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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My full name is Andrew James Springer. I am employed by WSP New Zealand Limited (WSP), 

an engineering and environmental consultancy. I hold a Master of Science Degree with 

Distinction in Water and Environmental Engineering from Surrey University, Guildford, Surrey, 

United Kingdom. 

 

2. I have over 30 years of experience in wastewater treatment including operation, asset 

management, design and consenting. I have been in my current role as Technical Principal 

Wastewater Engineer with WSP, Auckland since May 2017, and was previously employed by 

Jacobs NZ Ltd and as a consultant in the UK.  

 

3. I have relevant experience in the treatment of wastewater, particularly regarding nutrient 

removal and the treatment of wastewater using wastewater treatment pond systems.  

Experience relevant to this application includes design and implementation of ammonia 

removal at Paihia Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), phosphorous removal by chemicals 

at Pahiatua WWTP, phosphorous removal from wastewater at over 50 UK WWTPs including 

Fullerton, Driffield, Huntingdon, Penkridge, Codsall, St. Neots and many small plants.  

 

4. I have been engaged by Tararua District Council (TDC) to provide technical advice regarding 

wastewater treatment expertise on resource consent application APP-2010014267.02 I have 

previous experience and understanding of the Woodville WWTP since 2017 and have 

supported TDC through optimisation of process at Woodville and Pahiatua.  

 

Code of Conduct 

 

5. I can confirm that I have read and agree to comply with the code of conduct for expert 

witnesses produced by the Environment Court (Practice Note December 2014) and have 

prepared my evidence in accordance with those rules.  

 

6. I confirm that the issues addressed in this brief of evidence are within my area of expertise. 

 

7. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from 

the options expressed. 

 

Scope of Evidence 

 

8. This technical evidence is restricted to aspects of the wastewater treatment plant and its 

expected performance. 

 

9. For brevity, I have prepared the following technical reports presented in support of the 

consent application and responses to the S42 queries. 

 

10. These reports are 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.   

11. The evidence prepared by on behalf of TDC by Dr Michael Greer and Lovisa Ekelund, Aquanet,  

Ella Boam, Groundwater and Roger MacGibbon, specialist wetland evidence, Tonkin & Taylor. 



 

 

 

Matters Arising from the Officer’s Report 

 

12. In response to the recommendations given in the evidence of Tim Baker on behalf of Horizons 

Regional Council, dated 19 April 2021,  

 

13. I agree with Mr Baker that there is some uncertainty on whether there is any effect on the 

surface and ground waters arising due to possible leakage from the pond system and that 

additional monitoring will be required to determine this effect. 

 

14. Mr Baker recommends in paragraph 47 that an extensive analytical suite is completed at a 

quarterly frequency (paragraph 48). With consideration to the recommendation to monitor 5 

bores, the pond 2 underdrain and 4 surface waters, it is my opinion that this intensity of 

monitoring will be a financial burden on TDC with little long-term benefit.   

 

15. I recommend that the quarterly monitoring is undertaken for no more than 2 years to get 

statistically valid information to determine whether the pond system is contaminating the 

ground water and surface drains. If it is demonstrated, an action plan and remediation shall 

be required.  A lower frequency of monitoring, such as every 2 years can then be adopted to 

monitor long term for changes in leakage. 

 

16. In paragraph 50 Mr Baker recommends that a robust water balance is undertaken. Ms Boam 

also discuses this in her evidence, I provide comment in relation to meters and the accuracy 

being requested by Mr Baker. To provide this TDC will need better data requiring spending a 

substantial capital sum to construct a below ground inlet flow meter to measure incoming 

flows at the Woodville STP.  The current inlet flow meter is a magflow type meter installed 

with the intent of pumping flow to the screens. However, the hydraulic profile of the inlet 

means that flow will gravitate through the screens to pond 1 and not require the pumping 

that is measured.  

  

17. To measure the incoming gravity flow, due to the hydraulic gradient at the inlet the flow meter 

will need to be constructed approximately 2 metres below ground level.  A magflow type flow 

meter will give an accuracy of 1% of better but requires a full pipe. This would require the 

incoming sewer to be surcharged, and this is likely to make the inlet more vulnerable to 

blockage from settlement of stones, grit and other materials.  To prevent settlement of 

suspended material and grit, in the flow meter, it will need to be an open channel type.   A 

modern open channel flow meter can achieve an accuracy of 5%, which is an error margin in 

reading at dry weather flow of approximately 50m3/d and at peak flows, over 200 m3/d.  It is 

therefore my opinion that although better flow data can be obtained than currently, the 

accuracy will still leave a degree of uncertainty in the outcome. Given the potential cost I do 

not see this is warranted.  

 

18. In response to the evidence of Michael Patterson of 19 April 2021, I generally have no 

disagreement with his recommendations, with the exceptions outlined below.  

 



19. The recommendation to monitor all parameters at the discharge to the wetland may have an 

impact on the treatment requirements.  It has been recognised in evidence by Roger 

McGibbon that wetlands may see an increase in E. coli due to wildfowl and may see seasonal 

release of nutrients when plant matter is degrading.  If the sampling location for all 

parameters was downstream of the treatment wetland, it must therefore be accepted that at 

times the effluent may be degraded by the wetland and this should be reflected in the 

resource consent conditions. The consequence of not providing this allowance maybe to 

occasionally exceed consented conditions, or to incur additional costs in upgrading the 

treatment plant to meet tighter standards to allow for variation.  I consider it more 

appropriate for the compliance monitoring point for the effluent to be at a point downstream 

of the UV plant but prior to flowing through the wetland system. 

