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1.

REPORT STATUS, AUTHOR AND FORMAT

1.1

This report is a section 42A report prepared under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). It
provides an independent assessment and recommendations on the application made by Hastings
Distrcit Council (on behalf of Hastings District Council and Napier City Council). This section allows
a Council officer to provide a report to the decision-maker on a resource consent application made
to the Council, and allows the decision maker to consider the report at a hearing. Section 41(4) of
the RMA allows the decision-maker to request and receive from any person who makes a report
under section 42A “any information or advice that is relevant and reasonably necessary to
determine the application”.

1.2

This report does not represent any decision on the application and only provides the professional
assessment and opinions of the report author. The report will be considered by the Independent
Commissioners in conjunction with the consent application and all other technical evidence and
submissions which have been received to date and any further material that may be presented at
the hearing. The report and recommendations do not have any greater weight than any other
material or submissions that will be considered by the Commissioners.

1.3

This report has been prepared by Greg Shirras, Senior Consents Planner at Hawke’s Bay Regional
Council (Council). I have over 6 years’ experience working at Council and hold a current RMA
Hearing Commissioner certification. I have processed a number of resource consent applications
including discharge of contaminants to land and into water from industrial, rural and residential
activities, water permits, land use consents, including processing notified resource consent
applications for land use structures in the bed of a stream and the erection of a coastal structure
(revetment).

1.4

In preparing this report I have referred to and have been guided by the technical advice from the
following experts:
Gerald Strayton – Mr Strayton is a principal geotechnical engineer specialising in geotechnics for
the waste industry with over 30 years’ experience in civil engineering, geotechnical engineering,
site investigations, design and construction of municipal and industrial waste facilities, stability
assessments and surveillance. He holds a Graduate Diploma in Engineering and BSc in Civil
Engineering. He has specialised skills in the design and detailing of municipal and industrial landfills,
tailings dams and small water dams. Mr Strayton has been involved in the investigation, assessment
and remediation of many existing and closed landfills as well as the assessment of geotechnical
structures such as dams and ponds for various projects in the water and wastewater fields.
Alan Pattle – Mr Pattle has over 40 years of experience as a civil/environmental engineer. Since
completing his B.E and Masters of Engineering in Civil Engineering, he has worked on a wide range
of environmental, development and infrastructure projects in UK, Asia, the Pacific and throughout
New Zealand. His landfill experience covers consenting and operational activities at regional scale
municipal waste landfills across New Zealand. He has been Chairman of the Peer Review Panel for
Redvale Landfill for 20 years overseeing its construction and operation and is also a member of the
Engineering Review Panel overseeing the closure of Greenmount Landfill in Auckland. His
knowledge covers a wide range of the various landfill activities at an overview level including waste
acceptance, landfill construction, fill planning, leachate and gas management and water
management. He recently supported Auckland Council in landfill engineering at the consent hearing
for the proposed Auckland Regional Landfill at Dome Valley.
Deborah Ryan – Ms Ryan has a Bachelor’s Degree in Biotechnology and Bioprocess Engineering and
a PG Dip in Business. She is the NZ Branch Secretary of the Clean Air Society of Australia and New
Zealand, and a Certified Air Quality Professional (CAQP). She has also completed the ‘Making Good
Decisions’ courses to qualify as a commissioner on hearing panels. Ms Ryan has close to 30 years’
experience in the air quality and resource management fields, and has extensive experience in air
pollution impact studies for infrastructure projects, in particular, preparing and reviewing a wide
range of air quality effects assessments including the following landfills: Bonny Glen, Eketahuna,
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Levin, AB Lime Southern Regional Landfill, Buttlers Landfill (West Coast), Burwood Landfill
(Christchurch), Awapuni Landfill (Palmerston North), and Tirohia & Hampton Downs (Waikato). She
similarly has extensive experience with odour effects assessments in general and she was the
principal author of the Ministry for the Environment’s Good Practice Guide for Assessing and
Managing Odour in New Zealand (2003) and peer reviewer for the Ministry for the Environment’s
Good Practice Guide for Assessing Discharges to Air from Industry (2008).
Sebastian Küng – Mr Küng has a BSc and MSc in Environmental Science, and a MEngSt (Master of
Engineering Studies) in Environmental Engineering. He is an environmental engineer with five
years’ experience in wastewater design, environmental monitoring, and environmental resource
consenting and assessment of environmental effects. He undertook the detailed design and
construction supervision for the upgrade of a leachate storage and pumping facility for a landfill in
Canterbury and prepared a Leachate Management Plan for a landfill in the Bay of Plenty region. He
has prepared annual monitoring reports for various closed landfills in the Marlborough region, and
a resource consent and assessment of environmental effects report for the passive discharge of
contaminants from a closed landfill.
Mark Ellis – Mr Ellis is a Chartered Professional Engineer with 19 years’ experience consenting and
designing water infrastructure predominantly in New Zealand but has worked on several large
multi- disciplinary projects in Australia and South Africa. Mr Ellis holds a B.E. (Hons) together with
a Masters of Engineering and Ph.D, in Civil Engineering. He has a strong background in the
management of stormwater and assessment of the effect(s) stormwater discharges may have on
the environment. His work experience has included work on a number of contaminated sites and
landfill projects, including recent work on the Redruth Landfill, which is the principal landfill for
Timaru City. A management plan was developed for the landfill to provide a strategy for how subcatchments within the landfill will manage stormwater discharges, and incorporates consideration
of legislative, consent and operational objectives.
Daryl Irvine – Mr Irvine is an environmental engineer with 20 years of experience, specialising in
water and wastewater management. He holds a Bachelor of Technology (Hons) in Environmental
Engineering. Daryl’s key areas of practice include process design, operation and optimisation of
water and wastewater treatment systems, landfill leachate management, land treatment and
discharge of wastewater, and biosolids handling and management. He is also involved with water
take, surface water discharge and discharge to land consent applications, including assessment of
environmental effects. Daryl has assisted a number of clients in developing leachate management
strategies for landfills. This has included waste characterisation and leachate characterisation
assessment, treatment options assessments and treatment system designs and leachate disposal
consenting.
Laura Drummond – Ms Drummond has 13 years’ experience as a freshwater ecologist, working in
both the consulting and research fields in New Zealand and internationally developing specialist
skills in ecology and surface water quality. She holds a BSc (Biology), Postgraduate Diploma
(Environmental Science) and Masters of Science (Ecology). Her practical experience includes
assessments of the effects on freshwater values for water takes, wastewater, stormwater and
leachate discharges, spill events, algal blooms, and industrial developments. Ms Drummond’s
experience in assessing the effects of waste discharges on freshwater systems covers freshwater
and brackish environments including river, wetland, lake and estuarine habitats. Laura has a strong
understanding of environmental principles, interpretation of statistical data and providing solutions
for environmental issues.
Ryan Nicol – Mr Nicol has a Master of Science in Hydrogeology and has 10 years of industry
experience in this field. He has worked on a wide variety of projects throughout New Zealand
including preparing resource consent applications, groundwater and surface water chemistry
analysis, and resource consent compliance monitoring. Mr Nicol’s experience includes
environmental monitoring of active landfill and cleanfill sites including groundwater and surface
sampling, analysis and reporting of compliance data, and providing recommendations and advice
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to resource consent holders. He is currently involved in the consent compliance monitoring of
Canterbury Waste Services Kate Valley Landfill in North Canterbury. Mr Nicol is also involved in
reviewing environmental compliance data and providing ongoing advice to Marlborough District
Council for various landfills throughout Marlborough.
Hilary Lough – Ms Lough is a civil engineer specialised in water resources management. She holds
a B.E. (Hons) and a Masters of Engineering, in Civil Engineering and is a Chartered Professional
Engineer. She has 16 years’ experience in a wide range of environmental engineering projects. Ms
Lough has specialised skills in managing investigations and assessments relating to groundwater
quality and quantity issues. Her research on groundwater abstraction effects on surface water flow
is published in international journals and applied worldwide. She regularly provides technical advice
to regional councils on water resources projects and a variety of consent applications, including
landfills and cleanfills, and also provides advice and reviews monitoring data for local authorities
for operational and closed landfills.
1.5
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1.6

The series of appendices that complete this report are as follows:
Appendix 1: Draft recommended consent conditions
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Summary of Approach to Recommendation
1.7

The application involves a variety of activities at the existing Omarunui Landfill (OL) where landfill
associated activities have occurred for many years. Submissions received regarding the proposal
showed that further consultation was necessary with affected parties. At the close of submission
period, the applicant requested that the application timeframes be extended under section 37 in
order to consult with submitters prior to a hearing rather than undertake formal section 99 prehearings. The applicant approached all submitters in opposition to the proposal, with Mr Tipene
Cottrell being the only submitter not to respond to the applicant.

1.8

It is the opinion and recommendation of the report writer that the application and associated
activities can be granted subject to recommended consent conditions detailed in Appendix 1. Draft
conditions have been prepared and these largely adopt the conditions proposed by the applicant
with some modification as described in this report and advised by the technical reports which have
helped inform this report. These draft conditions may be refined through the hearing process and
by the Commissioners when formulating their decision, should the consents be granted.

1.9

The assessment of environmental effects (AEE) detailed in Section 7 of this report has been
complied by assessing the AEE provided by the applicant, and updated after providing a full
response to the s92 further information request prior to public notification.

2.

DETAILS OF THE PROPOSAL

The Applicant
2.1

The Omarunui Landfill (OL) is jointly owned by Hastings District Council (HDC) and Napier City
Council (NCC) and is administered by HDC under the governance of the Omarunui Landfill
Committee. The committee is made up of four HDC Councillors and two NCC Councillors. The OL is
designated in the Hastings District Plan for landfill purposes by HDC as the requiring authority.

2.2

For convenience, the applicant has used the term HDC throughout the application document with
reference to HDC as either the entity responsible for administrating the landfill or the requiring
authority. This report will use the term ‘the applicant’ when referring to the above.

Background
2.3

The applicant operates the OL which is located approximately 12 km northwest of Hastings and 5
km west of Taradale, known as 329 Omarunui Road, Hastings (shown below in Figure 1). The OL site
comprises of four separate valleys identified for landfilling activities, described as Areas A, B, C and
D. Area D is the current landfill valley which began receiving waste in 2006 following the closure of
Area A. Area D has an expected closure date between 2025 and 2026. An increase in the volumes
of waste received recently suggest that Area D may fill earlier than expected. The two valleys yet to
be developed are Areas B and C.
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Figure 1. Site location
2.4

The applicant proposes to develop Area B through this consenting process in order to accept waste
upon the closure of Area D.

2.5

In addition to the new consents applied for, the applicant has applied to change the conditions of
AUTH-113990-03 to remove references and conditions of the combustion of landfill gas. As a result
of this there will be a standalone consent for the combustion of landfill gas from Areas A, B and D.
A change has been sought to AUTH-122021-02 which pertains to the leachate discharge consent to
reflect the addition of Area B and update conditions largely regarding methodology and testing of
leachate discharges.

2.6

OL is designated in the Hastings District Plan for the Omarunui Regional Landfill (reference D123).
The majority of the 178.726 ha site is designated for this purpose. Within the designation, Areas A
and D and part of Area C are identified as areas for disposal of waste, and Area B and the balance
of Area C are identified as areas possibly suitable for disposal of waste in the future. The applicant
is concurrently proposing to alter designation D123 under section 181 of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA) to include the construction and operation of Area B for waste
disposal.

2.7

The applicant has stated that the proposed Area B landfill will be designed in line with modern best
practice for landfill, and in accordance with the WasteMINZ Technical Guidelines for Disposal to
Land (2018). These guidelines supersede earlier guidance of landfills in New Zealand and provide
technical guidance on siting, design, operation and monitoring of landfills in New Zealand.

2.8

The Area B landfill will be a Class 1 landfill, as defined by the Landfill Guidelines. A Class 1 landfill
accepts municipal solid waste, as set out in the Landfill Guidelines, which includes residential and
commercial waste, construction and demolition waste, some industrial wastes that meet the waste
acceptance criteria and contaminated soils.

2.9

The applicant has provided an assessment of environmental effects (AEE) for the resource consents
required for:






Discharge of contaminants to air (discretionary under Rule 28)
Discharge of contaminants to land and water (discretionary under Rule 39)
Diversion and discharge of stormwater (controlled under Rule 43)
Diversion and discharge of drainage water (controlled under Rule 33)
Water take and discharge (pumped detwatering) (discretionary under Rule 52 and 55)
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 Change of conditions to AUTH-122021-01 and AUTH-113990-04 (discretionary under s.127
RMA)
2.10

The applicant has proposed a consent duration of 35 years, with a lapse date of 10 years to allow
for the potential of waste volumes accepted to the OL being reduced, resulting in the extended life
of Area D.

2.11

The applicant has requested public notification for both the resource consents and Notice of
Requirement (NoR).

Complaince History
2.12

The following is the history of the current resource consents for the OL site from 2005 to present,
prepared by Jack Blunden, Team Leader Compliance – Urban and Industrial.

2.13

Discharge to Land – Waste Deposit (AUTH-113983-04/03/02/01)
 2014, 2015,2016, 2018, moderate non-compliance for minor leachate seepage from Valley A.
 2011, 2012, and 2013, moderate non-compliance for not establishing groundwater trigger
limits and minor leachate seepage from Valley A.
 2009, moderate non-compliance for minor leachate seepage from Valley A.
 Full compliance for all other monitoring periods.

2.14

Discharge to Water – Stormwater (AUTH-113987-03/02/01)
 2007, moderate non-compliance for a sediment retention pond overflow and sedimentation of
the Swamp Road drain (wet weather event).
 2011, 2018 moderate non-compliance for failure to undertake stormwater sampling (dry
conditions).
 Full compliance for all other monitoring periods.

2.15

Discharge to Air – Odour (AUTH-113990-03/02/01)
 2021, moderate non-compliance for discharge of odour resulting in an infringement notice. 1
confirmed odour.
 2020, moderate non-compliance for discharge of odour following Napier flood event resulting
in a formal warning.
 2016, moderate non-compliance for exceedance of methane in ground gas inside and outside
the landfill footprint.
 2014, moderate non-compliance for discharge of odour during methane pipeline works onsite.
 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, moderate non-compliance for gas monitoring probes not being
installed and monitored as required.
 2008, moderate non-compliance for discharge of odour from insufficient use of daily cover and
high organic waste volumes.
 2007, moderate non-compliance for gas flare not functioning
 17 odour complaints between October 2020 to April 2021 (only two of these were confirmed).
These were all related to the November Napier floods stripping cover off, and high volumes of
flood waste etc.
 1 odour complaint in 2014 and 2018 respectively.
 24 odour complaints between 2006 and 2010.

2.16

Discharge to Land – Leachate Irrigation (AUTH-122021-01)
 Initially granted in 2016 ad exercised in 2018, full compliance with all conditions of consent.

2.17

Water Take – Firefighting purposes (AUTH-113993-01)
 Granted in 2005, full compliance with all conditions of consent.
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3.

CLASSIFICATION OF THE ACTIVITIES

3.1

The proposed landfill activities fall under the provisions of the Regional Resource Management Plan
(RRMP). Table 1 below outlines the activities, and the relevant regional rules for each activity, along
with the respective activity status.

Table 1. Status of the Proposed Activities

Application Number

Proposed Activity

Relevant
Rules

Activity Status

AUTH-113990-04

to discharge contaminants into the air from S127 RMA Discretionary
Areas A, D of the Omarunui Landfill - odour and (1991)
landfill gas derived from the decomposition of
refuse and dust.

AUTH-122021-02

to discharge leachate from a landfill operation S127 RMA Discretionary
into and onto land, in circumstances that may (1991)
result in contaminants entering water - Areas
A, B and D

AUTH-125046-01

to discharge contaminants into the air from Rule 28
Area B of the Omarunui Landfill - odour and
landfill gas derived from the decomposition of
refuse and dust

Discretionary

AUTH-127503-01

To discharge contaminants into the air from Rule 28
Areas A, B and D of the Omarunui Landfill – The
products of controlled combustion of landfill
gas

Discretionary

AUTH-125114-01

to discharge contaminants (solid waste and Rule 39
leachate) to land - Area B

Discretionary

AUTH-125115-01

to divert and discharge water from Rule 52
groundwater in Area B (pumped dewatering)
to the Upokohino Stream via the stormwater
system

Discretionary

AUTH-125116-01

to divert stormwater from a municipal landfill Rule 43
and discharge treated stormwater to water via
stormwater treatment ponds - Area B

Controlled

3.2

The activities are intrinsically linked, and all relate to the construction and discharge of waste to
Area B. A ‘holistic’ approach is considered appropriate in this instance, and the activities are
assessed together as a discretionary activity bundle.

3.3

Section 104B of the Act states that Council may grant or refuse the application and if it grants the
application, the Council may impose conditions under section 108. Furthermore, sections 105 and
107 apply to this application.
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4.

BACKGROUND AND PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

4.1

Waste in Hawkes Bay

4.2

Waste received at the OL can typically be categorised into residential, commercial and industrial,
construction and demolition, and special wastes. Analysis shows that 49.1% of the material received is
recyclable or compostable material, with the remaining 50.9% potentially divertible material such as
electronic waste, wood waste, plasterboard and scrap metal.

4.3

A report generated for the applicant in 2017 1 states that projections show an increase in waste
received through regional growth. This report projects a trend of 84,000 tonnes/annum in 2017 rising
to a peak of around 108,645 tonnes/annum in 2024, with a gradual decline to 2028.

4.4

Waste can make its way to OL in a variety of manners including:
 Collection from a property and taken direct to the OL.
 Collection from a property and taken to a transfer station, with some recycling recovered
before being taken to the OL.
 Privately owned operators collecting waste from multiple industries and carting direct to OL.

4.5

Approximately 35% of waste received at the OL relates to Council activity with the
industrial/commercial/institutional and commercial kerbside collections generating more than 400
tonnes per week 2.

4.6

As mentioned in Section 2 above, Area B is proposed to be a Class 1 landfill. The applicant has noted
that a number of trends have emerged in New Zealand for Class 1 landfills regarding the centralisation
of landfill facilities and an increase in waste transfer to fewer, larger regional facilities.

4.7

With the introduction of the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 and the Climate Change Response Act 2002,
and associated Regulations has led to changes in waste disposal practices. More segregation of waste
occurs prior to landfilling at specialised facilities to reduce the material being disposed at the landfills 3.

4.8

Physical Environment

4.9

As stated in Section 2 above, the OL is situated within the Hastings District, 5 km west of Taradale.

4.10

The OL comprises of four valleys described as Area A, Area B, Area C and Area D. Additionally an area
dedicated to clean filling is described as Area E. These Areas are shown below in Figures 2 and 3
referenced in the application.

