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BEFORE COMMISSIONERS APPOINTED BY THE NELSON CITY COUNCIL  

  

 

IN THE MATTER OF    Applications for resource consent under the 

      Resource Management Act 1991 

  

AND IN THE MATTER OF   The aberrational discharge of sewerage from 

      Nelson Sewerage Business Unit (NSRBU) pump 

      stations and reticulation network 

 

 

 

 Reply to Reporting Officers’ Response to Applicant’s Conditions  

To complete the Applicant’s Reply, NRSBU makes the following comments in response to the 

Reporting Officers’ document dated 20 January 2018.  There are two parts to this reply. The  first, 

relates to the comments on the evidence given at the hearing.  The second relates to the conditions. 

Evidence 

Paragraph numbers below relate to the paragraphs in the Officers’ Response document  

9. That ecotoxicity of the discharge “has not been addressed by any” of the applicant’s work.  

• Olivia Johnston discussed the physico-chemical characteristics of the discharge in 2014 
(section 3) and the potential for ecotoxicity was assessed by comparison to ANZECC (95% LOP) 
guidelines. Over two decades of chemistry data from discharge sampling is available from 
NRSBU (as described in my 2014 report). The discharge data used in her 2014 assessment was 
also largely focussed on the key industrial contributors, making it quite a conservative 
evaluation of what discharge characteristics might be expected at the pump-stations. 

• Sediment physico-chemical sampling was performed in 2017 to ascertain receiving 
environment conditions and determine if there was any persistent sediment toxicity in the 
vicinity of the discharge outfalls (comparison to ANZECC 95% LOP, and other relevant 
guidelines). 

• Macrofaunal invertebrate taxa records were also assessed against sensitive taxa (as 
determined by ecotoxic responses), this was summarised in Appendix 3 in Johnston 2017. 
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10. NRSBU agrees that single wet-weather and dry-weather 24hr composite WET samples (every 5 

years) would provide an ‘indication’ of the synergistic effects of the discharge components. 

However, as mentioned in Ms Johnston’s previous supplementary evidence, this will not account 

for the seasonal and industrial contributors’ fluctuations in the discharges (NZWERF), and in our 

opinion NRSBU already has an indication of the discharge toxicity with the assessments provided 

in the application, and further overflow-specific WET discharge information will be provided 

during overflow sampling (Condition 8.2). 

14. Acceptable – if the purpose is to gather further information about the DO/BOD relationship. 

However, NRSBU considers collection of DO measurements in the receiving environment to be 

sufficient to determine discharge related effects. 

23. Two points: 

• The dilution calculations (and subsequently the suitability of copper and BOD as indicators for 
spatial and temporal effects), can also be tested in the EMP using the suggested physico-
chemical parameters in clause 8.3. 

• 200m is a nominal distance, a starting point for monitoring, and we agree that this should be 
revised in the EMP as necessary – although, as mentioned above and in Ms Johnston’s 
supplementary evidence, NRSBU is  hesitant to base these revisions solely on single wet and 
dry 24 hour composite samples every 5 years.  

Conditions 

NRSBU accepts the conditions as amended by the officers, except: 

Condition 7  

Tide, wind and rainfall data is collected by weather station so there is no issue with complying with 
this condition.  However recording this information in simple numerical values is difficult because the 
parameters (particularly wind) will vary throughout.  It is recommended that the wording be amended 
to read: 

7. … 

“Tide, wind and rainfall conditions for the duration of each discharge overflow shall also be 

recorded so that it is available for future analysis” 

 

Advice Note: 

The consent holder should maintain a weather station at Bell Island to enable this information 

to be continuously and automatically collected and stored. 

 

Condition 8(2)  

The addition of the word “any” is questioned as this implies that any effect, no matter how small, must 
be able to be detected and determined. 

Condition 15(d) 

The reference to “Condition 13” is correct and should not be changed to “Condition 8”.  This is 
because, while the EMP is formulated under Condition 8, it is actually implemented under Condition 
13. 
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Condition 21(b)(ii)  

The addition of “(i.e. statistically significant from control results …” will limit the scope of any 128 
review to only being able to be triggered by the WET testing, and not any other parameters which 
could also be relevant.  To correct this NRSBU suggests that the “i.e.” be changed to “for example,”. 
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