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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This assessment of alternative sites report has been prepared on behalf of New Plymouth District Council
(NPDC) as the requiring authority for a new Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to service the townships
of Urenui and Onaero. This report supports the Notice of Requirement (NoR) for designation and has been
prepared in accordance with Section 171(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

An assessment of alternatives methodology was developed to assess alternative WWTP sites and ultimately
determine a preferred option. The key steps adopted in the assessment of alternative sites were as follows:

1. Develop initial screening criteria: Initial screening criteria were developed for the project based on
site size, land discharge requirements and proximity to the existing townships. Following this initial
process a property came onto the market slightly outside the initial area of consideration, and after
investigating this property, a site purchase was made.

2. Undertake additional screen of land parcels: At this stage NPDC were committed to undertaking
a best practice assessment of alternative sites and proceeded with the assessment methodology.
The area of investigation was extended slightly and 23 sites were identified for consideration. After
further refinement this list was reduced to 12 sites for the long list assessment.

3. Long list assessment of sites: The long list sites were subject to a traffic light assessment against
the project assessment criteria and were scored either green, amber or red depending on how well
that site met the criteria. At the long list assessment workshop, the Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA)
framework and any scoring was collectively reviewed. Upon completion of the workshop, the Project
Team met to review and test the results to determine which sites would progress to the short list. Six
sites made it through to the short-list.

4. Short list assessment of sites: The short list sites were rated on a scale from 0 (the worst) to 10
(the best) by technical experts and the Project Team. These scores were then presented and
challenged in an interdisciplinary MCA workshop, where some scores were consequently changed.
Landowner discussions also took place during this stage. As a result of this process, two sites were
considered as the ‘emerging preferred sites’.

5. Confirmed preferred site: The preferred site was identified once the Project Team assessed the
advantages and disadvantages of the two emerging preferred sites and NPDC confirmed the final
preferred site.

NPDC undertook a partnership approach with Ngati Mutunga to steps 1-5 above and factored this into its
options assessment.

Based on the long list assessment options (step 3), sites 6, 16, 19, 20, 22 and 23 proceeded to the short list
stage. The Project team carried out onsite assessments for sites 16 and 20 (the remaining sites were unable
to be accessed).

Following the short list assessment, sites 16 and 20 were selected as the emerging preferred site. Site 16
scored highest through the MCA process, although was held in private ownership. It is a large site, can
easily accommodate all treated wastewater to land, and provides for sufficient buffer to sensitive activities.

Whilst site 20 was already owned by NPDC, it was a smaller site and had a lesser land area than site 16.
Concern was also expressed by Ngati Mutunga on potential adverse environmental effects of treated
wastewater spray drift on waterways that run through the site.

As part of the short-list assessment process NPDC commenced property acquisition conversations with all
short list sites and the property owners of Sites 6, 19, 22 and 23 ruled out selling their land. The property
owner at Site 16 indicated that they would be open to selling their land and Site 20 was already owned by
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NPDC. Due to project timeframes and the opportunity to acquire Site 16 outside of the Public Works Act
process, Sites 6, 19, 22 and 23 were eliminated from the preferred site selection process.

Based on the short list assessment and input from Ngati Mutunga, Site 16 was identified as the preferred site
over Site 20. This was mainly due to the larger size of Site 16 and the lack of waterways present on the site
(Site 20 was constrained by several waterways crossing the site, constraining the available area for the
discharge field and concerning Ngati Mutunga from an environmental perspective). Although dwellings were
located around the site, the large site area meant that both the WWTP and land discharge infrastructure
could be placed within the site to allow for appropriate buffers between the activities and these sensitive
receptors. Based on these findings, property acquisition conversations continued with the owners of Site 16
and NPDC were able to successfully purchase the site.
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Introduction

1 Introduction

1.1 Background and Context

The settlements of Urenui and Onaero are located on the coast approximately 25 km north-east of New
Plymouth, New Zealand (Figure 1). These settlements currently do not have a centralised wastewater
system and dwellings rely on on-site septic tank systems. New Plymouth District Council (NPDC) are
planning on constructing a new Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) to provide a centralised wastewater
collection and discharge to land system for these settlements. It is proposed that the discharge to land occur
on the WWTP site. Beca Limited (Beca) have been commissioned to undertake an option assessment
process to guide site selection for the new WWTP.