Van Veldhuizen, Rhett, 2017. Supplementary Waste Assessment Paper, prepared for Hastings District Council
and Napier City Council, 3 July 2017.
2 Waste Not Consulting, 2016. Hawke’s Bay Solid Waste Surveys – 2016.
3 Technical Guidelines for Disposal to Land (WasteMINZ, 2018)
1
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Figure 2. Omarunui Regional Landfill – Fill Areas
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Figure 3. Landfill Development Areas (designation/property boundary in red)
4.11

Area B is made up of a series of steep narrow gullies within a broader valley. Surrounding Area B are
ridgelines along the western, southern and eastern portions of the site. Due to the prior works
undertaken in Area B for borrow and fill areas there are plateaus existing in the central and southern
portion of Area B.

4.12

The geology of the site is fully described in the Geotechnical Report prepared by Tonkin and Taylor on
behalf of the applicant. The higher topography within Area B consists of rock interbedded and
interfingering limestone, siltstone and sandstone beds. The valley floor consists of alluvium that is
approximately 9 m thick. Near the base of the gully slopes is a layer of colluvium comprising of
reworked weathered sandstone and loess with minor bounder-sized limestone blocks.

4.13

The nearest virtual climate station network (VCSN) is located 1.8 km to the north near the Moteo
Valley. The data shows that mean annual rainfall for the period 1960 – 2017 is 866 mm/year, with
mean monthly falls for the same period being 51 mm to 99 mm. Wind rose analysis of wind speed and
direction from the weather station operated by NIWA at Whakatu indicates that there is a reasonably
strong prevalence for winds from the southwest, with a secondary prevalence from the northeast. It
is noted that the wind rose will not account for the topographical differences that are present at the
OL, as Whakatu is approximately 12 km to the southeast of the OL and located on the Heretaunga
Plains. The wind rose is shown below in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Frequency of wind speeds and directions measured at Whakatu 2011 – 2015
average data)

(1-hour

4.14

A Hydrology Report has been prepared by Tonkin and Taylor on behalf of the application. The report
summarises that the OL is underlain by an unconfined aquifer comprised of bedrock
(sandstone/limestone) and is overlain by alluvium and colluvium within the base of the valley of Area
B. Groundwater has been measured and monitored within the underlying bedrock. Water levels
measured at monitoring bore no BC7A (located in the southern portion of Area B) show that there is
potentially a perched groundwater table located within the sandstone/limestone rock around 37 m
RL, supported by the nearby sediment pond. Groundwater flow beneath Area B is said to generally
flow from east to west. To the west of Area B, groundwater is inferred to potentially flow both south
and north, controlled by a groundwater divide. Groundwater quality sampling has also been
undertaken in the monitoring wells located around Area B. Any exceedances in the DWSNZ and
ANZECC guideline values has been determined to be from external factors such as nearby farming and
horticultural activities, and naturally occurring conditions.

4.15

There are several surface water bodies present in the area surrounding the OL. The applicant has
focused on the Upokohino Stream which is located approximately 770 m to the east of the site and is
a tributary of the Tūtaekurī River. The reason for this focus is due to a large proportion of the surface
water generated from Area B will drain to the Upokohino Stream. The average flow in the Upokohino
Stream is unknown, however the applicant has indicated that flow remains stable in the stream
throughout the year. An Assessment of Ecological Effects has been prepared by Tonkin and Taylor on
behalf of the applicant which fully describes the Upokohino Stream. A site visit was undertaken in
February 2018, prior to the compilation of the assessment, and low flow with no observable velocity
was observed in the steam at that time. The ecological assessment determined that the stream was
characterised by poor water and habitat quality. The assessment concluded that the Upokohino
Stream is of low ecological value and has low sensitivity as a receiving environment in its current
condition.

4.16

Currently, Area B is predominantly grass covered, with a small number of trees present. The wider site
is also largely grassed with a native vegetation screen planted to screen Area D.
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4.17

The surrounding land uses are primarily rural activities, with small lifestyle blocks located to the west
and the southeast of the site. The land to the immediate north and south of the site is zoned rural and
plains production to the east and west.

4.18

The applicant has stated that due to the surrounding rural area and low population density, the air
pollutants emitted from the existing and proposed activities is of relatively low sensitivity. The
applicant is aware that sensitivity of odour is elevated where dwellings with human occupation is likely.

4.19

The applicant has noted that the New Zealand Archaeological Society database (ArchSite) does not
identify any recorded archaeological sites in the vicinity of the proposed footprint extensions.

5.

SITE VISIT

5.1

A site visit was undertaken on 30 January 2020 by the reporting officer, Tania Diack (HBRC Team Leader
Consents), Jonathan Shamrock (Tonkin & Taylor), Martin Jarvis (HDC) and Phil Doolan (HDC).

5.2

The applicant provided an overview of the operations within the landfill prior to visiting the existing
tipface, existing leachate pond, the proposed new disposal site (Area B), and finally the location of the
stormwater discharge to the farm drain.

5.3

Points of note were:






Site appeared tidy and well maintained
Infrastructure established to minimise windblown debris
Infrastructure established to spray deodorising agent when the wind direction requires
Swale dug directing waterflow offsite.

5.4

The Independent Commissioners appointed to manage the hearing and decision making process are
undertaking a similar site visit on 15 September 2021 (subject to COVID-19 restriction levels).

6.

SUBMISSIONS

6.1

Eight submissions were received for the resource consent application. Of these eight submissions, seven
were in support and one in opposition to the proposal. It is worth noting that 16 submissions were
received for the NoR application that were relevant to the resource consent application. As a result, the
submissions received on the NoR have been considered in the processing of this application. Two of the
16 submissions on the NoR were in support of the application, with 13 in opposition and one neutral.

6.2

A summary of the submissions received is attached as Appendix 3.

Submissions in Support
6.3

The submissions that were in support largely highlighted the need for a regional landfill, and the disposal
of waste being an essential community service. It was highlighted that the location of the OL was suitable
being located between Hastings and Napier. Many of the submissions emphasised that the alternative to
the operation of the OL was to transport waste outside of the region which would come at a significant
cost to both ratepayers and local businesses, as well as increase the carbon footprint due to increased
truck movements.

6.4

It is noted that Hastings District Council submitted on the application noting that the two existing
transfer stations, Henderson Road (Hastings) and Redclyffe Road (Napier), are not equipped to be
consolidation points for all refuse. Should the application be declined then significant infrastructure
upgrades would be required for both of these transfer stations. In addition to this, the anticipated
increase cost to ratepayers through kerbside collection should the application be declined would affect
60% of the Hastings District population. The anticipated flow on effect of this would be increased illegal
dumping of rubbish in public places, e.g. river berms.
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Submissions in Opposition
6.5

The submissions that were received in opposition raised a number of concerns regarding the
application. A summary is available in Appendix 3, however as a brief summary, the submissions
related to a number of potential effects on or relating to groundwater quality, stormwater
management, increased odour discharges, wind blown debris and the cultural significance of the
Upokohino Stream, which is a tributary of the Tūtaekurī River, and Lake Rotokare.

6.6

Groundwater Quality

6.7

Many submitters have raised the issue of the groundwater quality being affected by the activities
carried out at the OL. The groundwater is used for domestic and stock takes. The Breckenridge
Water Company has recently drilled a new bore (2018) due to the water quality failing water quality
standards (exceedance in arsenic). Submitters are concerned that the water abstracted for drinking
from this new bore will be contaminated as a result of Area B being used for landfill activities.

6.8

Stormwater Management

6.9

Many submitters have identified that in the AEE the stormwater management and erosion and
sediment controls (section 6.6.6 of the AEE) a wetland is proposed to ‘polish’ the stormwater prior
to discharge to the farm drain which connects to the Upokohino Stream. The applicant has stated
that the wetland will not be sized to meet any specific design requirement, but will fit into the area
of land available. Concern has been raised as to the ability of the proposed wetland to ‘polish’ the
stormwater as intended.

6.10

Odour Discharges

6.11

Concern has been raised regarding the location of Area B and the prevailing wind direction resulting
in an increased odour issues. Odour has been identified as an issue previously and the new Area B
is expected to exacerbate this. One submitter has detailed that his staff working on their orchard
were unable to work due to the odour.

6.12

Wind Blown Debris

6.13

Many submitters located on Omarunui Road have identified that there is regularly debris (often
plastic waste) located in the Upokohino Stream. Submitters have explained that they have been
required to collect this wind blown debris from their property to ensure that their stock do not
ingest it. It is thought that the operation of Area B at the OL would increase the volumes of wind
blown debris that enters the Upokohino Stream and the neighbouring properties.

6.14

Cultural Values

6.15

Two submissions were received which focused on the cultural significance of the Upokohino
Stream, Lake Rotokare and the Tūtaekurī River.

6.16

Alice Hughes on behalf of Ngāti Pārau Hapū Trust identified that the diversion and discharge of
groundwater and stormwater from the treatment to the Upokohino Stream puts increased
pressure on the Tūtaekurī River which is already under pressure due to upriver sediment, low river
flows and contamination. The additional discharge of contaminants to air is also of concern to local
residents. The community of Waiohiki has expanded with several new papakainga in the area. The
area now permanently houses approximately 700 residents, including both young and old people.
Wind drift of these contaminants may affect these two vulnerable age groups. Alice also identified
that there has been an increase since 2020 in the volume of waste taken to the landfill. Local
residents have noticed trucks which are sign written with businesses from outside both Council
boundaries heading towards the landfill.

6.17

Tipene Cottrell’s submission also talked about the significance of the Upokohino Stream, stating:

6.18

“You state that “the Upokohino Stream is of low ecological value and has low
sensitivity as a receiving environment in its current condition”. I strongly disagree
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with this. The stream used to support the stability of the Rotokare Lake being full with
water. Now it is drained away which I also do not agree with. Our hapu, Ngai
Tamawahine (Ngai Tawhao) used to live at Upokohina Pa (Breckenridge Road).
Hinahina Ariki was the Rangatira of the pa. They used to gather tuna (and whanau
still do) in the surrounding waters. Chiefs, Tawhao and Ruatekuri used to live at Te
Mingi Pa just up the road. The Upokohino (Upokohina is actually the name passed
down by my tipuna) stream used to be the heart of Rotokare lake, which also used to
be filled with fresh water mussels (not sure if they stull survive). Our tipuna used to
eat these and live in the surrounding pa (Ouroa, Upokohina, Omarunui, Te Mingi and
many others). …
6.19

You say low ecological value… I disagree. You say “low sensitivity”. I disagree.. Many
people fought against even having the dump where it is now. There are often horrible
odours coming down the Omarunui Valley when the wind blows. Having it in site B
will make this worse for all the whanau who live there.

6.20

We need to stop ruining what we have left, passed down from generations of my
tipuna. My tipuna used to live solely off the whenua and the waterways. Our
traditions will slowly keep dying out if we continue to allow these practices to happen.
The Upokohina Stream in higher flows helps to fill the lake. Therefore all the leachate
you talk about will end up in the lake and also down to Tūtaekurī (another taonga). I
am worried about lead, and other metals getting into the Upokohina and then go
down to Tūtaekurī where our native patiki (black flounder) live. Another kai we eat
from the river. You are meant to be helping our waterways, not continuing to destroy
them and everything that lives in them.

6.21

[…]”

Neutral Submission
6.22

One neutral submission was received on the NoR. This was received from Fire and Emergency New
Zealand (FENZ). Since the submission was received FENZ and the applicant have met and agreed
on a condition requiring the preparation of an updated Fire Prevention and Control Plan for Area
B. Subsequently, FENZ no longer wish to be heard at the hearing.

Pre-Hearing Meetings
6.23

The applicant has opted to consult individually with submitters rather than holding formal prehearings under section 99 of the RMA.

6.24

The outcome of this consultation was largely positive. The applicant approached all submitters in
opposition to the proposal. Mr Tipene Cottrell was the only submitter to not respond to the
applicant’s request to meet. The applicant has noted that Mr Cottrell’s submission was very similar
to that of Ngāti Pārau Hapū’s submission and hopes that the explanations provided to Ngāti Pārau
at the hui will also be satisfactory to Mr Cottrell.

6.25

It is noted that no submitters have withdrawn their submission after the post submission
consultation.

7.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

7.1

The applicant commissioned Tonkin and Taylor (T+T) to prepare a number of documents to assist
with their AEE. The table below sets out the list of reports that make up the complete resource
consent application, plus the additional information sought through HBRC staff and technical
experts by way of a section 92 further information request.
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Table 2. Application and Supporting Documents
Subject/Report Title

Appendix Reference

Assessment of Environmental Effects

-

Consent Application Forms

A

NoR Forms

B

Record of Title

C

Planning Maps

D

Amendments to Designation

E

Existing Consents

F

RRMP Objective and Policies

G

Consultation Report

H

Engineering Report

I

Geotechnical Report

J

Hydrogeology Report

K

Ecology Report

L

Air Quality Report

M

Landscape Report

N

Noise and Vibration Report

O

Omarunui Landfill Operations and Maintenance Manual

P

Waste Acceptance Criteria

Q

Prohibited Wastes

R

Proposed Conditions

S

7.2

Council had technical experts review the assessment of effects on the environment provided by the
applicant in relation to the proposed activities. The technical review of the application was received
from Pattle Delamore Partners Ltd (PDP) on 31 March 2020. The technical review provided a
comprehensive breakdown of the applicant and also provided the basis of the section 92 further
information request.

7.3

Council experts identified some areas of the application where further information was required to
suitably assess the application. The further information sought throughout processing, including
the s92 requests, and the response to these questions from the applicant have been included in an
updated version of the application documents, prepared prior to public notification and are the
documents referenced in Table 2 and throughout this report.

7.4

The applicant has identified where a number of activities require monitoring and has subsequently
worked this monitoring into the Operations and Maintenance Manual, or specific monitoring
conditions through a set of draft proposed conditions (see Appendix 1). The applicant has identified
Page 16

potential environmental risks and proposes mechanisms to avoid, remedy or mitigate these
potential effects which is consistent with the framework provided by the RMA.
7.5

For the purpose of this report, the assessment of effects is presented under the following topics
being:












Positive Effects
Air Quality
Discharges of Stormwater and Groundwater – flooding and erosion
Groundwater Take, Diversion and Quality
Surface Water
Visual and Landscape
Cultural Values
Noise and Vibration
Traffic
Geotechnical Stability
Archaeology

Air Quality
7.6

Odour

7.7

The applicant has indicated that the primary source of odour generation at the OL is associated with
the anaerobic degradation of putrescible waste. This being said, there are other sources of odour
such as spread rubbish at the tipface, fugitive emissions of LFG not captured by the LFG collection
system, odour neutralising sprays, excavation of older waste, leachate collection and storage, and
on-site access routes while odorous loads are in transit.

7.8

The current waste disposal area (Area D) has four dwellings located within 500 m of the fill extent.
The proposed Area B has one dwelling within 500 m of the Area B fill extent (419 Omarunui Road).
This dwelling is likely to have air flow directed from the landfill during katabatic drainage air flows
(usually associated with calm overnight wind conditions). It is expected that the applicant will be
required to employ active odour management techniques to avoid offensive and objectionable
odour nuisances to the occupiers of 419 Omarunui Road. A map showing the four properties to the
west of the OL and the one property to the right of the OL is shown below in Figure 5.

Figure 5. Omarunui Landfill land parcel (blue hatch) with properties within 500 m to western
boundary (red squares) and the property within 500 of the eastern boundary (green square).
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7.9

At the time of writing of the application, the applicant reviewed the odour complaints that had
been made to HBRC in relation to the Area D tip face. The applicant has indicated that there is a
low incidence of complaints with any confirmed odours tending to correspond with specific loads
or activities occurring on site.

7.10

A full compliance history of all consents onsite at the OL, including odour complaints is detailed in
Section 2 of this report. It is noted that there have been 17 odour complaints between October
2020 and April 2021. Only two of these 17 complaints were confirmed, with the reason for the
odour due to the high volumes of waste that was received at the OL after the Napier flood in
November 2020.

7.11

It is noted that a common theme in submissions received was concern of potential increases in
odour as a result of the operation of Area B. The applicant has stated that multiple factors can
contribute to the emission of odour from landfilling activities, see Table 3.3 of the Applicant’s AEE 4.

7.12

The applicant has proposed to mitigate abnormal odour emission events using different methods,
including:
 Minimising the open working face to 1,200 m2 and burying any odorous waste with an
immediate cover
 Restricting hours of waste acceptance
 Minimising disturbance of completed fill areas
 Use of odour neutraliser sprays
 Installation of LFG collection system as early as practicable once filling commences in Area B
 Minimisation of downtime of LFG extraction system for maintenance
 Leachate management

7.13

It is expected that the proposed odour management regime, proposed consent conditions and the
Omarunui Landfill Operations and Maintenance Manual (O&M Manual) will mitigate nuisance
odour beyond the property boundary.

7.14

Dust

7.15

Dust generation could occur at both the construction and filling stages within Area B. The applicant
has stated that the dust generated will likely be large particles that will settle within 100 m of the
source.

7.16

Works associated with the excavation and stockpiling (including truck movements) are likely to be
the largest contributor of dust generation, with dry, windy weather conditions exacerbating the
issue.

7.17

All dwellings near the OL are located significantly further than 100 m away from the likely dust
generation sources, therefore it is expected that dust emissions from the OL are unlikely to cause a
nuisance to occupants in neighbouring dwellings.

7.18

In addition to the above, the applicant has indicated that measures such as water sprays will be
used to minimise dust generation.

7.19

Landfill Gas Emissions

7.20

Landfill gas is comprised of methane and carbon dioxide with small amounts of sulphur compounds.
It is generated as organic waste breaks down.

7.21

It is expected that 50% of LFG is captured by the collection system after a year and increasing to
80% as the filling progresses before reaching 95% after closure of the valley. Any LFG not captured
by LFG collection permeates through the landfill cap.

Omarunui Landfill – Area B Assessment of Effects on the Environment – Appendix M, prepared by Jason Pene dated
December 2020, page 10.
4
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7.22

Although approximately 45% to 60% of LFG is typically methane which is not toxic, small quantities
of organic compounds can be present which have the potential to cause adverse effects on human
health and are classified as hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). The applicant has undertaken a dilution
analysis to assess the potential effects of LFG from the fill area. It has been determined that the
scale of LFG HAP emissions are relatively small. It is considered that the low level of HAP emissions,
along with the high degree of dispersion potential between the fill area and the nearest dwellings
means that HAPs arising from Area B are unlikely to result in adverse health or other environmental
effects.

7.23

Emissions of Combustion Products

7.24

Exhaust will be generated from both the combustion of LFG for electricity and flare burns. The
applicant has provided emissions rates of contaminants from the flare and the LFG fired generator
in the Air Quality Report (Appendix M of the AEE) 5.

