals). The cost of constructing the wetland is currently being 
determined. Mr Watson will present additional information regarding budgets from the LTP. 
 

68. In para 142 Ms Morton discusses consent duration and outlines some uncertainties within 
the application. The recent work undertaken by the applicant in relation to accessing use of 
additional land has now helped to refine the discharge location. I have outlined, my 
understanding  of the relevant dates from the LTP that would determine timing of upgrades. 
Mr Watson will present in relation to LTP dates at the hearing. 
 

69. Proposed effluent quality has been discussed, including a proposed performance standard 
for wetland performance for SIN. This helps to demonstrate the role of the treatment wetland 
and reduce any uncertainty with regard to the treatment to be provided. Robust monitoring 
and maintenance will assist to give certainty to the ongoing treatment function. 
 

70. Additional treatment equipment, where required at the plant, will be required to be optimised 
in accordance with Condition G3. 
 
 

71. In my opinion a term to align with the common catchment expiry being 1 July 2043, as 
discussed in the application, is appropriate. 
 

 

 
Rule Framework 

72. I agree with the rule assessment that consents are sought as Discretionary Activities. 
 

 
OTHER MATTERS 
 
73. The Manawatu River Accord was outlined as a relevant other matter in the application and is 

discussed in Ms Morton’s evidence. Accordingly, I am of the opinion that the Commissioners 
can consider economic costs.  
 

74. Mr Dave Watson is to present, among other things, details regarding timing for upgrades and 
economic facts to the panel. The value of the asset and funds already identified for upgrades 
are identified in paragraph 67 above. 

 
 

SECTION 105 
 

75. As noted in the application, alternatives have been considered in accordance with section 
105. These were detailed in Section 7 of the application as lodged.   



 
76. I consider that the applicant has adequately considered alternative methods and locations of 

discharge. 
 

SECTION 107 
 
77. The application provided a detailed assessment against section 107. Ms Morton discusses 

section 107 in paragraphs 153 to 155. I agree with the imposition of condition to address 107 
matters. In relation to the compliance report and recent issues in relation to section 107 
matters, the optimisation process that Mr Springer assisted the applicant with was to assist 
with ‘fine tuning’ of the plant and to avoid potential 107 effects. 

 
 
 

COMMENTS PROPOSED CONDITIONS 
 
78. Ms Morton usefully provides a suite of conditions.  I am recommending some proposed 

changes and additions, based on the evidence of Mr Springer, Dr Greer, Ms Boam and Mr 
MacGibbon. I have attached a full set of conditions as Appendix I, with proposed changes or 
additions underscored and a number of comments that I would anticipate Ms Morton and 
others may wish to respond to. 
 

 

 

 
RELIEF SOUGHT IN SUBMISSIONS 

 
79. I comment, in general terms, about the relief sought by submitters that I believe are 

addressed by the current recommended conditions and as such am in general agreement 
with paragraph 36 of her report. But make a few additional comments below. 
 

80. In response to the submission of Oxbow Daries Ltd and the concerns re wildlife (birds) causing 
pasture damage. The evidence of Mr Springer discusses this in relation to the treatment plant 
(ponds) and Mr MacGibbon in relation to the wetlands. Mr Springer has discussed possible 
management approaches, but does not consider that additional management is warranted. Mr 
MacGibbon notes that as the constructed wetlands would be such that open water is not created, 
this would not create conditions that would attract additional birdlife. 
 

81. The submission of Kahungunu ki Tamaki nui-a-rua requested that monitoring data be provided. 
I have recommended that monitoring reports required by conditions allow for this. 

 

 
PART 2 ASSESSMENT 

 
82. In Section O of her 42A report Ms Morton sets out the approach as confirmed by the High 

Court in relation to Part 2. 
 

83. I agree with this assessment, and in a similar manner, based on the evidence currently 
available do not undertake a Part 2 analysis. 

 
CONCLUSION 

 

84. The current effects of the discharge within the Manga-atua Stream are established and there 
is generally a large degree of agreement between experts. Some uncertainty with respect to 
leakage from the existing ponds does exist, but conditions are recommended to further 
address this. 
 

85. The Manga-atua Stream does not currently meet One Plan targets upstream and 
downstream of the current discharge. Unsurprisingly the discharge contributes to a number 



of exceedances downstream. The upgrades and changes to effluent quality standards will 
contribute to reducing the current effect. 
 

 

86. Future effluent standards are proposed as conditions of consent and with this certainty the 
plant and any future upgrades can be commissioned and fine-tuned to meet these standards. 
 

87. Policy 5-11 of the One Plan is met, the fact that it requires the wetland to be built first does 
not, in my opinion, lessen the degree of consistency with this policy. It would not, in my 
opinion, be reasonable to require the implementation immediately on grant of a consent.  
 

88. That there are cultural effects is clearly identified in the CVA prepared and submissions 
received. Consultation between the parties has resulted in general support of the proposal 
now, subject to conditions. Further evidence may be presented at the hearing in respect of 
cultural effects and current position of iwi submitters. 

 
89. In my opinion the proposal is not inconsistent with the relevant Objectives and Policies of the 

One Plan, acknowledging it is challenging to form an opinion with regards to the policies that 
relate to Te Ao Maori. Further evidence from iwi submitters at the hearing should assist in 
assessing the objectives and policies contained in Chapter 2 of the One Plan in particular. 
 

90. Subject to the amended conditions proposed (Appendix 1) I remain of the opinion that the 
consent can be granted.  
 

 
 

Tabitha Manderson 

 
 

27th April 2021 

 

Appendix 1 – Conditions Schedule, T Manderson comments and recommendations 