This report does not cover any optioneering associated with the conveyance network that may be required —
both within the reticulated areas within Urenui and Onaero, and from those areas to the WWTP. This report
also excludes optioneering around wastewater treatment processes and discharge methods (e.g. surface
spray, sub-surface irrigation). These matters will be considered at subsequent design stages.

S Motunui

New Plymouth
Airport

Huirangi

Lepperton

5 Waitul Tarata

New Plymouth

Everett Park

Omata Inglewood
Ratapiko

Figure 1. Location of Onaero and Urenui in relation to New Plymouth.
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Purpose of this Report

2 Purpose of this Report

This assessment of alternatives report has been prepared on behalf of NPDC as the requiring authority for
the Urenui and Onaero WWTP. This report will support the Notice of Requirement (NoR) for designation and
has been prepared in accordance with Section 171(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

Section 171(1)(b) of the RMA requires that when making a recommendation on a NoR, a territorial authority
shall consider whether adequate regard has been given to alternative sites, routes or methods of
undertaking the work in circumstances where;

a. The requiring authority does not have an interest in the land sufficient for undertaking the work; or
b. Itis likely that the work will have significant adverse effects on the environment.

At the time of writing this report NPDC owned the land for which a designation will be sought and therefore
has ‘an interest in the land sufficient for undertaking the work’. Further site specific work is required to
determine the magnitude of effects and until that work is concluded confirmation of the magnitude of effects
cannot be made. Notwithstanding this, measures have been incorporated into the alternative assessment
methodology to avoid significant adverse effects (e.g. by applying buffers to sensitive receptors). It is
therefore considered best practice to undertake an assessment of alternative sites to inform the site
selection process.

There are several principles and key considerations for a requiring authority to apply and adhere to when
undertaking an assessment of alternatives and identifying a preferred option. Of note are the following:

e The process should be adequately transparent and robust, and clearly recorded so that it can be
understood by others;

e An appropriate range of alternatives should be considered;

e The extent of options considered, and the assessment of these options, should be proportional to the
potential effects of the options being considered;

e The requiring authority must show that it has not acted arbitrarily or given only cursory consideration of
alternatives; and

e The focus under section 171 is on the process that was followed. There is no requirement to show that
the best alternative has been chosen.
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3 Treatment and Discharge Characteristics

General assumptions and characteristics of the proposed discharge to land were agreed upon before the
analysis and subsequently embedded in the assessment of alternatives methodology. The key assumptions
and characteristics are summarised below.

3.1 Land Discharge

Whilst discharge of treated wastewater to surface water is an option (the Proposed Coastal Plan for Taranaki
prohibits new discharges of treated wastewater containing human sewage), there was a strong drive by
Ngati Mutunga and NPDC for the discharge of treated wastewater to be to land. Given this, Beca, on behalf
of NPDC, engaged Lowe Environmental Impact (LEI), a consultancy specialising in the land discharge of
treated wastewater, to undertake an assessment of land suitable for the discharge of treated wastewater
within 10km of the townships (the Investigation Area).

Within the Investigation Area the following characteristics were assessed:
¢ Rainfall and Potential Evapotranspiration (PET)
o Future flows from the townships of Urenui and Onaero, and the Urenui and Onaero Domains

Based on these initial factors a minimum land area requirement of 20ha was identified for the future
discharge of treated wastewater to land. Land meeting this minimum area requirement within 10km of the
townships was then further assessed according to the following characteristics:

e Landuse
o Nutrient uptake potential
o Climate
e Soil attributes
o Slope and stability
o Soil drainage and permeability
o Depth to restrictive layer
e Hydrological and hydrogeological attributes
o Flood return interval and flood risks
o Riparian buffers
o Coastal hazards.