7.25

It is determined that the scale of contaminant emissions from the flare and LFG generator are
relatively low. The location of the combustion onsite is south of Area A, which is approximately 700
m from the nearest dwelling on Swamp Road. The Air Quality Assessment concludes that relatively
small rates of dilution are required and are achievable within close proximity to the flare. Therefore,
due to the small emission rate and large separation distance mean that it is unlikely the combustion
appliances result in adverse health or environmental effects.
Discharges of Stormwater and Groundwater – flooding and erosion

7.26

The applicant has stated that flooding does not occur at the OL. Upon the closure of Area B, it is
assumed that the recharge over the filled area will be reduce by the limited infiltration of rainfall
through the landfill cap. Any runoff that does occur will be controlled through the proposed
stormwater ponds and wetland.
Groundwater Take, Diversion and Quality

7.27

Groundwater Quality

7.28

The applicant has stated that potential effects on the groundwater quality will be mitigated through
the design and construction of the landfill lining system to ensure that leachate is captured.
Leachate is one of the main by-products of the waste degradation and poses a significant
environmental risk should it enter the groundwater system.

7.29

The applicant has provided specific details of the lining system in Section 6.6.2 of the AEE. The
quality control of the construction of the lining system will be undertaken by independent
operators and includes testing of the system prior to use.

7.30

Irrigation of the leachate is to occur on the surface of the landfill at an application rate that ensures
no runoff occurs. See the recommended draft conditions (Appendix 1) regarding the irrigation of
leachate to land.

7.31

In addition to the irrigation of leachate, the applicant has undertaken a hydrogeology assessment
(Appendix K of the AEE) 6 to determine the risk of groundwater quality degradation should leachate
seep through the lining. The assessment concludes that if leachate contaminants reach the
Upokohino Stream via the subsoil drains, the concentration levels of the contaminants would be
below the relevant guideline values. A contingency plan is in place to seal the subsoil drains after
the installation of the liner system should leachate be detected in the discharge of any subsoil pipe,
therefore preventing the leakage from entering the stormwater system.

5 Omarunui Landfill – Area B Assessment of Effects on the Environment – Appendix M, prepared by Jason Pene dated
December 2020, page 11.
6 Omarunui Landfill – Area B Assessment of Effects on the Environment – Appendix K, prepared by Ryan Tutbury, dated
November 2020
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7.32

A common theme that was raised through the submission process was the presence of arsenic in
the groundwater and the concern that the operation of landfilling in Area B would cause further
increases in arsenic in the water used for human consumption in the Breckenridge Subdivision.
Arsenic in the Breckenridge water supply has previously been raised as a concern in 2017. A sample
of the water used for human consumption was found to have twice the maximum acceptable value
(MAV) of arsenic present. An investigation was undertaken by HBRC into the concentrations of
arsenic in surrounding bores as well as sediment in the Breckenridge Drain. Figure 6 below details
sampling locations and bores above and below MAV for arsenic concentrations.

Figure 6. Arsenic concentrations from samples collected in groundwater bores (circles with no
outline), along with surface water and sediment samples collected from Breckenridge Drain
(circles with blue outline). Results are presented with respect to the MAV of 10 μg/L. The location
of exploratory bore 1685 is also shown.
7.33

Of the three potential sources of arsenic identified (Omarunui Landfill, a natural source originating
from Lake Rotokare and natural arsenic mobilised by reducing conditions in the Breckenridge
groundwater resource), it has been determined that the likely reason for the high concentrations
of arsenic is due to the reducing conditions in the Breckenridge groundwater resource. A
community meeting was held 29 June 2017 at the Hastings District Council Chambers with the
results presented to the attendees. The residents acknowledged that the high arsenic
concentrations are localised around the drinking water abstraction bore and subsequently
determined that the best approach would be to explore a better location for the water supply bore.
HBRC’s Manager Science, Dr Jeff Smith’s memo detailing the investigation is attached as Appendix
4 of this report.

7.34

Groundwater Take, Diversion and Drawdown

7.35

An assessment of the effects on groundwater levels from the excavation works required for the
construction of Area B has been undertaken. Typical groundwater levels are two to three meters
beneath the proposed landfill liner. With the exception of the toe bund installation, it is not
expected that groundwater will be encountered, therefore no dewatering will be required for the
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majority of the basegrade construction. As mentioned above, although groundwater seeps are not
expected beneath the majority of the area to be filled, sub soil drains will be installed to relieve
groundwater pressures beneath the lining system.
7.36

In order to construct the toe bund, approximately 9 m of alluvial material overlying limestone will
be excavated. Dry conditions are required for the construction, therefore dewatering is required.
The applicant estimates that the discharge will be between 8 and 50 L/s. The radius of influence is
expected to be 500 m from the edge of the excavation, therefore no effects on nearby surface and
groundwater users are expected as a result of the pumping. The pumped water is to be discharged
into the Upokohino Stream after passing through sediment ponds.

7.37

In summary, it is expected that the activities associated with construction Area B and the
subsequent landfilling will have a less than minor effect on the quality and quantity of groundwater
in the area around the landfill. It is noted that the applicant has proposed a significant suite of
groundwater monitoring conditions to monitor any potential effects which has been reviewed by
Council’s technical experts (see Appendix 1).
Surface Water

7.38

Surface Water Quantity

7.39

The proposed basegrade is to be two meters above the groundwater table, therefore no stream
depletion is expected due to the construction of the landfill.

7.40

While dewatering is expected for the construction of the toe bund, any water that is pumped out
of the area will eventually be discharged to the Upokohino Stream after sediment removal
treatment. Considering the non-consumptive nature of this activity, it is unlikely that any stream
depletion effects will be observed as a result of the pumping.

7.41

Surface Water Quality and Ecology

7.42

An ecological assessment for the Upokohino Stream was compiled by T+T on behalf of the applicant,
assessing the potential effects on the stream as a result of the activities associated with landfilling
in Area B 7. The Upokohino Stream has been assessed as having “low” ecological value by T+T. There
have been two sources of effects identified as potential contributors to water quality and ecological
values in the stream, sediment and contaminants in stormwater.

7.43

Suspended sediment in stream can cause adverse effects on any aquatic life present. In order to
avoid or mitigate in stream sediment the applicant has proposed to install a stormwater pond and
a polishing wetland system to treat all stormwater from Area B. Full details of the stormwater
treatment pond are detailed in section 6.6.6 of the applicant’s AEE. The stormwater pond has been
designed so that it is large enough to provide effective removal of sediment from runoff from the
site, as well as removal of other contaminants such as heavy metals. The applicant has identified
that along with sediment and erosion control measures, the area of active earthworks will also be
kept to a minimum area in order to minimise any potential mobilisation of sediment. Based on
treatment level the proposed sediment pond and polishing wetland will provide, along with the
construction methodology, it is considered that the likelihood of sediment entering the Upokohino
Stream is low.

7.44

Once Area B commences landfilling, any rain that falls on the area being filled is considered leachate
and will be discharged to the leachate system. If there was an accidental discharge of leachate to
the stormwater system there is the potential to for elevated metals, ammoniacal nitrogen and
organic contaminant/nutrient levels to be found in the stormwater pond, and further downstream,
the Upokohino Stream.

7.45

In order to avoid any discharges of leachate to the stormwater system, the applicant proposes to
regularly monitor the landfill surface to check for any potential leaks. An additional potential source

Omarunui Landfill – Area B Assessment of Effects on the Environment – Appendix L, prepared by Toni Shell, dated
October 2020, pages 11-20.
7
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of leachate entering the stormwater system or Upokohino Stream is through poor leachate
irrigation methods. The applicant has provided the following methods to avoid and mitigate
contamination of surface drains by leachate irrigation:
 Irrigating the leachate at a rate such that the leachate will soak into the cap rather than run
overland;
 Providing a separation distance of 10 m between the spray zone and any surface stormwater
drain to avoid any direct discharge of leachate into stormwater drains and so that any overland
flow that does occur has the opportunity to soak in the ground prior to reaching the stormwater
drain; and
 Monitoring spray drift under different weather conditions for the potential leachate to enter
stormwater drains to the extent that this may cause contamination.
7.46

The applicant has proposed to monitor the stormwater ponds and the Upokohino Stream regularly.
Macroinvertebrate monitoring in the Upokohino Stream will aid in determining how effective the
stormwater pond and wetland is working. Figure 7 below shows the location of the stormwater
pond and wetland in relation to Areas A, B and D.

Figure 7. Location of stormwater pond and wetland (north section of the map above Area B) in
relation to Areas A, B and D.
7.47

Wind blown litter has been identified by both the applicant and by submitters as a potential source
of contamination in the Upokohino Stream. Section 6.8.6 of the applicant’s AEE identifies the litter
fencing plan which involves mesh fences. Any litter that does escape will be collected by OL staff
on a routine basis. OL staff collects litter once a week routinely along Omarunui Road from the OL
entrance to the State Highway 50 intersection. In addition to this, should litter be observed either
side of the OL entrance then it is also collected, however the applicant has indicated that very few
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vehicles approach the OL from the Puketapu/Swamp Road end of the OL, as discussed and
confirmed with Martin Jarvis on 23 August 2021.
Cultural Values
7.48

The protection of Māori and their culture and traditions is recognised under the RMA as a matter
of national importance. The applicant has acknowledged the need to recognise and provide for
these matters and has provided evidence of pre-lodgement and post-notification engagement.

7.49

In assessing the potential cultural effects, I rely on the information provided by the applicant as a
result of the hui that have been held both prior to and post lodgement of the application, and any
recommended draft conditions of consent to avoid, remedy or mitigate potential effects including
those on Māori cultural values. I am not an expert in tikanga Māori or in Māori culture and values,
and although I have made an effort to better understand the values of mana whenua, I respect that
it is for those who hold mana whenua to identify and express these matters.

7.50

The applicant has identified that the Waiohiki Marae is located approximately 3.5 km east of the
OL. Ngāti Pārau is the principal hapū of the Marae. The applicant engaged with Ngāti Pārau prior to
lodging the application with HBRC. Ngāti Pārau were one of six mana whenua/māori entities
engaged prior to lodgement of the application, and the only hapū group to respond to the applicant.

7.51

Ngāti Pārau have identified that the Omarunui area is historically wāhi tapu because the Tūtaekurī
River and the Upokohino Stream were sources of mahinga kai, namely tuna and freshwater koura.
Ngāti Pārau also identified that in modern times the Upokohino Stream has been degraded by
surrounding land-uses. Ngāti Pārau have undertaken significant restoration works to restore the
Tūtaekurī River and Upokohino Stream including the planting of over 15,000 native plants since
2017, the majority of these being adjacent to the Upokohino Stream.

7.52

The applicant recognises the significance of the area for local iwi and hapū the potential effects on
the health and mauri of the local waterways and groundwater as a result of the landfilling activities.
As a result the applicant has proposed a range of control measures to avoid any further degradation
to the health and mauri of the waterways and groundwater.

7.53

Ngāti Pārau were directly notified of the application and provided a submission which has been
summarised in Section 6 of this report. Two subsequent meetings were held between the applicant
and Ngāti Pārau on 13/04/2021 and 31/07/2021.

7.54

At the hui on 13/04/2021 Martin Jarvis of HDC provided the attendees with a background and
overview of the OL and the need for Area B. Following on from this, discussion was held around
Ngāti Pārau’s submission, with T+T providing a series of slides addressing some of the concerns
raised. Topics discussed included stormwater and leachate collection and discharges, groundwater
flow direction and the liner system and material used for the liner system. The applicant explained
how they determined the difference between stormwater and leachate and what mitigation
measures are in place should leachate accumulate faster than what it can be irrigated out at. Dust
management is a concern for Ngāti Pārau as there a number of kaumātua residing in the area who
may be at risk of respiratory issues. The applicant confirmed that dust management techniques
such as water carts would be extensively used to mitigate any dust issues onsite. Finally, the issue
of waste material being spread outside of the landfill was addressed. The applicant explained that
even with the mesh fences and shelterbelts, some waste escapes due to wind. The OL staff regularly
carry out clean-ups on neighbouring properties as well as along Omarunui Road itself. At the
conclusion of the hui it was noted by the applicant and agreed by Ngāti Pārau that a cultural values
assessment (CVA) would be beneficial and that the applicant would provide Ngāti Pārau with a copy
of the AEE. Ngāti Pārau also queried the potential for employment opportunities as a result of the
development of Area B, with the applicant explaining that trainee opportunities are possible in the
future. The closing remarks from Ngāti Pārau were that they are far more comfortable with the
proposal.
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7.55

A similar hui was held at the Waiohiki Marae on 31/07/2021 with a larger group of attendees. The
purpose of this hui was to give a history of the OL, how the OL is owned and managed, the role the
OL plays in the region and presentation of some specific design and construction details. In addition
to this, an overview of the proposed planting and post-closure plans for the site was explained. The
hui was followed with a site visit to OL. The general reaction from the presentation was said to be
positive from Ngāti Pārau.

7.56

The applicant has stated that they have agreed with Ngāti Pārau to engage Ngāti Pārau to compile
a Cultural Values Assessment (CVA). It is expected that the CVA will likely have recommendations
for the applicant to incorporate into their processes. Consent conditions can be formulated based
on the recommendations and conclusions drawn in the CVA. At the time of writing, the applicant is
yet to receive the CVA from Ngāti Pārau.

7.57

In addition to the consultation with Ngāti Pārau the applicant also engaged with Heretaunga
Tamatea Settlement Trust (HTST), Te Taiwhenua o Heretaunga (TTOH) and Te Taiwhenua O Te
Whanganui-a-Orotu (TTWO).

7.58

The hui held 5/03/2020 with HTST was positive with HTST noting that they were ‘heartened’ to see
the measures proposed by the applicant. HTST also noted that the applicant has considered and
taken into account he ‘Iwi/Hapu Management Plan – ‘Tūtaekurī Awa Management and
Enhancement Plan’’.

7.59

The hui held 19/03/2020 with TTOH addressed some concerns raised by TTOH. Points of note were:







Monitoring of groundwater and stormwater
Earthworks, silt and erosion management
Acceptance of other district’s rubbish
How does the landfill cope with significant rainfall events
What does the OL receive from the Hastings Wastewater Treatment Plant
Is there a National Policy Statement on Waste Management?

7.60

An overview of the current practices and monitoring that occurs at the OL, and what is proposed
through the construction and landfilling at Area B was given to TTOH. A copy of the hui notes
addressing the topics above are attached as Appendix 5 of this report.

7.61

It is noted that the applicant approached TTWO, however no response was received by 2 April 2020.

7.62

In summary, it is the view of the report writer that the applicant has acknowledged and considered
the potential effects on the health and mauri of the local waterways and groundwater. The
proposed draft conditions will avoid, remedy or mitigate potential effects, including those on Māori
cultural values.
Visual and Landscape

7.63

The applicant has provided a Landscape Assessment (Appendix N of the AEE) 8 with the application.
Within the assessment, recommendations are made regarding the location of litter fences, final
contours for Area B and the use of shelter belts to reduce visibility of the landfill itself.

7.64

It is noted that the potential visual and landscape effects are assessed under the Hastings District
Council’s District Plan and cannot be considered as part of this assessment.
Noise and Vibration

7.65

The applicant has provided a Noise and Vibration report (Appendix O of the AEE) 9 with the
application. The report details that predicted noise levels at the notional boundary of the

8 Omarunui Landfill – Area B Assessment of Effects on the Environment – Appendix N, prepared by Philip Henderson
dated December 2019.
9 Omarunui Landfill – Area B Assessment of Effects on the Environment – Appendix O, prepared by Kelly Leemeyer,
dated December 2019.
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neighbouring sites of Area B would be within the 55 decibels permitted for Rural Zones set out in
the Proposed Hastings District Plan.
7.66

It is noted that the noise and vibration effects are assessed under the Hastings District Council’s
District Plan and cannot be considered as part of this assessment.
Traffic

7.67

The applicant has given a brief explanation of traffic movements at the OL. Access to Area B will be
from the existing entrance on Omarunui Road. Trucks depositing waste to Area B are not expected
to increase as a result of the construction and operation of Area B. It has been identified that
construction vehicles will be required on site during the construction phase.

7.68

It is noted that the traffic movements associated with the proposal are assessed by the relevant
Territory Local Authority (TLA), in this case HDC.
Geotechnical Stability

7.69

The applicant has provided a geotechnical report (Appendix J of the AEE) 10. Geotechnical
investigations are required in order to determine safe and efficient slope profiles within a landfill.
Conclusions drawn will confirm that the ground and groundwater conditions assumed in the design
process are consistent with what is encountered during the physical works.

7.70

Geotechnical investigations have been undertaken across Area B in 2009 and 2018. The results of
these investigations have been used in the design of the proposal including design slopes and the
toe bund. The applicant has identified that monitoring of any excavation for settlement will need
to be conducted to ensure engineered fill does not slip. See Figure 8 below for location of proposed
toe bund.

Figure 8. Location of proposed toe bund looking north down the centre of Area B.
Archaeology
7.71

The applicant has acknowledged that neither the Hastings District Plan nor the ArchSite identify any
recorded archaeological features on the site.

Omarunui Landfill – Area B Assessment of Effects on the Environment – Appendix J, prepared by Jamie Yule, dated
December 2020
10
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7.72

It is considered that the works required by the proposal are unlikely to cause damage to any
archaeological features. A consent condition is recommended requiring the consent holder to
contact the relevant parties in the event of any archaeological discoveries. An authority to modify,
damage or destroy an archaeological site may be required from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga if any such sites are found in the area of the works.
Positive Effects

7.73

The applicant states that the development of Area B will allow the continued disposal of waste form
the HDC and NCC Districts. The use of Area B aligns with the Joint Waste Management and
Minimisation Plan 2018 – 2024 (WMMP) and is situated within the existing landfill facility. Area B
has been identified as a likely future landfill site for some years.

7.74

Landfill gas (LFG) has been identified as an unavoidable by-product of waste disposal at a landfill
due to the decomposition of organic material. The applicant has proposed to capture the LFG
generated from Area B (as well as Areas A and D) and convert it into electricity (generation of
renewable energy). This electricity is sold back to the grid.

7.75

In addition to the above, through the process of post submission period consultation the applicant
has indicated that the development and operation of Area B could result in the generation of jobs
for local residents.
Summary

7.76

I consider the actual and potential adverse effects relating to the proposed works are minor.
Adverse effects due to the works and landfilling can be avoided or further mitigated through the
recommended conditions of consent.

8.

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

8.1

An assessment of alternative options has been prepared by T + T as part of the application.

8.2

This report details alternative options regarding to disposal methods, site selection, location within
the site, leachate management, stormwater discharges and discharges to air.