 

20. In paragraph 114 Mr Patterson recommends additional conditions to monitor Soluble 

inorganic nitrogen (SIN).  It is my opinion that should a standard for SIN be proposed, that it 

consider that at times the SIN discharged from the treatment plant is very low. Under these 

conditions a percentage removal may not be achievable in the wetland, although not 

detrimental to the receiving stream.  Therefore, it is my recommendation that any SIN 

condition requires that a percentage removal is achieved except when the SIN is below a 

threshold and refer to removal on an annual basis.  

 

21. In paragraph 88-91 Mr Patterson recommends that the resource consent condition for 

ammonia is set to achieve 7.6 g/m3 for no more than 8 out of 12 exceedances and 9.7 g/m3 

for 2 out of 12 exceedances.   

 

22. It is the intent of the application to provide a resource consent through until 2043 during 

which time population growth in Woodville is expected, due to improved access from 

Palmerston North by the construction of the Manawatu Gorge connection.  As a result of 

growth, the quality currently seen at the Woodville STP will not be sustained long term and 

the tighter consent standard will require additional capital and operational expenditure at the 

site to be compliant.  

 

23. If the Commissioners deem a tighter ammonia standard is appropriate. additional treatment 

at the Woodville STP can be provided through several options, including tertiary nitrification, 

in pond nitrification or replacement of the pond system with a secondary treatment plant or 

larger wetland at additional cost to TDC and the community. I note the Dr Greer has 

commented on the likely impact in the receiving environment in relation to the tighter 

standard recommended by Mr Patterson. 

 

In response to the evidence of Fiona Morton of 19 April 2021. 

 

24. In paragraph 22 of her evidence Ms Morton, refers to a process train.  This is a description of 

the existing plant configuration.  If changes occur in the standards required through this 

application process, it is expected that some elements of this process train will have to change.  

This change will be reflected in the operational management plan and amendment under 

proposed condition G24 of the resource consent. I recommend that there be flexibility in 

conditions, so as to allow for upgrades as required to meet standards. 

 



25. In paragraph 37 Ms Morton discusses management of wildfowl at the site and considers a 

resource consent condition for the management of wildfowl in response to a submission 

received. 

 

26. The wastewater treatment ponds have been in operation at Woodville for some time and 

since construction will have attracted wildfowl.  Their presence has no known impact on the 

water quality from the wastewater treatment plant before the wetland, odour or other areas 

of the resource consent application.  

 

27. It is recognised that large numbers of over wintering wildfowl may eat local pasture, but this 

is not a change to current practices. It is not common practice to manage the wildfowl that 

are attracted to wastewater treatment plants and other man-made water bodies such as farm 

effluent ponds and reservoirs as there is little effect on the water quality or safety at the site.   

  

28. There are several management approaches that could be used including culling, bird scaring, 

or pond netting.  Culling may be opposed by the community, and it is essential that injured or 

dead birds are collected and disposed of properly to ensure avian botulism or other disease is 

not spread.  Bird scaring has been successful but may result in indifference from birds over 

longer periods.  Pond netting over the Woodville site will require several hectares of netting 

to deter birds with a great cost.  As wildfowl are mobile, any benefit from the former two 

measures will be temporary and will require continual operational cost to be managed. As 

such, I do not believe additional management is warranted. 

 

Response to Draft conditions, given in Appendix 1 of the Section 42A report. 

 

29. In general, I agree with the conditions set out as being achievable and reasonable for the 

wastewater treatment plant. Several ambiguities are identified regarding the sampling 

locations and these are discussed below.  The use of Dissolved oxygen as a method for 

monitoring odour generation is not considered appropriate and this is described below with 

an alternative monitoring approach. 

 

30. Condition G3 requires plant optimisation. TDC have installed tertiary phosphorous removal at 

Woodville and the plant has been operated and an optimisation plan being followed.  

 

31. I have been supporting TDC with the optimisation of the process and several improvements 

have been identified and implemented. This includes regular monitoring and logging of site  

performance, optimisation of lamella separator desludging, improvements to chemical dosing 

for improved performance, improvement to robustness of operation by improving equipment 

reliability and controls.  

 

32. Condition G3 will require a further review of the operational information in relation to the 

recommended consent conditions and make recommendations and action plan for changes 

in operation and equipment necessary to reliably achieve the required standards. I consider 

that this is best practice. The additional treatment required to achieve the TSS would require 

optimisation, once installed, and in my opinion this should take no longer than 6 months from 

commissioning. 

 



33. Condition G10b identifies that the treated wastewater must flow through the wetland.  As the 

discharge from the wetland can also be described as treated wastewater flow, I consider it 

will be beneficial if a statement of terms used is provided to remove ambiguity.  I recommend 

the following 

a. Treated Wastewater shall refer to the discharge from the STP after the UV process. 

b. Final Effluent Discharge shall refer to the discharge from the wetland at the point of 

entry to the Manga-atua stream. 

 

34. The description of the discharge monitoring point needs to be corrected. It currently refers to 

the discharge monitoring point must be at the outlet of oxidation pond 2. This location is not 

representative of the effluent discharged so it is recommended to be changed to read “The 

discharge monitoring point shall be at the discharge monitoring point downstream of the UV 

disinfection”. 

 

35. DSW1 and DSW2 gives proposed conditions for the discharge from the Woodville STP until 24 

months from commencement of consent. It is my opinion that the DRP parameters given are 

achievable with the existing treatment facility within 12 months given the optimisation 

process that has been worked through to date. However, the lower TSS concentration may 

not be achieved in this period as it is my understanding that the current LTP funding for 

installation of additional treatment equipment is identified for the 2024/2025 year. I consider 

a period of 48 months is achievable. 

 

 
Andrew Springer 

Technical Principal Wastewater Engineer 

 