Based on this analysis, and number of groupings were developed categorising the various land
characteristics into groupings. These groupings are referred to as Land Application Suitability Zones. Five
Zones were used and described In Table 1, which summarises the implications of the Zones for the
discharge of treated wastewater to land. This initial assessment is presented in Appendix At

1 Appendix A was an early report that assessed both the suitability of land for septic tanks and the suitability of land for discharge from a

municipal treatment and discharge scheme.
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Table 1: Land Application Suitability Zones (Appendix A)
Zone Suitable for

Well Suited

Requires smaller land area

High value and/or short rotation crops

A Non-deficit irrigation — nil or limited storage required

Greater number of irrigable days

High rate of nutrient removal

Routine cultivation and harvest, with short withholding periods.

Moderately Well Suited

High value and/or short rotation crops

Non-deficit irrigation or partial deficit irrigation

B Can irrigate in shoulder seasons (April, May, September, October) for drier than average
years — some storage likely to be required

Moderately high rate of nutrient removal

Short withholding period for grazing or cultivation and harvest

Minor Limitations

Pasture or restricted range of annual crops

C Predominantly deficit irrigation, requiring large storage or combined water discharge
Larger land area requirement

Withholding period prior to grazing or cultivation and harvest is extended

Significant Limitations

Plantation forestry, pasture, shallow rooting crops

Deficit irrigation over summer months, requiring larger storage/combined water discharge
Low nutrient loading

Limitation to cultivation and harvest

Extended withholding period for stock trafficking

Severe Limitations

Requires largest land area

E Conservation plantings

Low deficit irrigation for short season, requiring larger storage/combined water discharge
No cultivation, infrequent harvest.

Table 2 summarises the area of the Zones within 10km of the townships and the percentage of the total land
area whilst Figure 2 maps these same Zones within the Investigation Area.

Table 2: Irrigation Suitability — Within 20km of Urenui and Onaero Townships (Appendix A)

~ | . cwoo | LandArea | LandArea
Zone Land Suitability (ha) (% of Total)
Zone A Suitable — Negligible limitations 4,521 18.8 %
Zone B Moderately Suitable — Minor 2,978 12.4 %
limitations
Zone C Marginally _Surltab'rle — Moderate 4,542 18.9 %
limitations
Zone D Not Suitable — Significant 8,395 34.9 %
limitations
Zone E Not Suitable = Severe 261 1.0 %
limitations
Riparian Buffers Excluded 3,387 14 %*
Total (Excluding
Riparian Buffers) 20,697

* Riparian buffers are excluded from all total areas and percentages within the above table. This total
value and percentage of the Investigation Area is addition to the values represented within the table. Area
associated with riparian buffers can be added to the total land area excluding riparian buffers (20,697 ha)
which is 24,084 ha (the total land area within 10 km surrounding communities).
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Figure 2: Land Suitability (Appendix A)

Given that sufficient Zone A (suitable) land was present within the Investigation Area, and was considered to
the most suitable for discharge to land with negligible limitations, further investigations focussed within areas
of Zone A land.

3.2 Wastewater Treatment Plant

A new WWTP will be required to be constructed and it was assumed that this would be co-located at the
land discharge site. Whilst a specific technology has not been chosen at this stage and would be dependent
upon the limitations of the chosen land discharge site, the WWTP itself would be expected to be
approximately one ha in area.

3.3 Wastewater Conveyance

A conveyance system including pipelines and pumping station(s) will be required to convey the wastewater
from Urenui and Onaero to a new WWTP for treatment. A decision has not been made yet by NPDC on the
sewerage system within the townships.
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4  Assessment of Alternatives Methodology

This section provides an overview of the assessment of alternatives methodology developed to assess
alternative WWTP locations and ultimately determine a preferred site. The key steps are outlined in Figure 3
and described below. Each step is explained in detail in the sections that follow.

