


2. Rejecting the Flawed "85% Reduction” Baseline

We are the historical baseline of this river. For decades, my family didn't call it the Whangaehu—we called it the
'Poopongawheu’ due to the foul, frothing chemical discharge of the old mill. Following its closure in 2024, we
saw an opportunity for this waterway to heal. | am here today to ensure that the mistakes of the past are not
quietly pushed through behind closed doors, and | request that the hearings panel decline the application for a
water discharge consent.

As a multi-generational custodian of this land, | am deeply troubled by the applicant's primary argument: that
because this new biocoal facility discharges 85% less wastewater than the old pulp mill, it should be viewed as
an environmental victory. This argument reminds me of the famous line from Blackadder: "When a choice must
be made, one must always choose the lesser of two weevils." But independent commissioners are not bound by
Blackadder's logic, nor should we be. A choice between heavy historical contamination and a smaller volume of
new chemical contamination is a false choice.

The pulp mill is permanently dead. Its right to pollute has ended, and the river's baseline has reset to its current,
recovering state. The independent commissioners cannot legally measure the effects of a brand-new
commercial activity against the ghost of a defunct chemical plant. Choosing "the lesser of two weevils" is still
choosing a weevil. Going from heavy historical pollution to less poliution is still a net introduction of new
point-source contamination into a recovering river system. The only acceptable baseline for a new activity is
zero industrial discharge.

2.1 The Atmospheric and Energy Deficit: Worse Than Coal at the Stack

The applicant further attempts to justify this plant by cloaking it in "green" sustainability rhetoric. From a
standpoint of pure physics, thermal dynamics, and immediate atmosphetic impact, the process of
manufacturing and burning compressed wood pellets is fundamentally less energy-efficient and releases more
upfront carbon dioxide than burning coal.

 The Energy Efficiency Deficit: High-grade industrial coal possesses a concentrated energy density of
roughly 24 to 30 MJ/kg, whereas processed wood pellets only achieve 16 to 19 MJ/kg. Because wood
pellets hold significantly less energy per kilogram, this facility must harvest, process, transport, and burn
roughly 1.5 to 2 times the physical volume of material to match the thermal output of coal. Furthermore, the
immense energy consumed on-site to mechanically shred, thermally dry out natural moisture, and
compress raw wood waste creates a massive parasitic energy loss before the fuel even leaves the
processing floor.

* The Immediate Carbon Penalty: When burned in a boiler, wood biomass actually releases up to 15% to
20% MORE immediate carbon dioxide emissions into the atmosphere per megawatt-hour of heat produced
than traditional coal. The applicant's claim of carbon neutrality relies entirely on a legal accounting
loophole—the assumption that replanted commercial forestry will eventually re-absorb this carbon over the
next 50 to 100 years. Physics does not operate on future accounting ledgers. Injecting an inefficient,
high-carbon thermal load into our local airshed right now is an environmental step backward, not a victory.









in a lined pocket flooded with 40°C-50°C industrial effluent. To avoid immediate biological failure, the applicant
has been forced to propose a 'Stone Wetland' design—using rock deposits and stone-lined channels to
radiate thermal energy into the atmosphere before the water reaches any vegetation. Introducing a 40°C to
50°C stream into a plastic pocket creates a high-stakes, engineered balancing act:

* Root Cooking on Bare Plastic: Continuous exposure to these thermal loads will cook the root zones of
surrounding native vegetation, causing widespread plant die-off and completely disrupting any
supplementary biological treatment mechanisms.

 Subsurface Thermal Plumes: If any tear occurs in the HDPE liner under the weight of this hot water, a
massive 40°C~50°C thermal and chemical plume will leach straight through the volcanic pumice,
bypassing the engineered cooling structures, polluting the local water table, and migrating directly into the
cold-water aquifers feeding Lake Otamataraha.

7.2 Downplaying the Thermal Cumulative Impact on the Whangaehu

The applicant's technical witnesses, Mr Coutinho and Dr Ausseil, rely on an idealized mass-conservation
approach to claim the river can easily absorb this heat. Their modeling asserts that the proposed discharge will
only increase the Whangaehu River's temperature by less than 0.1°C to 0.2°C after full mixing under low-flow
conditions, sitting below the strict 2°C statutory limit in the Horizons One Plan. However, this argument treats a
highly stressed, living ecosystem as an infinite cooling sink:

1. A False Regulatory Alibi: A statutory ceiling is not a license to introduce point-source thermal loads into
an already designated Target Catchment 'Red Zone' that is over-saturated.

2. Disrupting Volcanic Chemistry: The river possesses a fragile, naturally low, highly acidic pH (~3.2).
Elevating temperatures while introducing a near-neutral (~7.0 pH) footprint risks accelerating chemical
reactions within local shallow aquifers, potentially triggering the formation of highly toxic un-ionised
ammonia on our farm boundaries.

3. The Flaw of Static Models: Continuous thermal plumes do not mix instantly; they create localized,
higher-temperature edge zones that act as thermal barriers for native aquatic life and permanently alter the
pristine native character of our surrounding waterways.

7.3 Legal Disconnect and the Missing Commercial Link for Process Ash

Crucially, the proceedings have revealed a profound legal gap regarding secondary waste management. in his
corporate statement of evidence, the applicant's project manager, Paul Duder, explicitly stated that 'the
supply of ash to MyNoke has not yet been entered into.’

While the high-level application materials heavily implied that the biocoal manufacturing waste (ash) would be
cleanly integrated, repurposed, and safely managed off-site by the existing on-footprint vermicomposting
operation, there is currently no legally binding agreement or operational contract in place to absorb this
material. By failing to secure a closed-loop contract for the resulting ash, the applicant has effectively omitted a
massive, active waste stream from the formal baseline assessment of this hearing. They are asking for a
20-year legal mandate to operate while leaving the physical destination of their toxic processing ash completely
open-ended on a porous volcanic pumice basin.