8.3

Alternative Disposal Methods

8.4

The applicant has stated that at a high level an alternative solution to landfills would be zero waste,
which is the ultimate objective set out in the Joint WMMP. At this time, this is not yet achievable
and would require legislation changes, significant infrastructure upgrades and general public buyin. Therefore, when considering the ‘Waste Futures Project’, the applicant has stated:

8.5

“NCC and HDC have completed a solid waste strategy project called Waste Futures 11.
This was a comprehensive project that looked at the current waste situation,
completion of an Indicative Business Case and then a Detailed Economic Business
Case for the consideration of the best options(s) for future disposal of solid waste.
Thirty-five options were initially investigated which were evaluated and a short list of
four options was produced. These short-listed options were:

8.6

A.
A new landfill cell at the Omarunui Landfill with a new kerbside collection
that includes refuse, recycling and organic material;

8.7

B.

8.8

C.
Using Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT) to process the general
waste. This technology sorts the waste material into more usable waste streams that

A commercial landfill outside of the region;

Jacobs, 2018. Waste Futures, Economic Case, prepared for Hastings District Council and Napier City Council,
19 September 2018.
11
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can be processed into other uses. Disposal of residuals to an extended Omarunui
Landfill; and
8.9

D.
Using gasification technology to thermally treat the waste material to
recover the energy from it. The process can produce electricity or steam which can be
beneficially used by other industrial processes. Disposal of residuals to an extended
Omarunui Landfill.

8.10

The short list options were looked at in more detail to evaluate their economic, social,
cultural and environmental impact. The evaluation included scoring against nine
Critical Success Factors and applying weighting of relative importance to these. The
evaluation consisted of sensitivity testing, which looked at commercial and economic
factors that could affect the short-listed options. The critical elements for cost were
the cost per household and the impact on the diversion of material from landfill.
Option A scored the highest in the multi-criteria assessment after all factors were
taken into account 12. Option A, involves:

8.11

> Optimising the collection system to maximise the diversion of materials from
landfill;

8.12

> Working towards development of additional landfill capacity at the Omarunui
Landfill.

8.13

Based on the available modelling, Option A was expected to result in a modest
increase in diversion of recyclables and organics from landfill while keeping costs
similar to those currently incurred.”

8.14

Ultimately, the applicant has proceeded with Option A, and the resulting application for relevant
resource consents has been made.

8.15

Site Selection

8.16

The OL was selected as the site of choice due to the knowledge of the site and that OL is already
designated for the landfill, with existing infrastructure already established. Therefore, developing
an alternative site was not explored by the applicant.

8.17

Location within the Site

8.18

As discussed above, the OL comprises of four valleys, two of which have already been filled. Area B
and C remain available for future waste disposal. Due to waste volumes decreasing, Area D has
gained an additional 10 years fill expectancy. As mentioned earlier in this section, HDC and NCC
have begun moving towards a zero waste initiative. With Area B having a smaller airspace compared
to Area C, it is considered that Area B is a more appropriate size for the next stage of filling.

8.19

In addition to the details above, significant excavation works have occurred in Area B, with the
excavated material being used for the liner construction of Area D. This results in less preparatory
works and the ability to use existing access routes.

8.20

Finally, Area B is less visible to the surrounding area compared to Area C, making it a more attractive
site for future disposal.

8.21

Leachate Management

8.22

The applicant has proposed to discharge leachate by way of spray irrigation to the existing landfill
cap. Other options of leachate management that the applicant considered were:
 Pipeline to connect to the HDC sewerage system;
 Pipeline to connect to the NCC sewerage system;
 Disposal of leachate by spray irrigation to the landfill cap; and,

Refer Appendix F of Jacobs, 2017. HDC and NCC Waste Assessment, prepared for Hastings District Council
and Napier City Council, 19 September 2018.
12
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 Leachate evaporation, using LFG as the heat source.
8.23

The applicant has ruled out piping the leachate to the municipal wastewater plants due to the
remoteness of the OL site. The 8 to 9 km pipe that would be required was considered cost
prohibitive.

8.24

The applicant has stated that leachate evaporation leads to the eventual degradation of leachate
quality due to the recirculation of the residual by-products that remain after the evaporation
process.

8.25

With the above factors considered, it was determined by the applicant that spray irrigation of
leachate was the preferred option in terms of practicality and efficiency.

8.26

Stormwater Discharges

8.27

The only alternative consideration in terms of stormwater discharge that the applicant has
investigated is the diversion of stormwater to different catchments. The applicant has stated that
retaining water within its catchment wherever possible is a key principle.

8.28

A ‘polishing wetland’ has been proposed by the applicant. This is in addition to the treatment ponds
and aims to remove sediment during normal flows (up to a 2-year ARI event). It is considered that
the wetland may also provide additional treatment for organic chemicals and dissolved heavy
metals should there be any accidental or unintentional discharges into the stormwater system.

8.29

Discharges to Air

8.30

The applicant has stated that the National Environmental Standard for Air Quality limits the range
of alternatives that can be considered in terms of discharges to air, as a requirement for the
applicant is to capture and burn landfill gas.

8.31

The applicant has proposed to capture the gas to generate electricity. Other options that have not
been considered in this proposal include burning the gas in a flare, burning the gas for heating of
glasshouses, and treating the gas for off-site combustion.

8.32

Summary

8.33

Overall, the proposed activities have been chosen based on best practicable options, while meeting
regulation requirements.

9.

POLICY CONTEXT AND EVALUATION

9.1

The applicant’s assessment against the relevant planning instruments is comprehensive. The policy
assessment undertaken by the applicant is set out in Section 13 of the AEE, prepared by T+T. In
general, I agree with the policy evaluation that the applicant has undertaken, Therefore, to avoid
unnecessary duplication, I have taken the approach of specifying area of the assessment that I agree
within full, adding any information that I feel has been overlooked and identifying any points of
disagreement.

9.2

In deciding this application, the RMA contains a number of provisions that require consideration.
These include sections 104, 105 and 107, Section 104(1) is subject to matters contained in Part 2 of
the RMA, which contains sections 5, 6, 7 and 8.

9.3

The Fourth Schedule of the RMA (clause 2(1)(g)) requires an assessment of the activity against any
relevant provisions of a document referred to in section 104 (1)(b). Clause 2(2) of the Fourth
Schedule explains that this assessment must include an assessment against:
a)
b)
c)

Any relevant objectives, policies or rules in a document; and
Any relevant requirement, conditions or permissions in any rules in a document; and
Any other relevant requirements in a document (for example, in a national environmental
standard or other regulations)
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9.4

In terms of section 104(1)(b) the relevant documents may be:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

9.5

A national environmental standard;
Other regulations;
A national policy statement;
A New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement;
A regional policy statement or proposed policy statement; and
A plan or proposed plan.

In terms of the overall section 104(b) list of documents, the following are considered relevant, have
been assessed by the applicant and their provisions are also analysed below:
a)
b)
c)
d)

The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 (Freshwater NPS 2020);
National Policy Statement for Renewable Electricity Generation 2011;
The National Environmental Standards for Air Quality 2004;
National Environmental Standards for Assessment and Managing Contaminants in Soil to
Protech Human Health 2011 (NES Soil);
e) The operative regional policy statement (RPS), which is part of the Regional Resource
Management Plan, 2006 (sections 2 and 3 of the Plan);
f) The operative Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan (RRMP) 2006;
g) Hastings District Plan

9.6

In addition to the documents listed above, I consider the National Environmental Standards for
Freshwater Management 202 to be relevant also.

9.7

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (Freshwater NPS 2020)During the consent
processing of this application, the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020
came into force (3 September 2020). Freshwater NPS 2020 sets out the objectives and policies for
freshwater management under the RMA and supersedes Freshwater NPS 2014 (amended 2017),
which is what the applicant has assessed the application against.

9.8

The new key requirements of freshwater NPS 2020, which are relevant are:
 Te Mana o te Wai – freshwater needs to be managed by involving and “working with Tangata
Whenua and communities to set out long-term visions in the regional policy statement” 13
 Manage natural and physical resources firstly with the health and wellbeing of water bodies in
mind, secondly what is needed for human health and finally other uses (to provide for social,
economic, and cultural well-being)
 Improve degraded water bodies, maintain and improve all others within five years
 Monitor and report annually on freshwater (Council)

9.9

Te Mana o te Wai is a holistic and integral part of freshwater management, upholding Te Mana o
te Wai is to acknowledge and protect the mauri of the wai “Te Mana o te Wai is about restoring
and preserving the balance between the water, the wider environment, and the community”. There
are six principles within the concept of Te Mana o te Wai and they are:
 Mana whakahaere: the power, authority, and obligations of tangata whenua to make decisions
that maintain, protect, and sustain the health and well-being of, and their relationship with,
freshwater.
 Kaitiakitanga: the obligation of tangata whenua to preserve, restore, enhance, and sustainably
use freshwater for the benefit of present and future generations.
 Manaakitanga: the process by which tangata whenua show respect, generosity, and care for
freshwater and for others.
 Governance: the responsibility of those with authority for making decisions about freshwater
to do so in a way that prioritises the health and well-being of freshwater now and into the
future.

13

National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020 – Ministry of Environment website
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 Stewardship: the obligation of all New Zealanders to manage freshwater in a way that ensures
it sustains present and future generations.
 Care and respect: the responsibility of all New Zealanders to care for freshwater in providing
for the health of the nation.
9.10

The planning assessment included in the application documents did provide an assessment of the
proposed activities against the NPS for freshwater management 2014, however there is no
acknowledgement of Te Mana o te Wai.

9.11

The NPS FM also seeks to ensure that the health and well-being of degraded water bodies and
freshwater ecosystems is improved, or other maintained and improved. The national objectives
framework is expanded and includes bottom line attributes for water bodies. Freshwater is to be
managed in an integrated way that considers the use and development of land on a whole of
catchment basis, including effects on receiving environments.

9.12

This proposal is consistent with the objectives and policies of the NPS FM because it will not cause
the degradation of water quality or adverse effects on freshwater ecosystems. It enables people to
provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being. The proposed activities are subject to the
provisions of the RRMP. The RRMP will need to be amended to give effect to NPS FM and Te Mana
o te Wai and must be notified by 2024.

9.13

The agreed actions regarding stream enhancement and planting that has been agreed to by the
application as a result of post submission consultation with mana whenua aligns with what Te Mana
o te Wai seeks to achieve. The applicant has indicated that they intend to maintain dialogue with
mana whenua groups throughout the development process, therefore it is considered that this
proposal is consistent with what Te Mana o te Wai, and the NPS FM seeks to achieve as a whole.
National Policy Statement for Renewable Electricity Generation 2011 (NPSREG)

9.14

The NPSREG recognises and highlights the importance of renewable energy and has been
developed to assist with reaching the Government’s target of 90% electricity generation from
renewable sources by 2025. The applicant has identified that the landfill captures LFG and uses this
to generate electricity which is fed back into the grid. Therefore it is considered that the proposal
aligns with the NPSREG as the OL will be contributing to the renewable electricity supply in the
Hawke’s Bay region.
National Environmental Standards for Freshwater Management 2020 (NES FM)

9.15

The NES FM sets out a range of standards to regulate activities that pose risks to the health of
freshwater and freshwater ecosystems. These standards came into force on 3 September 2020. The
standards are designed to protect existing inland and coastal wetlands, protect urban and rural
streams from in-filling, ensure connectivity of fish habitat (fish passage), set minimum requirements
for feedlots and other stockholding areas, improve poor practice intensive winter grazing of forage
crops, restrict further agricultural intensification until the of 2024 and limit the discharge of
synthetic nitrogen fertiliser to land and require reporting of fertiliser use. 14

9.16

The application includes the construction and use of a ‘polishing wetland’. NES FM sets out
regulations around works in and near natural wetlands. As this wetland is a manmade wetland, the
regulations do not apply to this application.
National Environmental Standards for Air Quality 2004 (NES Air Quality)

9.17

14

The NES Air Quality are regulations made under the RMA which set a guaranteed minimum level of
health protection. The NES Air Quality includes specific requirements for the management of landfill
gas, see regulations 26 and 27. As described previously in this report, the applicant has proposed
to capture LFG from Area B for electricity generation. Any additional or excess gas is to be flared in
accordance with the regulations set out in the NES Air Quality.

National Environmental Standards for Freshwater Management 2020 – Ministry of Environment Website
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9.18

It is considered that the proposed activities are in accordance with the NES Air Quality.
National Environmental Standards for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health 2011 (NES Soil)

9.19

The NES Soil pertains to assessing and managing potential adverse effects on human health from
contaminants in soil as a result of five activities, including soil disturbance. The NES Soil only applies
to activities to land which has had activities occurring on it which are on the Hazardous Activities
and Industries List (HAIL). Area B is currently in pasture and the applicant considers it unlikely that
the former land-uses have included an activity on the HAIL.

9.20

I agree with the applicant’s conclusions, therefore the NES Soil does not apply to this application.
National Environmental Standards for Sources of Human Drinking Water 2007

9.21

Regulations 7 and 8 of the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Sources
of Human Drinking Water) Regulations 2007 (NES) apply to water and discharge permits issued by
regional councils.

9.22

Regulations 7 and 8 only apply to an activity that has the potential to affect a registered drinkingwater supply that provides no fewer than 501 people with drinking water for not less than 60 days
each calendar year. The nearest registered supply is located approximately 1 km north east of the
proposed discharge and supplies 25-100 people, therefore Regulations 7 and 8 do not apply.

9.23

The proposal is unlikely to result in an increase in the concentration of aesthetic determinands in
the drinking water at the Breckenridge subdivision bore due to the separation distance. As such, it
is considered that the proposed activity will not result in any change in the concentration of
determinands in the drinking water the point of discharge and the Breckenridge Subdivision bore.

9.24

Regulation 12 only applies to an activity that has the potential to affect a registered drinking-water
supply that provides no fewer than 25 people with drinking water for not less than 60 days each
calendar year.

9.25

As there is a registered drinking water supply of this nature approximately 1 km from of the
proposed activity, a condition of consent under Regulation 12 is recommended. While unlikely, this
will ensure the operators of this supply are notified if an event occurs that may have a significant
adverse effect on the quality of the water at this abstraction point.
Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan (RRMP) and Regional Policy Statement (RPS)

9.26

Decision-makers on resource consent applications must have regard to the provisions of the RRMP
as required by section 104(1)(b)(vi) of the RMA. The RRMP became fully operative on 28 August
2006. It contains rules which establish the status of applications in relation to activities pertaining
to the proposed landfilling to occur at Area B.

9.27

The RPS is incorporated in the RRMP. The RPS comprises Chapters 1 to 4 of the overall plan 15 with
Chapters 2 and 3 setting out the main objectives and policies. Chapter 4 recognises non-regulatory
methods for achieving the objectives including information and education.

9.28

The applicant has assessed the proposal against the relevant objectives and policies in the RRMP
(both RPS and Regional Plan) in section 13.7 of the AEE. The applicant’s assessment is detailed
below in Table 3.
Table 3. Applicant’s Policy Assessment

15

Key Theme

Reference

Comment

Sustainable
management

RPS:

The Omarunui Landfill is an important resource for the Hawke’s Bay
region. With appropriate design and management to avoid and mitigate
adverse effects on the environment, the Omarunui Landfill can continue

Objective 1

See Chapter 1.2.1
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Regional Plan:
Objective 38
Policy 67

to be operated in a sustainable way whilst continuing to provide a critical
service to the Hawke’s Bay region. Measures are proposed to
appropriately manage the potential effects of the Area B, such as
leachate collection and erosion and sediment controls, such that the
effects can be appropriately managed.

Policy 68
Off-site
impacts/nuisance

RPS:
Objective 17
Objective 18
Objective 33B

Air quality

RPS:
Policy 8

The potential adverse effects of the operation of the landfill on
neighbouring land uses has been considered in Section 10 of this AEE, in
particular odour and dust (10.3.1), visual and landscape (10.7), noise and
vibration (10.9), and traffic (10.10) effects. Due to the location,
topography, and proposed mitigation measures, the potential adverse
effects in relation to these matters are expected to be no more than
minor.
An assessment of discharges to air has been undertaken and is contained
in Appendix M and summarised in Section 10.3. Provided identified
mitigation measures are implemented the potential adverse effects of
odour emissions on the environment are assessed as being minor and
offensive or objectionable odour is unlikely.

Regional Plan:
Objective 39
Objective 39a
Policy 69
Groundwater
quality

RPS:
Policy 17
Policy 29
Objective 22
Regional Plan:
Objective 43

An assessment of potential effects on groundwater has been undertaken,
and is contained in Appendix K. The proposed works include measures to
avoid or mitigate potential adverse effects on groundwater quality. The
site falls outside of the Heretaunga Plains and Ruataniwha Plains aquifer
systems. A lining system is proposed to prevent contamination of
groundwater from leachate. Modelling has also been undertaken, to
assess the effects of potential leachate seepage through the lining
system. Effects on nearby water users of groundwater are not expected.
Any diversion of groundwater would occur above mean sea level.
Therefore there are no expected effects at the site associated with saline
intrusion.

Policy 75
Policy 76
Policy 76A
Groundwater
quantity

RPS:
Objective 23
Objective 24

An assessment of potential effects on groundwater has been undertaken,
and is contained in Appendix K. Effects on groundwater quantity beyond
the site boundary has been considered as negligible as dewatering for the
purposes of landfill construction will be short term and occurring within
bedrock.

Policy 28
Policy 43
Regional Plan:
Objective 44
Policy 78
Policy 78A
Surface
quality

water

RPS:
Objective 40
Policy 71
Policy 72

An assessment of potential effects on surface water quality is contained
in Appendix L. The management of stormwater on the site both during
the construction and operation of the landfill is vital for managing effects
on freshwater systems.
The site will be managed to ensure that any stormwater in contact with
waste is treated as leachate and is captured, and that stormwater in
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Policy 72A

contact with development areas will be passed through the
sedimentation ponds to ensure treatment.

Regional Plan:
Objective LW1
Objective 27
Policy 47
Policy 49
Infrastructure

RPS:
Objective 32

Maori values and
kaitiakitanga

RPS:
Objective LW3
Objective 34

The proposed Area B landfill will provide capacity to allow HDC and NCC
to continue to appropriately dispose of waste generated in their districts
that has not been successfully diverted or recycled. In this respect it
supports the economic and social wellbeing of the community and
provides for health and safety.
HDC recognises tikanga Maori values and has initiated consultation with
local hapu and iwi to better understand the particular cultural values that
apply to this site and the potential effects of Area B on these values. HDC
will continue to work with iwi and hapū and will respond to any issues
raised as the consenting processing continues.

Objective 35
9.29

I agree with the assessment undertaken by the applicant in relation to the RPS and RRMP provisions
summarised above and set out in the application.

9.30

HDC District Plan and Alteration to Designation

9.31

The applicant has provided an assessment of the proposal against the HDC District Plan objectives
and policies. As detailed in the AEE, resource consents are required from HBRC, as well as an
alteration to designation.

9.32

Section 181 of the RMA provides for applications to alter designations. The key provisions for the
notice of requirement are set out in section 168A of the RMA which applies if a territorial authority
decides to issue a notice of requirement for a designation for a public work within its district and
for which it has financial responsibility.