Initial screening criteria

Initial screen of land parcels

Short list assessment of sites

5 Confirm preferred site

Figure 3: Methodology

The process for the assessment of alternatives was as follows:

4.1 Step 1 - Initial Screening Criteria

An initial screening exercise was completed and reported by LEI which identified Land Application Suitability
Zones (Appendix A) within 10km of the townships. The initial screening of Zones is described earlier in
section 3.1 of this Report.

A further screening exercise was then undertaken by LEI, considering potential pump station locations and
conveyance distances from the townships to the WWTP site. An irregular shape was then adopted to enable
the consideration of as broad a range of suitable land parcels as possible while accounting for elevation
changes. To these polygons, a 150m buffer was added to even out the area and pick up any extra sections
of the properties not previously included. This subset of Zone A was then referred to as Zone Aa. This further
screening of Zone A land is described in Appendix B.

4.2 Step 2 - Undertake Additional Screen of Land Parcels

Following the application of the initial screening criteria, 19 potential sites were identified. At this stage of the
process, NPDC were made aware of a property that had come onto the market in the Onaero area. This
property, located at 319 Waiau Road, comprised of 36.51 ha of land and an adjoining 4.56 hectares. This
land was slightly outside of the area initially identified as Zone Aa, but was identified as likely to be suitable
for discharge to land (this land was identified as Zone A land). A report to Council dated 16 May 2022
identified the following in relation to 319 Waiau Road:

F Beca Urenui and Onaero WWTP - Assessment of Alternatives | 3257860-1461366808-751 | 19/01/2024 | 8
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“While investigations have been limited they have demonstrated that this land is highly likely to be
suitable for a WWTP and land based disposal. It is noted however that there may be unknown
factors which could be discovered meaning that Council cannot effectively mitigate the effects of the
WWTP or treated water disposal on the neighbours or the environment. Consequently resource
consent maybe unable to be obtained if the site proves to be not large enough for predicted flows or
anticipated growth.

The land is also located just beyond the preferred optimal distance from the townships.

The report to Council, seeking approval to purchase the property, was approved on 18 May 2022. NPDC
then purchased the property a short time after.

At this stage, given that the assessment of alternative process had not been completed, NPDC proceeded
with the assessment methodology, taking into account 319 Waiau Road was now purchased.

The definition of Zone Aa land was revisited by LEI, Beca and NPDC which considered potential
pumpstation locations and reticulation distance and the investigation area was reduced to a 5km radius
around the townships. Following this, discussions were held with NPDC and Ngati Mutunga where Ngati
Mutunga indicated that waste from Onaero and Urenui should not be discharged to another iwi’s rohe. The
result was to incorporate the rohe boundary as the western extent of the Investigation Area. A shortlist of
properties were identified within the Zone Aa area which met the following criteria:

e Within the revised Zone Aa investigation area (Appendix B)
e Atleast 20 hain area;
e Contain at least 10ha of Zone A land.

This resulted in the confirmation of 23 sites that were then taken forward to the long list assessment
(including 319 Waiau Rd).

These sites are described in Section 6.1 of this Report.

4.3 Step 3-Long List Assessment of Sites

Step 3.1 - GIS Platform

To assist the consideration of alternative WWTP sites, a project geographic information system (GIS)
platform was established. This was an online, interactive tool created specifically to allow technical experts to
view all known constraints within the vicinity of the Urenui and Onaero townships and surrounding area.

As a result of this analysis of the 23 sites, a further 10 sites were excluded based on LiDAR slope analysis
(flatter land was preferred) or layouts that were constrained by non-contiguous areas. These left 13 sites on
the long list assessment of sites. One further site was then excluded due to multiple property owners. This
left 12 long list sites.