9.33

The applicant has identified the reasons as to why the works are necessary for achieving HDC’s
objectives as well as undertaking an assessment of alternative options. It is noted that the
processing of the alteration to the designation is occurring concurrently to the resource consent
application through HBRC, and a resulting joint hearing is therefore to be held.
Part 2 of the RMA

9.34

Part 2 of the RMA is the Act’s purpose and principles, including matters of national importance in
section 6, other matters which particular regard must be had in section 7, and Treaty principles in
section 8. Section 104(1) of the RMA makes all decisions on resource consent applications subject
to Part 2. The phrase “subject to Part 2” was subject to appeal in the recent case R J DAVIDSON
FAMILY TRUST v MARLBOROUGHG DISTRICT COUNCIL [2019] NZCA 57. The result of this appeal
makes it very clear “that pt 2 should be considered and would override the provisions of planning
instruments in the event of a conflict between those and pt 2”. Particularly if it is clear there is a
shortfall or gap in the objectives, policies or provisions in a Regional or District Plan(s) as was found
in the DAVIDSON case. I have considered the applicant’s assessment against Part 2 and also briefly
set out my own analysis of the relevant parts of Part 2 for this proposal below.

9.35

Section 5

9.36

Section 5 sets out the purpose of the RMA, is to “promote the sustainable management of natural
and physical resources”. The term “sustainable management” is defined in section 5(2) as meaning
“managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at
a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural
wellbeing, and for their health and safety while:
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a) Sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding minerals) to meet the
reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations,
b) Safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil, and ecosystems,
c) Avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment.”
9.37

The proposed activity is considered to be consistent with section 5 of the Act, as the activities will
enable the use and development of the site in a way that provides for the social, cultural and
economic wellbeing of residents of Napier and Hastings by providing a sanitary and contained
facility for disposal of waste.

9.38

Section 6

9.39

Section 6 of the Act sets out a number of matters of national importance, including the protection
of natural features and significant habitats of indigenous fauna.

9.40

The applicant has stated that “the location and design of the proposed landfill area has taken into
account existing natural features, such as streams and has been designed to avoid directly
impacting on these features”. I agree with the applicant’s summary.

9.41

Section 7

9.42

Section 7 identifies a number of “other matters” to be given particular regard by the Council in the
consideration of any assessment for resource consent and includes the efficient use of natural and
physical resources, and the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values and the quality of
the environment.

9.43

It is considered that as the OL is an existing landfill, the use of Area B for further landfilling is an
efficient option for the disposal of waste. Area B is largely not visible off-site therefore the proposal
will not affect the visual amenity of the surrounding area significantly. Additionally, the capture of
LFG for conversion to electricity is considered a positive progression to reducing the effects of
climate change.

9.44

Section 8

9.45

Section 8 requires the Council to take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.
Consideration was given to the effects on cultural values. It is considered that the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi have been taken into account. Notice of the application was sent to Heretaunga
Tamatea Settlement Trust, Ngati Kahungunu Iwi Incorporated, Ngati Parau Hapu Trust, Te
Taiwhenua o Heretaunga. Further consultation post lodgement has occurred which has been detail
previously in this report.
RMA Part 6

9.46

Section 104

9.47

The matters of Section 104(1) to be considered when assessing an application for a resource
consent are as follows:
a) Any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity; and
b) Any relevant provisions of:
i. A national environmental standard;
ii. Other regulations;
iii. A national policy statement;
iv. A New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement;
v. A regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement;
vi. A plan or proposed plan; and
c) Any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably necessary to
determine the application.

Page 34

9.48

Section 104B provides that after considering an application for a resource consent for a
discretionary activity, a consent authority may grant or refuse the application, and if granted, may
impose conditions under section 108.

9.49

Sections 105 and 107

9.50

Sections 105 and 107 pertain to applications for discharges under section 15. Section 105 requires
the consent authority to have regard to the nature of the discharge and the sensitivity of the
receiving environment, the applicant’s reasons for the proposed choice and possible alternative
methods of discharge. These factors have been discussed in sections 7 and 8 of this report.

9.51

The matters of section 107(1) to be considered when assessing an application for a resource
consent are as follows:
a) The discharge of a contaminant or water into water; or
b) A discharge of a contaminant onto or into land in circumstances which may result in that
contaminant (or any other contaminant emanating as a result of natural processes from that
contaminant) entering water; or the dumping in the coastal marine area from any ship, aircraft,
or offshore installation of any waste or other matter that is a contaminant, if after reasonable
mixing, the contaminant or water discharged (either by itself or in combination with the same,
similar, or other contaminants or water), is likely to give rise to all or any of the following effects
in the receiving waters;
c) The production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scum or foams, or floatable or suspended
materials;
d) Any conspicuous change in the colour or visual clarity;
e) Any emission of objectionable odour;
f) The rendering of fresh water unsuitable for consumption by farm animals;
g) Any significant adverse effects on aquatic life.

9.52

The proposed discharges that are to occur is consistent with the matters detailed above.
Recommended consent conditions will ensure this.
Relevant Statutory Acknowledgements – Heretaunga Tamatea Claims Settlement Act 2019

9.53

The Tūtaekurī River and tributaries is recognised as a statutory area as set out by the relevant
sections of the Heretaunga Tamatea Claims Settlement Act 2019. This statutory area falls within
the Heretaunga Tamatea Settlement Trust Area of Interest.

9.54

Tūtaekurī River and its tributaries within Heretaunga Tamatea area of interest. Prior to the 1931
Napier earthquake, the Tūtaekurī River flowed into the southern end of Te Whanganui a Orotu
(Napier inner harbour). The river mouth area provided a rich source of shellfish varieties including
tuangi, pipi, pupu and kuku. In times of flooding the river formed another course which ran down
the Korokipo lowlands and along the southern side of the Rahuiroa hills. The Tūtaekurī river takes
its name from an incident that occurred when Hikawera, a son of Te Whatuiapiti, came to the aid
of a starving party of travellers. He ordered 70 dogs be prepared to feed the hungry wanderers. The
place where this occurred became known as Te Umukurī. The offal was thrown into the river hence
the name Tūtaekurī. Hikawera had a pā at Waiohiki on the Tūtaekurī.

9.55

The Tūtaekurī River provided a major access-way into the interior toward the Ruahine Range. Over
the years, a string of pā were built alongside the banks of the Tūtaekurī River, including:
 Tahunamoa – located on the south side of the Tūtaekurī River around Waiohiki. This pā was
built by Taraia and the famous whare, Te Raroakiaki, was found here;
 Takutaioterangi - where Te Whatuiapiti won an important victory; and
 Ōueroa – a pā established by Te Rangitaumaha, son of Taraia, which was located on directly
above Te Umukurī. Te Huhuti was raised here and this was where she left on her famous
journey to Te Roto-a-Tara on her quest to gain Te Whatuiapiti as her husband.
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9.56

The inhabitants of the river side pā drew resources from the river and the associated wetland areas.
These resources included inanga, ngaore, and kākahi and food such as kōareare and pungapunga
from raupō plants.

9.57

In accordance with the provisions of the Heretaunga Tamatea Claims Settlement Act 2019, a
summary of the application was sent to the trustees of the Heretaunga Tamatea Settlement Trust
on 24/01/2020. No comments were received by HBRC at the time of writing. In addition, the
applicant has provided evidence further consultation has been undertaken with Heretaunga
Tamatea which has appeared to be positive in nature. As such, it is considered that Heretaunga
Tamatea Settlement Trust do not have any significant concerns with the proposed activity.

10.

CONSULTATION AND NOTIFICATION ASSESSMENT

10.1

The applicant requested that the application be publicly notified. The application was notified on
19 January 2021, with the submission period ending (after 20 working days) on 17 February 2021.

10.2

In addition to the notice in the local newspaper, hard copies being available to view and access to
the application online, direct notification was also sent to the following parties:




















Hawke’s Bay District health Board
Hawke’s Bay Fish and Game Council
Department of Conservation
Hastings District Council
Heretaunga Tamatea Settlement Trust
Ngāti Kahungunu Iwi Incorporated
Ngāti Pārau Hapū Trust
Te Taiwhenua o Heretaunga
Anthony William Baxter
Martin Robert Telford
Peter Hilsley Short
Hamish Richardson Gilbert
Kevin John McCarthy
Daniel Joseph Bearsley
John Philip Southward
Neal Robert Cave
George Ian Sandbrook
Notchwood Services Limited
Hamish Geoffrey Wyndham Goodwin

10.3

As discussed in Section 6 of this report, Eight submissions were received on the resource consent
application. Of these eight submissions, seven were in support and one in opposition to the proposal.
It is worth noting that 16 submissions were received on the NoR application that were in fact relevant
to the resource consent application. As a result, the submissions received on the NoR have been
considered in the processing of this application. Two of the 16 submissions on the NoR were in support
of the application, with 13 in opposition and one neutral.

10.4

Further consultation was undertaken by the applicant with submitters at various times after the
submission period had closed which included detailed description of all aspects of the proposal and
site visits to the OL. No amended draft conditions have been provided as a result of this further
consultation, however, the minutes of the meetings provided by the applicant indicate that the
submitters are more comfortable with the proposal after the meetings, with the applicant indicating
that they indent to continue the consultation through the development process. This being said, as
previously noted, no submissions have been withdrawn as a result of the further consultation.
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11.

RECOMMENDED CONSENT CONDITIONS

11.1

A set of recommended consent conditions is provided in Appendix 1 for consideration. These
conditions are generally similar to the conditions recommended by the applicant (AEE, Appendix
S). Recommended consent conditions of note would require the applicant to complete a suite of
monitoring of all activities covered by this proposal throughout the duration of this consent. It is
expected that the recommended consent conditions will be further refined with input from the
applicant prior to the hearing, and if possible, a set of agreed recommended conditions will be
provided for consideration.

12.

CONSENT DURATION

12.1

In recommending a consent duration for the proposed new consents, the reporting officer has
considered a number of factors including but not limited to the below:






12.2

The duration of consent sought by the applicant
The Regional Resource Management Plan (August 2006)
The level of information provided regarding effects of the activities
The potential effects of the activities
Other landfill activity comparisons.

In terms of the Act, sections 5(2) and 123, the following matters are relevant factors to be
considered:
 Enabling people to provide for their economic well-being and health and safety
 The economic effects on the consent holder of a particular consent term

12.3

A decision on what is the appropriate term of the applications requires an assessment of the actual
and potential effects on the environment, the nature of the discharges, the sensitivity of the
receiving environment to adverse effects and alternatives.

12.4

The effects of the activities have been discussed in Section 7 of this report, and by the evidence of
Council’s experts attached as Appendix 2. The findings and conclusions of the information and
scientific reports provided by the applicant in relation to the proposal and its effects are considered
sufficient.

12.5

The proposal involves a long-term investment with the construction and installation of significant
infrastructure required for the ongoing activities associated with the landfill operation.

12.6

With the above points in mind, a consent duration on all new consents of 35 years has been
recommended.

12.7

The consent duration cannot be changed through a change of conditions process. The consent
expiry date of AUTH-113990-04 and AUTH-122021-02 will therefore remain unchanged as 31 May
2039.

13.

MONITORING
Monitoring by Consent Holder

13.1

The draft conditions of consent recommended require significant monitoring during and post
construction works of Area B, as well as while discharge of waste (and associated activities) to Area
B occurs, throughout the term of the consents sought. These requirements set out by the
recommended conditions of the consents which are supplied in draft format anticipating that some
changes may be required following further discussion of issues at the hearing.
Monitoring by Council
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13.2

It is recommended that there be provision for Council to undertake monitoring during the
construction of the proposed stormwater treatment ponds and subsequent works associated with
the development of Area B prior to the discharge of waste. Costs of this monitoring will be charged
to the consent holder and shall be in accordance with the Annual Plan at that time.

13.3

The recommendation is that routine monitoring of this consent may be undertaken by a Council
officer no more than three times a year to check compliance with the consent conditions of the
consents. The costs of this routine monitoring and any formal monitoring programme that may be
established in consultation with the consent holder will be charged to the consent holder in
accordance with the Annual Plan at the time.

13.4

“Non-routine” inspections will be made on other occasions if there is reason to believe (e.g.
following a complaint from the public, or monitoring) that the consent holder is in breach of the
conditions of a consent. The cost of non-routine monitoring will be charged to the consent holder
in the event that non-compliance with conditions is determined, or if the consent holder is deemed
not to be fulfilling the obligations specified in the RMA.

14

CONCLUSION

14.1

This assessment has been carried out in accordance with s 104, 104B, 105, 107 and 108 of the RMA
and it is recommended that consent be granted. This recommendation is subject to the
recommended conditions of consent.

15.

RECOMMENDATION

15.1

The recommendation of the Senior Consents Officer (subject to matters outlined previously) is that
the resource consents, as attached in draft format, be granted to the Hastings District Council and
Napier City Council.

Recommending Officer

Reviewed By

Recommendation Confirmed

Greg Shirras
Senior Consents Planner
POLICY AND REGULATION GROUP

Tania Diack
Team Leader Consents
POLICY AND REGULATION GROUP

Katrina Brunton
General Manager
POLICY AND REGULATION GROUP

26 August 2021

26 August 2021

26 August 2021
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APPENDIX 1: DRAFT RECOMMENDED CONSENT CONDITIONS
Note, for clarities sake, these draft conditions will be continued to be reviewed and revised prior to the
hearing. A copy of the revised draft conditions will be circulated prior to the commencement of the hearing.

Solid Waste Consent
This consent covers the following:
 Discharge of contaminants to land and water for Area B
 Diversion and discharge of stormwater for Area B
 Diversion and discharge of drainage water for Area B
1.

The consent holder shall undertake all operations generally in accordance with any drawings,
specifications, statements of intent, proposed mitigation measures and other information supplied
to the Regional Council in relation to this resource consent. Specifically, this includes the following
documents:
a. Resource consent application to change conditions of consent, received by Regional Council
December 2019, including Omarunui Landfill – Area B – Assessment of Effects on the
Environment, dated December 2020.
b. Omarunui Landfill – Area B: Further Information (s92 RMA), report prepared for Hastings
District Council by Tonkin & Taylor, August 2020.
c. Omarunui Landfill – Area B: Further Information (s92 RMA), report prepared for Hastings
District Council by Tonkin & Taylor, September 2020.
d. Omarunui Landfill Operations and Maintenance Manual prepared by Stantec Ltd for Hastings
District Council.
Where a conflict arises between any conditions of this consent and the application documentation, the
conditions of this consent prevail.
Peer Review Panel
2. The consent holder shall establish and retain, at its own cost, an Independent Peer Review Panel, to
review the design and construction of all stages of the Area B landfill as well as the ongoing operation
and aftercare of Area B. The Independent Peer Review Panel shall comprise at least two persons who
together shall be:
 Independent of the Consent Holder
 Experienced in landfill design, construction and management
 Experienced in landfill geotechnical, landfill gas, groundwater and surface water aspects
 Recognised by their peers as having such experience, knowledge and skill
 Approved in writing by Hawke’s Bay Regional Council.
3.

Prior to commencing the construction of a new landfill stage, the Consent Holder shall submit a
design report and design drawings for the relevant stage to the Peer Review Panel for certification
that it meets the requirements of the consent. The Peer Review Panel shall communicate this
certification to Council.

4.

The Peer Review Panel shall prepare an annual report to be submitted to Council (Manager
Compliance) prior to 1 March each year, on the adequacy of the following matters in relation to
meeting the requirements of the consents:
 Any management or monitoring plans reviewed during the year
 Any designs reviewed during the year
 Construction activities undertaken including:
o Site preparation, including hydrogeological and geotechnical issues
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o Liner construction
o Leachate collection system installation
o Landfill gas collection system installation
 Landfill operation including
o Water control, including stormwater and leachate management
o Waste compaction, including method and degree
o Waste acceptance
o Daily and intermediate cover material used
o Landfill gas collection system
o Leachate collection and irrigation
 Monitoring and records
 Rehabilitation.
This report shall be based on:
 A review of the landfill annual monitoring report
 Review of designs submitted during the year
 Review of construction QA reports
 Any further enquiries and inspections required by the Peer Review Panel to allow them to
undertake their duties.
Operation and Maintenance Manual
5. Within three months of the commencement of this consent (acceptance of waste into Area B) the
consent holder shall update the Omarunui Landfill Operations and Maintenance Manual (O & M
Manual) and submit the updated version to Hawke’s Bay Regional Council for certification, to confirm
that the activities undertaken in accordance with the O & M Manual will achieve the objectives of
the O&M Manual and compliance with the relevant consent conditions.
6.

The O & M Manual shall address how the following matters will meet any limits or restrictions set
out by the consent conditions:
 Site access, security and sign in
 Landfill emergency procedures
 Contingency plans, including management and offsite disposal of leachate
 Monitoring and reporting
 Complaints register
 The use of daily and intermediate cover
 Bird control
 Wheel cleaning
 Litter control
 Pest control
 Weeds and noxious plants
 Management procedures for the working face
 Waste compaction
 Landfill fires
 Natural disasters
 Stormwater and sediment control
 Waste acceptance
 Leachate control and spray drift monitoring procedures
 Odour control
 Landfill gas management
 Health and safety.

Waste disposal
7. The discharge of solid waste and leachate onto or into land is authorised only on the area of the site
identified as landfill Area B shown on the Figure XXX provided as Attachment 1. The extent of waste
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shall be generally as shown on Figure XXX with allowance for reasonable variations that may result
from the detailed design of the landfill.
8.

The total airspace volume of waste deposited in Area B of the Omarunui Landfill during the term of
this consent shall not exceed 3.5 Million m3 calculated between the base of the landfill and the post
settled landfill envelope.

Design and construction
9. The lining system for the landfill shall, as a minimum, comprise one of the following lining systems:
a. For base areas, flatter than 1V:4H, from top to bottom:
o 300 mm drainage aggregate leachate collection layer;
o Protection geotextile;
o 1.5 mm HDPE geomembrane;
o GCL (k ≤ 3 x 10-11 m/s); and
o Selected compacted soil layer, 600 mm thickness, comprising predominantly silt or sandy
silt soils with a permeability k likely expected to be in the range of 1 x 10- 6 < k < 1 x 10-8 m/s.
b. For side slope areas, steeper than 1V:4H, from top to bottom:
o 300 mm drainage aggregate leachate collection layer;
o Protection geotextile;
o 1.5 mm HDPE geomembrane;
o GCL (k ≤ 3 x 10-11 m/s); and
o Selected compacted soil layer, 300 mm thickness, comprising predominantly silt or sandy
silt soils with a permeability k likely expected to be in the range of 1 x 10- 6 < k < 1 x 10-8 m/s.
10. The consent holder may use an alternative lining system comprising one of the following:
a. Type 1 Lining system, from top to bottom
 300 mm layer of leachate drainage material
 Protection geotextile
 1.5 mm HDPE geomembrane
 600 mm compacted soil (clay) with a coefficient of permeability k < 1 x 10-9 m/s
b. Or Type 2 lining system, from top to bottom:
 300 mm layer of leachate drainage material
 Protection geotextile
 1.5 mm HDPE geomembrane
 Geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) (k ≤ 3 x 10-11 m/s)
 600 mm compacted soil with a coefficient of permeability k < 1 x 10-8 m/s
For both lining system types, an Electric Leak Location survey shall be undertaken on all sections
of completed lining system and any leakage found from this survey shall be repaired.
The Consent Holder may use an alternative lining system demonstrated to provide equivalent or
better performance compared with the specified systems. Use of an alternative lining system shall
be subject to prior written approval of the Peer Review Panel and Hawkes Bay Regional Council.
11. The Consent Holder may use an alternative lining system demonstrated to provide equivalent or
better performance compared with the specified systems. Use of an alternative lining system shall
be subject to prior written approval of the Peer Review Panel and Hawkes Bay Regional Council.
12. The installation of the lining system shall be subject to independent quality assurance (QA), to include
the soil and geosynthetic components of the lining system and the electric location survey. On
completion of each stage of lining system construction a QA report shall be prepared and shall include
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all of the test results, a description of the observations undertaken and certification that the lining
system has been installed in accordance with the specification. This report shall be submitted to the
PRP.
13. The design leachate head shall not exceed 300 millimetres on the base liner. This requirement does
not apply in sump areas.
14. Final cover and capping shall be constructed to the following minimum specification, from the top of
waste to the surface.
 Intermediate cover immediately over the waste. The interim cap layer shall be at least 500
mm of compacted soil (1 x 10-6 < k <1 x 10-8 m/s);
 600 mm of compacted soil (k >1 x 10-8 m/s, k < 1 x 10-6 m/s)
 300 mm soil growth layer
 100 mm topsoil (grassed)
15. Permanent stormwater infrastructure shall be designed to manage at least a 1% annual exceedance
probability (AEP) design rainfall event. The diversion channels shall be designed such that if this
capacity is exceeded the preferential (secondary) flow path is away from the landfill cells and any
associated infrastructure. Permanent stormwater infrastructure is infrastructure that forms part of
the permanent works on site or temporary works that will be in service for greater than 5 years.
16. Temporary stormwater infrastructure that is intended to be used for less than two years shall be
designed to manage at least a 20% AEP design rainfall event. Temporary stormwater infrastructure
that is intended to be used for greater than two years shall be designed to manage at least a 10%
AEP design rainfall event. The stormwater infrastructure shall be designed such that if this capacity
is exceeded the preferential (secondary) flow path is away from waste fill areas.
17. The Area B Stormwater Pond shall be designed to remove at least 75% of suspended solids for the
inflows from at least a 50% AEP design rainfall event
18. Any outflow of water from the Area B Stormwater Pond shall be effectively dispersed to prevent
scouring.
19. In the event of any archaeological site or waahi tapu being uncovered during the exercise of this
consent, activities in the vicinity of the discovery shall cease. The consent holder shall contact the
Council (Manager Compliance) to obtain contact details of the relevant tangata whenua. The consent
holder shall then consult with the relevant local hapu or marae and the Heritage New Zealand
Pouhere Taonga, and shall not recommence works in the area of the discovery until the relevant
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga and tangata whenua approvals to damage, destroy or modify
such sites have been obtained.
Waste acceptance
20. Medical wastes shall be accepted only in accordance with NZS 4304:2002, Healthcare Waste
Management.
21. Asbestos waste shall be accepted only in accordance with the Health and Safety at Work (Asbestos)
Regulations 2016.
22. The following wastes shall not be accepted for disposal at the landfill:
a. Any waste marked with an asterisk on the NZ Waste List (L Code), with the following
exceptions:
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i. solid wastes which, following testing using the USEPA Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) result in leachable concentrations of contaminants less
than the leachable concentration values listed in Attachment 2; or
ii. solid wastes which, following testing for total concentration, result in total
concentration values less than the screening criteria listed in Attachment 2; or
iii. any waste identified with an asterisk on the L Code identified as containing
asbestos – if they are labelled, packaged and disposed in accordance with the
requirements laid out in the Health and Safety at Work (Asbestos) Regulations
2016; or
iv. small quantities of waste products containing potentially hazardous components
that are not likely to have adverse effects on the environment, such as can
reasonably be expected to be contained in the municipal waste stream.
b. Any liquid waste. For waste to be considered non-liquid it must meet one of the following
requirements:
i. Contains a solids content of at least 20% and liberates no free liquids
ii. Liberates no free liquids when tested in accordance with the USEPA Paint Filter
Liquids Test (USEPA Method 9095A 1996) and liberates no free liquids when
transported
c. Wastes or substances classified as explosive, flammable, oxidising or corrosive under the
Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1996
23. To minimise the potential for hazardous waste to be disposed of at the landfill the following measures
shall be taken:
a. Notice shall be clearly posted at the landfill entrance to identify the hazardous wastes that
are not accepted at the landfill; and
b. Random inspections of incoming loads for the presence of hazardous waste shall be
undertaken on a frequency of no less than 1 in 50 loads.
24. The consent holder shall maintain a record of each load of material accepted at the landfill including:
a. Date and time material is deposited
b. Quantity;
c. Cell Number and Location; and
d. Description of material
These records shall be made available on request at the time of a site inspection made by the
Council.
Operation
25. The working face of the daily waste cell shall be kept to a practicable minimum and shall not exceed
1,500 m2.
26. Daily cover shall be placed over the entire working face (excluding areas of inert waste) by the end
of each operating day and no refuse shall remain exposed overnight. Daily cover shall be a nominal
150 mm thickness of soil, but may also be one of a number of non-soil alternative daily cover (ADC)
options of an appropriate thickness where it can be demonstrated that they achieve a comparable
level of control with respect to discharges of odour or dust to air, vermin, birds, litter, and visual
effects. An equivalent alternative daily cover may be used with the prior certification of the Council.
27. Daily cover shall be removed by cutting windows through the previous layer of daily cover before
refuse placement at the start of each day.
28. The consent holder shall take all practicable measures to prevent windblown litter from leaving the
active landfilling area. The consent holder shall monitor the site for build-up of litter, paper, plastics

Page 43

and other deposits outside the active landfilling area and remove any such material on at least a
weekly basis.
29. The level of leachate in the leachate collection pond accepting leachate from Area B shall be managed
so that there us at least 1,000 mm freeboard, in order to provide sufficient available capacity to allow
for storage during wet weather and potential mechanical failure.
30. Any stormwater infrastructure, including diversion channels and cut-off drains, shall be maintained
to minimise infiltration into and run-on of stormwater into the landfill from areas outside the landfill
footprint.
31. All stormwater run-off from exposed surfaces shall be treated in the Area B Stormwater Pond.
32. The Consent Holder shall be responsible for the structural integrity and maintenance of the Area B
Stormwater Pond and for any erosion control and energy dissipation works that become necessary
as a result of the exercise of this consent. All channels shall be engineered to prevent excessive
channel erosion at peak velocities.
Limit Conditions
33. There shall be no objectionable discharge of dust beyond any legal boundary of the subject property.
34. There shall be no offensive or objectionable discharge of odour beyond any legal boundary of the
subject property.
35. No stormwater that has come in contact with any waste material shall be discharged as stormwater,
but will be considered as leachate and shall discharge into the leachate management system.
36. The discharge of water from Area B Stormwater Pond shall not cause the clarity in the Upokohino
Stream to decrease by more than 20%.
37. The discharge of water from the Area B Stormwater Pond shall not cause any conspicuous oil or
grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or suspended material in the Upokohino Stream 50 metres
downstream.
Monitoring
38. All sample analysis shall be carried out by an independently accredited laboratory. The results of the
sampling shall be forwarded to the Council (Manger Compliance) within one month of the sampling
results being received.
Leachate:
39. The consent holder shall record daily the volume of leachate that has been pumped to the Area B
leachate pond and the level of leachate in the pond. The record shall be forwarded to the Council
(Manager Compliance) each month.
40. The consent holder shall collect a sample of leachate discharged from Area B in January, April, July
and October each year and analyse for the determinands set out in Groups 1 and 2, Attachment 3.
Results shall be forwarded to the Council (Manager Compliance) within one month of sampling.
41. The consent holder shall collect a sample of leachate discharged from Area B in April each year and
analyse for the determinands set out in Group Three, Attachment 3. Results shall be forwarded to
the Council (Manager Compliance) within one month of sample results being received.
Groundwater:
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42. The consent holder shall measure and record water quality in groundwater monitoring wells at bores
BC5, BC6, BC7A (until removed as part of landfill construction), BH9, BC9, BC10, and BC14 during the
months of January, April, July and October each year and analyse for the determinands set out in
Group One, Attachment 3.
43. The consent holder shall sample the wells specified in condition 42 during the month of April, each
year and analyse for the determinands set out in Group Three, Attachment 3.
44. The consent holder shall sample the wells specified in condition 42 during the months of April, and
October each year and analyse for the determinands set out in Groups Two, Attachment 3.
45. The consent holder shall measure and record water level in the wells specified in condition 42 during
the months of January, April, July and October each year.
46. Results of monitoring required by conditions 43, 44, and 45 shall be forwarded to the Council
(Manager Compliance) within one month of sample results being received.
47. The baseline water quality for all monitoring sites listed in condition 42 shall be undertaken to
establish trigger levels. Trigger levels for those determinands relevant to potential landfill leachate
effects on water quality in downgradient surface water ways shall be established by the consent
holder. The criteria for setting the trigger levels shall be two standard deviations of the groundwater
quality data from the mean calculated from at least ten baseline samples collected prior to waste
being accepted at the site, unless alternative trigger levels are agreed with the Council (Manager
Compliance) in writing.
48. The consent holder shall review all sample results within two weeks of receipt of results and compare
them to the trigger levels established in condition 47and any relevant drinking water standards or
water quality guidelines. The consent holder shall then undertake actions set out below:
a. If any of the samples exceed any trigger levels or drinking water standards or relevant water quality
guidelines the following shall be undertaken:
i. A second sample shall be immediately taken from the affected site and analysed
for the determinands which have exceeded the trigger levels;
ii. Results shall be forwarded to the Council (Manager Compliance) within one week
of receipt of results.
b. If the second sample does not exceed the trigger levels or relevant standards or guideline levels the
consent holder shall advise the Council (Manager Compliance) of possible explanations and
implications for the exceedances(s).
c. Should the second sample exceed the relevant trigger levels or relevant standards or guideline
levels, a risk assessment report shall be produced by a suitably qualified and experienced
independent advisor and provided to the Council (Manager Compliance) within four weeks of
receipt of the second sample results. The assessment shall include the following:
i. Assessment of the likely source(s) of the contaminant(s) causing the observed
trigger level exceedances(s).
ii. Risk to the environment.
iii. Risk to aquifer users.
iv. Proposed remediation measures to be undertaken to minimise the above effects
(if necessary).
d. Undertake reasonable measures to minimise any effects identified in (c).
49. To ensure the ground water samples are representative, all samples shall be collected using the purge
method or low flow sampling methodology and criteria as outlined in the relevant National
Environmental Monitoring Standard or equivalent document.

Page 45

50. The groundwater shall be measured from the top of the casing, and recorded to the nearest 0.01 of
a metre, at the time of sampling required by Conditions 42, 43, 44 and 45. A record of the date, time
and water level in each groundwater monitoring well must be kept and results forwarded to the
Council as specified in condition 46.
51. The consent holder shall install and maintain groundwater monitoring wells in a satisfactory
condition. In the event of a groundwater monitoring well being destroyed or unsuitable for
groundwater sampling the consent holder shall replace it with a new well in the same general
location, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Council (Manager Compliance). Note: This consent
does not authorise the drilling of additional bores. A specific “Bore Permit” must be obtained for each
bore by the holder of this consent or their agent.
52. All sampling shall be carried out by a person suitably qualified and experienced in sampling
procedures as authorised by the Council (Manager Compliance).
Stormwater:
53. The consent holder shall continuously monitor the inlet flow and the outlet flow to the Area B
Stormwater Pond for electrical conductivity (mS/m).
54. If continuous monitoring results obtained at the pond outlet show electrical conductivity has
exceeded the approved trigger level, then a grab sample of the stormwater shall be taken at the point
of discharge (outlet) and analysed for the following parameters:
 Temperature °C
 pH;
 Total Ammoniacal Nitrogen; gN/m3,
 COD; and gO/m3,
 Chloride gCl/m3.
55. If the results of any samples obtained from Area B Stormwater Pond show that leachate
contamination or other pollutants associated with the consent holder's operations, then the
discharge from the Area B Stormwater Ponds shall be ceased immediately. The following shall then
occur:
 Further testing of the stormwater shall be undertaken to characterise the contamination;
 Downstream testing (of the Farm Drain and Upokohino Stream) shall be conducted to
determine whether any contamination has been discharged from or escaped the stormwater
pond;
 An investigation shall be undertaken to determine the source of the contamination;
 Measures shall be put into place to prevent further contamination; and
 Discharges of Area B Stormwater Pond shall not recommence until electrical conductivity at
the point of discharge no longer indicates the presence of leachate contamination or other
pollutants associated with the consent holder’s operations.
56. The Consent Holder shall collect water samples from both the point entering and discharging from
the Area B Stormwater Pond. Water samples shall be collected when a flow is present, and at least
monthly. The following shall be assessed:
 Estimate of flow at the time of sampling
 pH
 Conductivity
 Absorbance
 Total Organic Carbon
 Chloride
 Potassium
 Ammoniacal nitrogen
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 Nitrate nitrogen
 Total phenols
 Total suspended solids
 Total and dissolved heavy metals (AL, AS, B, Cd, Cr, Co, CU, Fe, Pb, Mn, Ni, Hg, Zn).
Monitoring of the Upokohino Stream, for the purpose of determining compliance with Condition
36 for visual clarity, shall be undertaken at the same time as the Area B Stormwater Pond sampling
specified in Condition 56.
57. The Consent Holder shall collect stormwater runoff from areas where leachate is irrigated onto land.
Water shall be collected immediately upstream of the by-pass around the Area B Stormwater Pond;
samples shall be collected at least at monthly intervals and when water is flowing. The consent
holder shall sample at monthly intervals and analyse for the following:
 Conductivity
 Ammoniacal nitrogen
 Chloride
 pH
 COD
Advice Note: Routine sampling shall start once leachate irrigation commences. Should the runoff be from
areas recently irrigated with leachate (within the last 14 days), then monitoring shall include the full suite of
parameters as outlined in Condition 56.
57b.

If the monitoring at the by-pass shows that leachate contamination or other pollutants associated
with the consent holder's operations is occurring, then the untreated discharge of stormwater
runoff from areas of landfill cap on which leachate is being irrigated to the bypass shall cease
immediately. The following shall then occur:
 Further testing of stormwater runoff shall be undertaken to characterise the
contamination;
 Downstream testing shall be conducted to determine whether any contamination has
been discharged to downstream surface water bodies (the Farm Drain and Upokohino
Stream);
 An investigation shall be undertaken to determine the source of the contamination;
 Measures shall be put into place to prevent further contamination; and
The diversion of runoff from areas of landfill cap on which leachate has been irrigated shall not recommence
until subsequent sampling indicates that contamination is no longer occurring.
58. The consent holder shall undertake a programme of baseline monitoring to characterise water
quality conditions in the Upokohino Stream receiving environment the prior to construction
commencing. As a minimum the baseline monitoring programme shall include:
a. Establishment of water quality monitoring sites on the Upokohino Stream upstream of the
discharge point to the stream, 50 m downstream of the discharge point and 500 m downstream of
the discharge point.
b. Collection of water quality samples from the above sites on six occasions, three targeting dry
weather and three targeting wet weather conditions.
c. Analysis of water quality samples by an IANZ accredited laboratory for the following parameters:
 Suspended solids
 Turbidity
 pH
 Conductivity
 Total Organic Carbon
 Chloride
 Potassium
 Ammoniacal nitrogen
 Nitrate nitrogen
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 Total phenols
 Total suspended solids
 Heavy metals (AL, AS, B, Cd, Cr, Co, CU, Fe, Pb, Mn, Ni, Hg, Zn).
59. The Consent Holder shall prepare Stormwater Receiving Environment Monitoring Plan (SREMP) for
technical certification, by an independent and suitably qualified freshwater ecologist, following
completion of the baseline monitoring. The SREMP shall include but not be limited to:
a. The results of the baseline monitoring undertaken in accordance with Condition 58.
b. The baseline water quality for all monitoring sites listed in condition 58 shall be undertaken to
establish trigger levels. Trigger levels for suspended sediment effects on water quality in
Upokohino Stream shall be established by the consent holder. The criteria for setting the trigger
levels shall be two standard deviations of the baseline data from the mean calculated from at least
ten baseline samples collected prior to construction, unless alternative trigger levels are agreed
with the Council (Manager Compliance) in writing.
c. Construction phase monitoring of the Upokohino Stream comprising water quality sampling at the
three Upokohino Stream sites sampled in the baseline monitoring programme and the discharge
from the stormwater treatment system. Samples shall be collected at approximately quarterly
intervals when a discharge is occurring and analysed for total suspended solids and turbidity.
d. Operational phase monitoring of the Upokohino Stream comprising water quality sampling at the
three Upokohino Stream sites sampled in the baseline monitoring programme and the discharge
from the stormwater treatment system. Samples shall be collected at approximately quarterly
intervals when a discharge is occurring and analysed for the parameters listed in Condition 58(c)
above.
e. Annual instream sediment quality and macroinvertebrate monitoring undertaken at the established
Upokohino Stream sites. Sediment samples shall be analysed by an IANZ accredited laboratory for
total recoverable heavy metals (AL, AS, B, Cd, Cr, Co, CU, Fe, Pb, Mn, Ni, Hg, Zn).
f. The anticipated adaptive management responses should the monitoring identify adverse effects in
the Upokohino Stream and downstream receiving environments (Tutaekuri River and Lake Te
Rotokare) due to the stormwater discharge.
g. The adaptive management plan should include an algal bloom response plan, this response plan
should outline steps the Applicant will do in the event of an algal bloom including testing and
mitigation/management.
h. Reporting and review SREMP review requirements.
Subsoil drainage:
60. The consent holder shall sample the discharge from the subsoil drains beneath the lining system (if
installed) at the downstream extent of the drainage system, prior to mixing with surface water.
Sampling shall occur during the months of January, April, July and October each year and analysed
for the following:
a. Electrical conductivity; mS/m
b. Temperature °C
c. pH;
d. Total Ammoniacal Nitrogen; gN/m3,
e. Nitrate Nitrogen; gN/m3
f. Total Nitrogen; gN/m3
61. All sampling shall be carried out be a person suitably qualified and experienced in sampling
procedures as authorised by the Council (Environmental Regulation Section). The results of the
sampling shall be forward to the Council (Environmental Regulation Section) within one month of the
sampling results being received.