Step 3.2 — Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) Framework

The 12 revised long list sites were then subject to a traffic light assessment against the project assessment
criteria (see Table 3 below). These criteria were jointly developed by Beca, LEI and NPDC. At the long list
stage, technical experts (in discipline fields of ecology, archaeology, etc.) and the Project Team ranked each
site green, amber, or red depending on how well that site met the criteria using their best professional
judgement as set out below:

Meets criteria well
Marginally meets the criteria
Does not meet the criteria

F Beca Urenui and Onaero WWTP - Assessment of Alternatives | 3257860-1461366808-751 | 19/01/2024 | 9
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Table 3: Assessment criteria for the long list MCA.

Assessment of Alternatives Methodology

Cultural la Wahi tapu Potential effects on the Mana whenua | Ngati
sites and relationship of Maori and their | engagement Mutunga
areas of culture and traditions with
significance wahi tapu sites.
to Ngati
Mutunga

1b Mauri and Potential effects on the Mana whenua | Ngati
mahinga kai relationship of Maori and their | engagement Mutunga
values of culture and traditions with
waterbodies their ancestral waterways.
within and
immediately
adjacent to
the site
Heritage 2a Heritage Sites and places of known Project team Beca
value: — desktop
- Sites and places of review
European cultural heritage
value -
- Heritage sites scheduled in
the NPDC district plan maps
- Notable trees scheduled in
the NPDC district plan maps
2b Archaeology | Sites and places of Archaeologist | Archaeologist
archaeological value. — desktop
study

Social 3a Number of Number of directly adjoining NPDC - NPDC
adjoining landowners to the site desktop
landowners review

3b Proximity of Odour, amenity, construction Project team Beca
dwellings disturbance — desktop
review
Natural 4a Ecology Significant indigenous flora, Ecologist — Riverwise
Environment SNAs desk-top Consulting
Significant habitats of review
indigenous flora
Indigenous biodiversity
Sensitive Coastal
environment — regional plan
reguirements
Engineering 5b Access Proximity to roads and ability LEI/Project LEI
to get to useful parts of the team —
site via internal tracks and desktop
associated maintenance review
requirements

Resilience 6a Vulnerability | Vulnerability of the site NPDC — NPDC
to natural (including access) to natural desktop
processes processes including coastal review

erosion, flooding and
earthquakes (liquefaction risk)

Urenui and Onaero WWTP - Assessment of Alternatives | 3257860-1461366808-751 | 19/01/2024 | 10
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Useable Land | 7a Amount of Operational ease, ability to Project team - | Beca
suitable land | accommodate growth, etc desktop
available for | Aple to accommodate ~50m x | review
the WWTP 50m WWTP site and

site associated operational area
(allow one hectare)

Step 3.3 - Briefing Packs

Briefing packs were provided to technical experts ahead of the long list and assessment workshop with an
outline of the options to be assessed (Appendix C), the criteria to be used in undertaking this assessment
including the MCA framework, and a pre-scoring spreadsheet.

Buffer exclusion zones were applied to identified Maori sites of significance, waterways, bores, dwellings,
coastal areas and significant ecological areas. A 150m buffer zone was also applied inside the property
boundaries to provide an odour buffer zone to inform siting the WWTP (criteria 7a).

Step 3.4 - Pre-Scoring

In advance of the long list workshop, technical experts and the project team were asked to pre-score options
using the MCA spreadsheet so that these could be compiled, discussed and challenged during the
workshop. Supporting each score was an explanation (reason) for the score.

Step 3.5 - Interdisciplinary Workshop

At the long-list assessment workshop, the MCA framework and any pre-scoring outcomes were collectively
reviewed. Initial scoring by technical experts was presented and discussed at the workshops. As part of this
process, the workshop facilitator encouraged a group discussion to challenge scores and assumptions. Once
complete, experts were given the opportunity to amend their scores in light of the discussion at the
workshop, if they felt it was appropriate.

Step 3.6 - Mana Whenua Engagement

Engagement was undertaken by NPDC with Ngati Mutunga so that they could provide scoring for the
‘cultural values’ criteria of the MCA. This was an opportunity for mana whenua to provide feedback on the
options and input into the decision-making process.