Reporting
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62. The Consent Holder shall provide to the Council an Annual report by 30 November each year
providing the following:
a. Surface water monitoring results for the year as required by Conditions 55, 56 and 57 with a
comparison of the results with trigger levels and any relevant water quality guidelines;
b. An interpretation of the surface water monitoring results, including compliance with Condition 22;
and
c. Contingency measures undertaken to address any exceedances over the reporting period.
d. Leachate monitoring results for the previous year’s results (November to October) as required in
conditions 40 and 41;
e. Groundwater monitoring results for the previous year (November to October) with a comparison of
the results with trigger levels and any relevant drinking water standards or water quality guidelines;
f. An interpretation of the results;
g. Contingency measures undertaken to address any exceedances over the reporting period.

Closure
63. Not less than six months prior to completion of filling Area B the consent holder shall provide the
Council (Manager Compliance) for approval a Closure and Aftercare Plan addressing at least the
following issues:
a. Responsibilities for aftercare;
b. Final contours;
c. Capping and revegetation;
d. Operation and management of leachate management systems;
e. Responsibilities for ongoing monitoring, including groundwater and landfill capping.

Page 49

Air discharge consent – LFG combustion from Areas A, B and D.

1. The consent holder shall undertake all operations generally in accordance with any drawings,
specifications, statements of intent, proposed mitigation measures and other information supplied
to the Regional Council in relation to this resource consent. Specifically, this includes the following
documents:
a. Resource consent application to change conditions of consent, received by Regional Council
December 2019, including Omarunui Landfill – Area B – Assessment of Effects on the Environment,
dated December 2019.
b. Omarunui Landfill – Area B: Further Information (s92 RMA), report prepared for Hastings District
Council by Tonkin & Taylor, August 2004.
c. Omarunui Landfill Operations and Maintenance Manual prepared by Stantec Ltd for Hastings District
Council

Operation and Maintenance
2. Within six months of the commencement of this consent the consent holder shall update the Landfill
Operations and Maintenance Manual to ensure that it is consistent with the conditions of this
consent and shall provide certification of such actions to Council. In particular, the O&M Manual shall
describe:
a. Weather monitoring
b. The process and timing for installing landfill gas collection systems, to provide extraction as soon as
practicable, including methods to achieve compliance with condition 5.
c. Contingency measures to respond to odour events
d. Management of putrescible and odorous wastes
e. Typical contingency measures for responding to exceedances of trigger levels
3. The consent holder shall cover the refuse at the landfill at the end of each working day.
4. The consent holder shall install and maintain a landfill gas collection and combustion system that
meets the flaring requirements in the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards
Relating to Certain Air Pollutants, Dioxins and Other Toxics) Regulations.
5. The consent holder shall design, install and manage the landfill gas collection system to optimise the
gas collection quantity as early as possible from placement of waste.
6. The concentration of methane at the surface of landfill area with intermediate or final cover shall not
exceed 5,000 parts of methane per million parts of air in accordance with Regulation 26(2)(a) of the
Resource Management (National Environment Standards for Air Quality) Regulations 2004 (NESAQ).
7. The principal flare shall be operated and maintained in accordance with protocols set out in
Regulation 27 of the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards Relating to Certain
Air Pollutants, Dioxins, and Other Toxics) Regulations 2004.
8. A principal flare must be operated at all times unless it has malfunctioned or is shut down for
maintenance or all of the gas is being utilised for generating electricity.
9. A backup flare must be operated if, and only if, a principal flare is not operating and the gas is not
being utilised for generating electricity. The system for the backup flare must comply with NESAQ
Regulation 27 (3) a-d.
10. The consent holder shall ensure that maintenance of the landfill gas collection and destruction
system occurs at least every six months. This maintenance shall ensure that all mechanical, electrical
and process components of the system are functioning properly. The results of these maintenance
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checks shall be forwarded to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (Environmental Regulation) within
one month of the maintenance check being carried out.
Monitoring
11. A walkover site inspection within the landfill footprint shall be undertaken no less frequently than
weekly. Any evidence of actual or potential landfill gas leaks, such as odour, cracks in the landfill
surface, gas bubbles, leaks in the gas extraction system or vegetation damage shall be investigated.
Where necessary remedial action shall be undertaken as soon as practicable to minimise fugitive gas
discharges.
12. The Consent Holder shall carry out continuous landfill gas monitoring as follows: At the inlet to the
flare or gas engine:
a. Gas flow rate
b. Methane (%)
c. Carbon dioxide (%)
d. Oxygen (%)
Within the flare:
e. Temperature of combusted gas within the flare
Reporting
13. The consent holder shall provide to the Council an Annual report by 30 November each year
providing the following:
a. Landfill gas monitoring results for the year as required in condition 12;
b. An interpretation of the results; and
c. Contingency measures or action taken to address any fugitive gas discharges, and/or optimise landfill
gas capture rates.
14. The consent holder shall nominate a person who is responsible for the maintenance of the landfill
gas collection and destruction system and the return of information (as required by condition 13).
The consent holder shall advise the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (Environmental Regulation) who
this person is within two months of the commencement of this consent. If the nominated person
changes then the Regional Council shall be notified of this change within ten working days of the
change occurring.
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Draft amendments to Air Discharge Consent AUTH-113990-03
Deletions are shown as strike through, additions are underlined.

Purpose
To discharge the following contaminants into the air from Areas A and D of the Omarunui Landfill:
i.
Odour and landfill gas derived from the decomposition of refuse, and
ii.
Dust,
iii.
The products of controlled combustion of landfill gas.
General
1. The consent holder shall undertake all operations generally in accordance with any drawings,
specifications, statements of intent, proposed mitigation measures and other information supplied
to the Regional Council in relation to this resource consent. Specifically, this includes the following
documents:
a. Omarunui Landfill Development: Assessment of Effects on the Environment, report prepared for
Hastings District Council by Tonkin & Taylor, April 2004.
b. Omarunui Landfill Development: Further Information (s92 RMA), report prepared for Hastings
District Council by Tonkin & Taylor, August 2004.
c. Landfill Procedures Manual LFP-13, LFP-19 & LFP-12, Hasting District Council and Napier City
Council.
d. Resource consent application to change conditions of consent, received by Regional Council on
15 July 2013, including Assessment of Environmental Effects of Proposed Change of Consent
Conditions, dated 10 July 2013, T&T Ref: 23254.004, addressed to Martin Jarvis, prepared by Brent
Kennedy, Senior Environmental Scientist of Tonkin and Taylor Limited.
e. […]
Where a conflict arises between any conditions of this consent and the application, the conditions of this
consent will prevaill.
Limit Conditions
2. There shall be no objectionable discharge of dust beyond any legal boundary of the subject property.
The consent holder shall operate the landfill in such a manner that the generation of dust is kept to
a practicable minimum.
3. There shall be no offensive or objectionable discharge of odour beyond any legal boundary of the
subject property. When assessing whether odour is offensive or objectionable, the Council shall
follow the procedure outlined in the Proposed Regional Resource Management Plan (June 2010,
section 6.1.4 pages 143-1445).
4. The concentration of methane in monitoring probes outside the landfill footprint shall not exceed
1.25% by volume.
5. The concentration of methane at the surface of the landfill areas with intermediate or final cover
shall not exceed 0.5% by volume.
Operation and Maintenance
6. Within six months of the commencement of this consent the consent holder shall update the Landfill
Procedures Manual to ensure that it is consistent with the conditions of this consent and shall provide
certification of such actions to Council.
7. The consent holder shall cover the refuse at the landfill at the end of each working day.
8. The consent holder shall maximise the quantity of landfill gas collected, taking account of the nature
of the final capping.
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9. The flare shall be operated and maintained in accordance with protocols set out in Regulation 27 of
the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards Relating to Certain Air Pollutants,
Dioxins, and Other Toxics) Regulations 2004 (Attachment 2). Any electricity generator shall comply
with clauses (a) to (c) of Regulation 27.
10. A principal flare must be operated at all times unless it has malfunctioned or is shut down for
maintenance of the gas is being utilised for generating electricity.
11. A backup flare must be operated if, and only if, a principal flare is not operating or the gas is not being
utilised for generating electricity. The system for the backup flare must comply with Regulation 27
(2) a-d (Attachment 2).
12. The consent holder shall ensure that maintenance of the collection and destruction system occurs at
least every six months. This maintenance shall ensure that all mechanical, electrical and process
components of the system are functioning properly. The results of these maintenance checks shall
be forwarded to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (Environmental Regulation) within one month of
the maintenance check being carried out
Monitoring
13. The consent holder shall ensure the surface emissions of landfill gas are monitored during the months
of January, April, July and October for percentage (%) methane. Sampling shall be undertaken
generally in accordance with the sampling protocols set out in the Ministry for the Environment
National Environmental Standards: Control of Landfill Gas 2004 (Attachment 3).
14. The consent holder shall carry out landfill gas monitoring at a point incoming to the flare during the
months of January, April, July and October and record the following:
a. Date and time that monitoring started and finished
b. Gas flow rate
c. Gas pressure· Barometric pressure
d. Methane (%)
e. Carbon dioxide (%)
f. Oxygen (%)
g. Gas temperature
h. Ambient temperature
15. A maximum of five monitoring probes shall be installed at representative locations outside of the
landfill footprint area in order to assess compliance with condition 13.
16. The consent holder shall measure and record methane concentrations in each of the monitoring
probes outside the landfill footprint area during the months of January, April, July and October to
demonstrate compliance with condition 13.
Reporting
17. The consent holder shall provide to the Council an Annual report by 30 November each year
providing the following:
a. Landfill gas monitoring results for the year as required in condition 13;
b. An interpretation of the results; and
c. Contingency measures or action taken to address any fugitive gas discharges.
18. The consent holder shall nominate a person who is responsible for the maintenance of the gas
collection and destruction system and the return of information (as required by condition 13). The
consent holder shall advise the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (Environmental Regulation) who this
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person is within two months of the commencement of this consent. If the nominated person changes
then the Regional Council shall be notified of this change within ten working days of the change
occurring.
19 The consent holder shall log all odour complaints received. The log shall include:
a. The date and time of the complaint;
b. The nature of the complaint;
c. The name, telephone number, and address of the complainant;
d. Weather information (an estimate of wind speed and direction);
e. Details of key operating parameters at the time of the complaint.
Complaints shall be reported to the Council immediately and the log of complaints shall be made available
to the Council on request.
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Draft amendments to Leachate Discharge Consent AUTH-122021-01
Deletions are shown as strike through, additions are underlined

1. The consent holder shall undertake all operations generally in accordance with any drawings,
specifications, statements of intent, proposed mitigation measures and other information supplied
as part of the application for this resource consent. Specifically this includes the following
documents:
a. Report: “Omarunui Landfill Leachate Irrigation: Assessment of Effects on the Environment”, prepared
for Hastings District Council by Tonkin & Taylor, February 2016, Job no. 24488.3000 and as modified
by the report Omarunui Landfill Area B – Assessment of Effects on the Environment, dated December
2019.
b. Site Plan: “Area A Leachate Irrigation Omarunui LandfillOmarunui Landfill Area B Development
Leachate Irrigation Areas”, Drawn by: Tonkin and Taylor, Dwg No. 1000647.1000-31 Project No.
24488.300, attached as Appendix 1.
Where a conflict arises between any conditions of this consent and the application, the conditions of this
consent will prevail.
2. All works and structures relating to this consent shall be installed and maintained to conform to best
engineering practices.
3. After completion of installation of the leachate system (irrigation system), the consent holder shall
provide the Council (Manager Compliance) with an ‘as built’ plan of the fixed components of the
leachate discharge system and a site plan that clearly shows its location, layout and all setback
distances from the surface water bodies detailed by Condition 4.
4. The consent holder shall ensure that no leachate is applied using surface irrigation within 10 metres
of any stormwater drain, overland flow paths or other surface water body.
5. Leachate shall be applied at a rate and in a manner which does not cause ponding within the leachate
irrigation area or run-off from the leachate irrigation area to the extent that it causes the
contamination of surface water (including stormwater).
6. The consent holder shall update the Omarunui Landfill Operation and Maintenance Manual to
describe the operation of the leachate irrigation system in accordance with this consent. In particular,
the O&M Manual shall describe:
a. Procedures for avoiding run-off to surface water drains
b. Procedures for the control of irrigation to prevent wind drift of leachate to surface water drains.
c. The use of soil moisture probes as a management tool for operating the irrigation field to inform
the level of irrigation that is appropriate on any day.
7. The consent holder shall prepare and submit to the Council (Manager Compliance) a leachate
irrigation monitoring and record keeping plan. This plan shall, to the satisfaction of the Council
(Manager Compliance), include but not be limited to the following monitoring and record keeping:
a. Measurement and recording of daily rainfall weather conditions at the site, including temperature,
rainfall, barometric pressure wind velocity and wind direction;
b. Volume of leachate pumped from the reservoir irrigated each day;
c. Records of areas irrigated each day;
d. Visual inspections for any overland flow (that may contaminate stormwater) in the irrigation area
each day.
e. Visual inspections of the leachate irrigation system to ensure it is being maintained to prevent
leachate leakages and the irrigation pods are calibrated to ensure that application rates are
appropriate to prevent ponding.
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f.

Annual soil permeability and soil sodium concentration monitoring within the irrigation area and
non-irrigated area. This monitoring shall include:
i. A representative composite sample collected at 6 locations within the irrigated
area and assessed for ESP (exchangeable sodium percentage) and compared to
non-irrigated areas.
ii. At least 6 cores collected for top soil and 6 cores for subsoil Ksat and K-40 analysis
and compared to non-irrigated areas.
g. Monitoring of surface drains once per month during rainfall downstream of irrigation areas.
h. Sampling of any flow in stormwater drains that occurs during dry weather conditions.
8. For the duration of the discharge, the consent holder shall undertake monitoring and record keeping
in accordance with the monitoring plan submitted in accordance with condition 6 and this
information shall be made available to Council upon request.
9. In the event that monitoring undertaken in accordance with the monitoring plan, required by
condition 7, indicates that leachate has entered stormwater, the consent holder shall:
a. Take all practicable steps to prevent any further contamination of the stormwater system occurring;
and
b. Report to the Council, in writing and within 7 days of obtaining the monitoring data which identified
the event, describing the manner and cause of the event and the steps taken to control it and prevent
is reoccurrence.
10. That where contaminants associated with the discharge of leachate to land accidentally escape to
water the consent holder shall:
a. Immediately take all practicable steps to contain and then remove the contamination from the
environment; and
b. Immediately notify the Council of the scape; and
c. Report to the Council, in writing and within 7 days, describing the manner and cause of the escape
and steps taken to control it and prevent its reoccurrence.
11. The consent holder shall ensure that any staff member of contractor engaged to operate the leachate
irrigation system is made aware of the conditions of this consent.
12. The consent holder shall ensure that any Standard Operating Procedures and/or any process
procedures manual for the landfill will be updated and amended to reflect the requirements of this
consent. Prior to the discharge commencing, the consent holder shall provide confirmation in writing
to the Council (Manger Compliance) that these actions have been undertaken.
13. The consent holder shall engage an independent, suitably experienced and qualified person to
undertake an assessment of emerging contaminants (in soil and runoff) every 5 years.
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Leachate Monitoring Determinands referred to in Conditions Above:
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Proposed Air Discharge Consent for Area B - AUTH-127503-01
Purpose
To discharge the following contaminants into the air from Areas B of the Omarunui Landfill:
i
ii

Odour and landfill gas derived from the decomposition of refuse, and
Dust.

General

1

The consent holder shall undertake all operations generally in accordance with any drawings,
specifications, statements of intent, proposed mitigation measures and other information supplied to
the Regional Council in relation to this resource consent. Specifically this includes
the following documents.
a Resource consent application to change conditions of consent, received by Regional Council
December 2019, including Omarunui Landfill – Area B – Assessment of Effects on the
Environment, dated December 2019.
b Omarunui Landfill – Area B: Further Information (s92 RMA), report prepared for Hastings District
Council by Tonkin & Taylor, August 2020.
c
Omarunui Landfill Operations and Maintenance Manual prepared by Hastings District Council.

Where a conflict arises between any conditions of this consent and the application, the conditions of this
consent will prevail.
Limit Conditions
There shall be no objectionable discharge of dust beyond any legal boundary of the subject property. The
consent holder shall operate the landfill in such a manner that the generation of dust is kept to a
practicable minimum.
2
Beyond the boundary of the site there shall be no offensive or objectionable odour caused by
discharges from the landfill operations on the site.
Advice Note:
When assessing whether odour is offensive or objectionable, the Council shall follow the procedure
outlined in the Hawke’s Bay Regional Resource Management Plan (June 2010, section 6.1.4 pages
117-118).
3
The concentration of methane in monitoring probes outside the landfill footprint shall not exceed
1.25% by volume.
4
The concentration of methane at the surface of the landfill areas with intermediate or final cover
shall not exceed 0.5% by volume.
Operation and Maintenance
5
Within six months of the commencement of this consent the consent holder shall update the O & M
Manual to ensure that it is consistent with the conditions of this consent and shall provide
certification of such actions to Council. In particular, the O&M Manual shall include procedures
relating to the following:
−

Advance notification, identification and management of odorous and putrescible waste loads.

−

Tipping and placement of waste at the active working face, including minimisation of working
face area, exclusion of odorous waste where practicable and application of daily cover.

−

Application and maintenance of cover materials to minimise odour emissions from filled areas.

−

Installation, operation and maintenance of landfill gas collection and treatment systems,
including timing of installation to provide extraction as soon as practicable.

−

Collection, storage and recirculation of leachate.
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−
6
7

8
9

Monitoring of landfill operations to minimise untreated odour and landfill gas releases.

−
Contingency measures to respond to release of odour or landfill gas events.
The working face of the daily waste cell shall be kept to a practicable minimum and shall not exceed
1,200 m2.
Daily cover shall be placed over the entire working face (excluding areas of inert waste) by the end of
each operating day and no refuse shall remain exposed overnight. Daily cover shall be a nominal 150
mm thickness of soil, but may also be one of a number of non-soil alternative daily cover (ADC)
options of an appropriate thickness where it can be demonstrated that they achieve a comparable
level of control with respect to discharges of odour or dust to air, vermin, birds, litter, and off-site
visual effects. An equivalent alternative daily cover may be used with the prior certification of the
Council.
Daily cover shall be removed by cutting windows through the previous layer of daily cover before
refuse placement at the start of each day.
The consent holder shall install a gas collection and flaring system in accordance with Resource
Management (National Environmental Standards Relating to Certain Air Pollutants, Dioxins and Other
Toxics) Regulations 2004. The consent holder shall maximise the quantity of landfill gas collected,
taking account of the nature of the final capping.