Step 3.7 — Results of the Long List Assessment

Based on the long list assessment, six sites were identified for an emerging short-list.
4.4 Step 4 — Short List Assessment of Sites

Step 4.1 - Recommendation of Short List Options

Following the completion of Steps 3.2 - 3.7 above, the Project Team identified six sites to further consider
through the short list assessment.

Step 4.2 - Assessment of Short List Options

At the short list stage, the criteria against which options were assessed at the long list was revisited by the
Project Team. The purpose of this was to refine the criteria and add additional factors for consideration

F Be‘ a Urenui and Onaero WWTP - Assessment of Alternatives | 3257860-1461366808-751 | 19/01/2024 | 11
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(where required) to undertake a more detailed assessment of the short list sites. The refined set of
assessment criteria are listed in Table 4.

For the short list assessment, a rating scale was implemented to determine compliance with the criteria on a
gradual scale ranging from 10 being the ‘best’ to 1 being ‘worst’. A scoring rationale was prepared for the
short list MCA assessment to guide consistent decision making from the technical experts (Table 5).

Again, in advance of the short list workshop, technical experts and the project team were asked to pre-score
options using the MCA spreadsheet so that these could be compiled, discussed and challenged during the

workshop.

Table 4: Assessment criteria for the short list MCA.

Cultural la | Wahi tapu sites and Potential effects on the Mana whenua Ngati Mutunga
areas of significance to | relationship of Maori and engagement
Ngati Mutunga their culture and traditions
with wahi tapu sites.
1b Mauri and mahinga kai | Potential effects on the Mana whenua Ngati Mutunga
values of waterbodies relationship of Maori and engagement
within and immediately | their culture and traditions
adjacent to the site with their ancestral
waterways.
Heritage 2a | Heritage Sites and places of known Project team — Beca
value: desktop review
- Sites and places of
European cultural heritage
value -
- Heritage sites scheduled in
the NPDC district plan maps
- Notable trees scheduled in
the NPDC district plan maps
2b Archaeology Sites and places of Archaeologist — Archaeologist
archaeological value. desktop study
Social 3a | Ability to acquire land Landowner’s willingness to NPDC — NPDC
sell landowner
discussions
3b Odour amenity Ability to provide for a Odour specialist | Beca
minimum 150m odour buffer | — desktop review
within the site and number of
sensitive receptors beyond
150m to 300m of the
proposed site
3c Traffic Traffic movements (both Traffic engineer Beca
construction and operational) | — desktop review
3d Groundwater Bores Proximity to water bores Hydrogeologist — | Beca
desktop review
Natural 4a | Terrestrial ecology Significant indigenous flora, Ecologist — site Riverwise
Environment Significant Natural Areas walkover Consulting
(SNAs)
Significant habitats of
indigenous flora
Indigenous biodiversity
Sensitive Coastal
environment — regional plan
requirements

Urenui and Onaero WWTP - Assessment of Alternatives | 3257860-1461366808-751 | 19/01/2024 | 12
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4b

Aquatic ecology

Stream/waterway/wetland
ecology

Ecologist — site
walkover

Riverwise
Consulting

Engineering

5a

Wastewater
conveyance

Length of pipe and pumping
head required

Size and number of pump
station(s)

Construction difficulty

Beca/NPDC —
desktop review

Beca

5b

Access

Proximity to roads and ability
to get to useful parts of the
site via internal tracks and
associated maintenance
requirements

LEIl/Project team
— desktop review

LEI

5c

Services

Power requirements
(proximity to HV power
supply)

Existing services on site
including water supply

Beca — desktop
review

Beca

Resilience

6a

Vulnerability to natural
processes

Vulnerability of the site
(including access) to natural
processes including coastal
erosion, flooding and
earthquakes (liquefaction
risk)

NPDC — desktop
review

NPDC

Useable Land

7a

Amount of suitable
land available for
disposal

Operational ease, ability to
accommodate growth

Contiguous parcels, practical
irrigation layout

Potential for stranded land
that needs to be
managed/potential for
disposal

LEI — site
walkover

LEI

Carbon

8a

Greenhouse gas
emissions

Qualitative assessment of
differences in whole of life
greenhouse gas emissions
generated from the
construction of the
conveyance infrastructure

Beca — desktop
review

Beca

Table 5: Scoring rationale for the short list MCA.