Monitoring
10
The consent holder shall ensure the surface emissions of landfill gas are monitored during the
months of January, April, July and October for percentage (%) methane. Sampling shall be
undertaken generally in accordance with the sampling protocols set out in the Ministry for the
Environment National Environmental Standards: Control of Landfill Gas 2004 (Attachment 3).
11
The consent holder shall measure and record methane concentrations in each of the monitoring
probes outside the landfill footprint area during the months of January, April, July and October to
demonstrate compliance with condition 11.
Reporting
12
The consent holder shall provide to the Council an Annual report by 30 November each year
providing the following:
a Landfill gas monitoring results for the year as required in condition 12;
b An interpretation of the results; and
c Contingency measures or action taken to address any fugitive gas discharges.
13

The consent holder shall nominate a person who is responsible for the maintenance of the gas
collection and destruction system and the return of information (as required by condition 11). The
consent holder shall advise the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (Environmental Regulation) who this
person is within two months of the commencement of this consent. If the nominated person changes
then the Regional Council shall be notified of this change within ten working days of the change
occurring.
14
The consent holder shall log all odour complaints received. The log shall include:
i The date and time of the complaint;
ii The nature of the complaint;
iiiThe name, telephone number, and address of the complainant, where available;
ivWeather information (an estimate of wind speed and direction);
v Details of key operating parameters at the time of the complaint.
Complaints shall be reported to the Council immediately and the log of complaints shall be made available
to the Council on request
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APPENDIX 2: TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM’S AND EVIDENCE
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APPENDIX 3: SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED

Summary of Submissions Received by HBRC

Submission
Number

Submitter
Name

Associated
Company

Support/
Oppose/
Neutral
Support

1

Craig
Hickson

Progressive
Meats

2

Jason
Dockerill

LMS Energy
Ltd

Support

3

Robert &
Deborah
Burnside

Clean Earth
Ltd

Support

4

Karla Lee

Hawke’s Bay
Chamber of
Commerce

Support

5

Bruce Reay

Progressive
Leathers
Limited

Support

Summary of Submission

Outcome
requested

1.1 Disposal of waste is an essential
community service
1.2 Suitable sites are scarce
1.3 Omarunui Landfill (OL) is
existing and there are no better
alternatives
2.1 OL contributes to the circular
economy through repurposing
waste into renewable energy.
2.2 Emissions from waste
deposited onsite are captured
through capture system.
2.3 OL generates 7,100 megawatt
hours of renewable electricity
annually, powers 1,000 homes
24/7, abates over 40,000
tonnes of CO2 each year.
3.1 No other suitable site in the
region
3.2 Current site is well operated
and clean.
3.3 OL is a job creator and service
provider
3.4 Declining of this consent will
have greater negative impact
on the environment due to
increase in transport distance
out of region
4.1 The OL is an asset to HB
businesses.
4.2 The OL provides safe and
suitable way to HB businesses
to dispose of waste.
4.3 Declining consent will result in
higher costs to businesses who
would need to investigate out
of region waste disposal.
5.1 OL is ideally sited between
Napier and Hastings.
5.2 Waste management is an
essential Council service that
protects the community from
health problems.
5.3 Example of Council being able
to respond to problematic
waste is the November 2020
flood. Efficient operation of OL
allowed residents and
businesses to quickly start
recovery without undue delay.

Approval of
application as
submitted

Approval of
application as
submitted

Approval of
application as
submitted

Approval of
application as
submitted

Approval of
application as
submitted
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6

Hastings
District
Council

Support

5.4 There appears to be little to no
weight of the cost benefit to
the district that the efficient,
well managed facility offers the
community.
6.1 Transporting waste out of
region will result in increased
financial cost to ratepayers.
6.2 Carbon emissions will increase
due to associated transport out
of region should the application
be declined. This will not align
with Climate Change Response
(Zero Carbon) Amendment Act
2019.
6.3 Declining application will result
in commercial operators unable
to take waste to OL.
6.4 The two main transfer stations
(Henderson Road and Redclyffe
are not equipped to be
consolidation points for all
refuse. Upgrades of these
facilities would be required
should the application be
declined.
6.5 Anticipated increased cost to
ratepayers through kerbside
collection should the
application be declined. Likely
to affect 60% of Hastings
district population alone. Illegal
dumping will increase if there is
a large increase in disposal
costs. This results in negative
environmental outcomes and
associated health risks.
6.6 Should the application be
declined the milliscreened
waste may need to be
transported longer distances
and potentially past Marae and
sensitive area to tangata
whenua.
6.7 No other landfills located in the
East Coast of Central North
Island with the capacity to
dispose of the volumes of
waste that OL does.
6.8 There will be an increased
focused from Central and Local
Govt. in coming years on waste
management and minimisation.
This will not remove the need
for a landfill but will reduce the
volumes being received at the
landfill.
6.9 The OL is a safe and accessible
place to deposit waste for long

Approval of
application as
submitted
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7

Warrick
Frogley

M W Lissette
Ltd

Support

8

Alice
Hughes

Ngāti Pārau
Hapū Trust

Oppose

term storage. The likes of
asbestos are GPS mapped for
future reference and are stored
and handled in line with global
best practice.
6.10Any residual adverse effects on
the environment can be
adequately mitigated by
measures, management
practices and conditions of
consent.
6.11The application substantially
implements the goals,
objectives and action plan
contained with the Waste
Management and Minimisation
Plan 2018 – 2024 (WMMP). The
now adopted WMMP was
prepared by HDC and NCC and
was widely consulted upon
with stakeholders
7.1 I have been involved with the
OL development and have seen
no adverse effects of discharge
to land, air or waterways.
7.2 The OL is an important part of
the Hastings District
infrastructure.
7.3 If it had to move out of the
region and HDC had to
transport waste to other areas
the carbon footprint of heavy
trucks would be greater than
the effects of the landfill.
7.4 If the landfill moved out of the
Hastings District it would mean
loss of jobs for the region.
8.1 The hapū of have resided in the
shadow of Otatara Pa and
adjacent to the Tūtaekurī River
for over 600 years.
8.2 Particular concern regarding
the diversion and discharge of
groundwater and stormwater
treatment pond water into the
Upokohino River.
8.3 The Upokohino River flows into
the Tūtaekurī River which is
under pressure due to upriver
sediment, low river flow, and
contamination.
8.4 The additional discharge of
contaminants into the air with
the extension of Area B is of
concern to local residents. The
community of Waiohiki has
expanded with several new
papakainga in the area. The
area now permanently houses

Approval of
application as
submitted

HBRC to not
grant consents
AUTH-12202102, AUTH113990-04,
AUTH-12504601, AUTH125114-01,
AUTH-12511501, AUTH125116-01
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approximately 700 residents
and containing young and aged
people. Wind drift of these
contaminants in the air may
affect those two vulnerable age
groups in our community.
8.5 The overuse of the landfill site
by residents of the Hastings
District and Napier City
Councils. There has been a
huge increase since 2020 in the
volume of waste taken to the
site. Local residents have also
noticed the increase of trucks
which are sign written with
businesses from outside both
council boundaries.

Summary: 7 in support, 1 in opposition.
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Summary of Submissions Received by HDC Pertaining to HBRC

Submission
Number

Submitter
Name

1

Simon
Nash

2

William
and Shona
Tait

Oppose

Katherine
Bates

Oppose

3

Associated
Company

Support/
Oppose/
Neutral
Oppose

Summary of Submission

Outcome
requested

1.1 I have been told that Area B
may produce some leeching
going into the water canal that
runs along Breckenridge road!
With water issues already
occurring in the area it
presents a challenging
problem.
1.2 Prior bore failed Council water
safety requirements and a new
bore system was installed in
2018 by the residents
(Breckenridge Water Company)
1.3 I have been told that the
proposed site (Area B) will be
visible from most of the
properties along Breckenridge
and Strome Roads.
2.1 Water quality to my drinking
and stock, worried that there
will be seriously contaminated
by seepage underground to the
drain along Breckenridge Road
affecting surrounding bores,
we have already had to close
down our main bore due to
Arsenic, this is serious.
3.1 The discharge of stormwater,
and leachate into the
Upokohino Stream which
crosses our Orchard at 309
Omarunui Road.
3.2 Since OL has been operating
the Breckenridge subdivision
has had to shift their bore due
to high Arsenic levels. The old
bore was 5 m away from the
Upokohino Stream.
3.3 Our property relies on water
supplied by a bore, we are
concerned about possible
contamination.
3.4 Increase in wind blown debris.
Current issues with plastic bags
and litter, especially in the
stream and through the apple
trees.
3.5 Increase of offensive
odour/smells. Area B being
closer would mean an increase
in the putrid smells. We have
had days where orchard staff
could not work, numerous
complaints over the years to

Oppose
extension of the
Landfill to Area
B

Withdraw the
requirement
Note: Water
quality the issue
here

Withdraw the
requirement
Note:
Environmental
issues raised

Page 119

4

Bruce
Bates

Oppose

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

5

Tipene
Cottrell

Oppose

5.1

5.2

5.3

the landfill office and Council
staff.
Wind figures in graph 5.5 in
part 5.2.1.3 of report show that
the wind direction will increase
the offensive odours to our
properties. Odour issue is
already existing.
Offence taken to the statement
“the surrounding rural area is
relatively insensitive to odour
and all air pollutants”.
Wind blown debris is an issue,
and the Upokohino Stream is
full of plastic waste. Area B
likely to make matters worse.
Surface water of the
Upokohino Stream stated as
having low ecological value and
low sensitivity as a receiving
environment. Land owners are
required to make riparian
planting to improve water
quality. Further degradation of
the Upokohino Stream is
unacceptable due to
downstream effects on Lake
Rotokare Wetland.
In 6.6.6 the stormwater
management and erosion and
sediment controls states a
wetland will treat the decant
flow from the pond system.
This will not be sized to meet
any specific design
requirement. Will not ‘polish’
as intended.
Groundwater part 5.2.1.4
details the aquifer is
unconfined. The report
identifies that contaminants
could enter groundwater. This
goes against NES-FW.
Disagrees with statements
regarding Upokohino Stream
having low ecological values.
Explains cultural significance of
the Upokohino Stream and
surrounding area.
There is often a horrible odour
coming down the Omarunui
valley when the wind blows.
Having Area B will make it
worse for the whanau who live
there.
During high flows the
Upokohino Stream helps to fill
the lake, therefore leachate will
reach the lake and also into the

Withdraw the
requirement
Note:
Environmental
issues raised

Withdraw the
requirement
Note:
Environmental
issues raised
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5.4

5.5

5.6

6

Dave
Kruger

Oppose

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

Tūtaekurī . This is detrimental
to the kai we eat from the
River.
In 6.6.6 the stormwater
management and erosion and
sediment controls states a
wetland will treat the decant
flow from the pond system.
This will not be sized to meet
any specific design
requirement. Will not ‘polish’
as intended.
Groundwater part 5.2.1.4
details the aquifer is
unconfined. The report
identifies that contaminants
could enter groundwater. This
goes against NES-FW.
I have mates who live down
Omarunui Road and am
worried about the drinking
water. I have many whanau at
Waiohiki Marae and their
surrounding Papakainga, I am
really worried their drinking
water will be poor.
As a shareholder in the
Breckenridge Water Company I
am concerned that the new
bore recently installed will also
become contaminated.
Proposes 3 month water
quality and testing carried out
by the Council to ensure bores
within the 2 km radius are not
contaminated.
Groundwater part 5.2.1.4
details the aquifer is
unconfined. The report
identifies that contaminants
could enter groundwater. This
goes against NES-FW.
In 6.6.6 the stormwater
management and erosion and
sediment controls states a
wetland will treat the decant
flow from the pond system.
This will not be sized to meet
any specific design
requirement. Will not ‘polish’
as intended.
Area B is unsuitable for waste
disposal due to its close
proximity to drinking
water/household bores and the
Upokohino Stream. Surface
water will most certainly lead
to further degradation of this
stream and the wetland area of

Withdraw the
requirement
Note:
Environmental
issues raised

Page 121

7

Melanie
and Peter
Lang

Oppose

7.1

7.2

7.3

8

Marcus
Simcox and
Anna
Murphy

Oppose

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

Lake Rotokare it feeds during
high flows.
Our subdivision recently spent
a lot of money on a new bore
to give us a high standard of
drinking water which we
believe to be adversely
affected by leaching.
The hours of operation appear
to have been extended which
will in turn cause more traffic,
noise.
On occasion the air quality is
compromised, what guarantee
do we have that this is not
going to become more
frequent?
The Upokohino Stream runs
900 m through our property
and close to our residential
dwelling. Concern around the
contamination and ecological
health of the waterway. Any
contamination is unacceptable.
Already we experience
quantities of hard rubbish
pollution in the Upokohino
Stream from the OL, which
frequently requires removal
from the flood gates. Plastic in
particular.
In addition to above, wind
blown debris enters our
property from the OL which will
increase as a result of Area B
opening. We are required to
collect and dispose of this
debris to ensure our stock do
not ingest it.
We already tolerate odours
from the OL from time to time
and Area B is likely to increase
these odours.
Our drinking water comes from
a new bore near the entrance
to the OL. Concern regarding
contamination of the aquifer
and or groundwater that could
affect the water supply over
time. The changing climate and
potential for extreme weather
events and other unforeseen
circumstances that could
increase the potential risk of
contamination from the
location of Area B.

Impose
conditions

Withdraw the
requirement
Note:
Environmental
issues raised
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9

10

Bruce Reay

Helen
Crawford
and Greg

Support

Oppose

9.1 OL is ideally sited between
Napier and Hastings.
9.2 Waste management is an
essential Council service that
protects the community from
health problems.
9.3 Example of Council being able
to respond to problematic
waste is the November 2020
flood. Efficient operation of OL
allowed residents and
businesses to quickly start
recovery without undue delay.
9.4 There appears to be little to no
weight of the cost benefit to
the district that the efficient,
well managed facility offers the
community.
9.5 It is our understanding that
Area B is further within the
total landfill site and as such
there will be a reduction in the
noise from the landfill activity
and Area B will be far less
visible to the nearby
neighbours.
10.1Science has confirmed that 90%
of landfill linings fail and do
(not) remain intact.
10.2Risk of water contamination to
the many surrounding bores –
more than previously are now
drinking water consented.
10.3It is unlikely that the waste is
covered at the end of the day
as is required.
10.4Offal trucks are seen passing, is
this site consented for offal
disposal?
10.5Testing of downstream water
should occur every three
months.
10.6Should contamination occur to
currently consented water
supplies then the Council
should provide water until the
supply is free from
contamination.
10.7Regulation/audits of the sand
covering of the waste at the
end of every day. This needs to
be monitored and cameras put
up and be available to ensure
this is not skipped.
10.8Take waste only from the
Hawke’s Bay and only accept
waste that is consented to
take.

Confirm the
requirement for
designation
Note: Very
similar
submission to
one received by
HBRC.

Impose
conditions
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11

12

Warrick
Frogley

Max
Woods

Support

Oppose

11.1I have been involved with the
OL development and have seen
no adverse effects of discharge
to land, air or waterways.
11.2The OL is an important part of
the Hastings District
infrastructure.
11.3If it had to move out of the
region and HDC had to
transport waste to other areas
the carbon footprint of heavy
trucks would be greater than
the effects of the landfill.
11.4It also provides steady
employment to the current
staff on site
12.1 Wind figures in graph 5.5 in
part 5.2.1.3 of report show that
the wind direction will increase
the offensive odours to our
properties. Odour issue is
already existing and complaints
have never seen any redress.
Offence taken to the statement
“the surrounding rural area is
relatively insensitive to odour
and all air pollutants”.
12.2 Wind blown debris collection is
currently poor through the
surrounding orchards and
Omarunui Road, the
Upokohino Stream is full of
plastic waste. With Area B
being closer this can only make
matters worse.
12.3 Surface water of the
Upokohino Stream stated as
having low ecological value and
low sensitivity as a receiving
environment. Land owners are
required to make riparian
planting to improve water
quality. Further degradation of
the Upokohino Stream is
unacceptable due to
downstream effects on Lake
Rotokare Wetland.
12.4 In 6.6.6 the stormwater
management and erosion and
sediment controls states a
wetland will treat the decant
flow from the pond system.
This will not be sized to meet
any specific design
requirement. Will not ‘polish’
as intended.
12.5 Groundwater part 5.2.1.4
details the aquifer is
unconfined. The report

Confirm the
requirement for
designation
Note: Very
similar
submission to
one received by
HBRC.

Withdraw the
requirement
Note:
Environmental
issues raised
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13

Bearsley
Farms
Limited

Oppose

14

Annabel
Bates

Oppose

15

Hawkes
Bay Fish
and Game
Council

Oppose

identifies that contaminants
could enter groundwater. This
goes against NES-FW.
13.1 Submission pertains to
designation only

14.1 The discharge of stormwater
and leachate into the
Upokohino Stream which
crosses the property we live on
at 339 Omarunui Road. Our
property relies on water
supplied by a bore, we are
concerned about possible
contamination due to the
issues that the Breckenridge
subdivision has had with their
bore.
14.2 Area B is much closer to where
we reside. We currently have
days we can’t open windows or
be outside as the smell is
putrid.
14.3 We continuously have rubbish
blowing all over the property
we reside on. Majority of the
rubbish on the road is picked
up (although lots is left for days
at a time before anything is
done about it). If Area B is used
I’m sure we will have more of
an issue.
15.1 The Tonkin and Taylor report
states that the Upokohino
Stream is of low ecological
value and has sensitivity as a
receiving environment in its
current condition. This ignores
potential downstream effects.
Many statements included in
the report show the potential
for further degradation of the
stream.
15.2 In high flow situations the
stream fills Lake Rotokare
which is significant to Maori for
gathering kai as well as being
an important recreational
gamebird hunting location. We
believe that further
degradation of this lake is
unacceptable.
15.3 Part 5.2.1.4 of the T+T report
states that the aquifer is
unconfined. In 10.6.2.2 it talks
of unforeseen circumstances

Modify the
requirement –
delay until
conditions are
met
Withdraw the
requirement
Note:
Environmental
issues raised

Withdraw the
requirement
Note:
Environmental
issues raised
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16

FENZ

Neutral

Summary: 2 in support, 13 in opposition and 1 neutral.

which could cause
contamination of groundwater.
The modelling leachate shows
there is a potential risk to
groundwater. We believe this
risk is unacceptable.
16.1 Submission pertains to
designation only

Recommended
condition
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APPENDIX 4: DR JEFF SMITH’S MEMO REGARDING ARSENIC IN THE BRECKENRIDGE WATER SUPPLY
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APPENDIX 5: HUI NOTES FROM HERETAUNGA TAMATEA SETTLEMENT TRUST, TE TAIWHENUA O HERETAUNGA AND
TE TAIWHENUA O TE WHANGAUI-O-OROTU
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