Cultural

la

Wahi tapu Use of this Use of this property
sites and property for the for the project
areas of project would would cause
significance cause negative effects on
to Ngati unacceptable a site or area of
Mutunga effects on a site significance to

or area of
significance to
Ngati Mutunga.

Ngati Mutunga and
there is no clear
way to avoid this.

Use of this
property for
the project
could cause
negative
effects to a
site or an area
of significance
to Ngati
Mutunga but
there are
identified ways

There are no
identified wahi tapu
sites or areas of
significance within or
immediately adjacent
to this property.
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5-7

these effects
could be
avoided.
1b | Mauri and Use of this Use of this property | Use of this Use of this property
mahinga kai property for the for the project (as property for for the project would
values of project would described at the project not have any known
waterbodies cause present) would could cause negative effect on the
within and unacceptable cause negative negative mauri or mahinga kai
immediately effects on the effects on the effects on the | values of the
adjacent to mauri or mahinga | mauri or mahinga mauri or waterbodies within or
the site kai values of a kai values of the mahinga kai immediately adjacent
waterbody within waterbodies within | values of the to this property.
or immediately or immediately waterbodies
adjacent to the adjacent to this within or
property. property and there immediately
is no clear way to adjacent to
avoid this. this property
but there are
identified ways
these effects
could be
avoided.

Heritage 2a | Heritage Some heritage Some heritage Some heritage | Some heritage sites
sites within sites within sites within within proximity of
proximity of the proximity of the site | proximity of the site but effects on
site and effects and effects on the site. heritage values can
on heritage heritage values will | Effects on be avoided; or no
values are likely take considerable heritage heritage sites within
to be more than effort to mitigate. values are proximity of the site.
minor. relatively

simple to
mitigate.
2b | Archaeology | Significant Archaeological Archaeological | Archaeological site(s)
archaeological site(s) within site(s) present but effects
site(s) expected proximity of the site | expected to be | on archaeological
to be impacted, and effects on impacted but values can be easily
with significant archaeological effects are avoided, or no
impacts expected, | values will take relatively archaeological
unlikely to be able | considerable effort | simple to site(s).
to mitigate effects | to mitigate. mitigate.
beyond an
authority to
modify/destroy.
Social 3a | Ability to Scoring to be based on potential complexity of property acquisition process.
acquire land
3b | Odour Minimum 150m Minimum odour Minimum Minimum odour
amenity odour buffer buffer of 150m can | odour buffer of | buffer of 150m can
cannot be be provided in site, | 150m can be be provided within
provided within but two or more provided the site, but two or
the site. dwellings are within the site, | more dwellings are
located within but two or located within 350m
200m of the buffer more of the buffer area
area dwellings are
located within
250m of the
buffer area
3c | Traffic Traffic effects on Traffic effects on Minor traffic Very minor traffic
the transport the transport effects on the | effects (if any) on the
network and local | network and local transport transport network
community during | community during network and and local community
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5-7 8-10

construction and construction and local during construction
operation are operation will take community and operation can be
likely to be more considerable effort | during avoided.
than minor. to mitigate. construction
and operation
that are
relatively
simple to
mitigate.
3d | Groundwater | Adverse effects Adverse effects on | Minor adverse | Very minor effects (if
Bores on existing water | existing water effects on any) on existing
bores are likely to | bores will take existing water | water bores can be
be more than considerable effort | bores thatare | avoided.
minor. to mitigate. relatively
simple to
mitigate.
Natural 4a | Terrestrial Adverse effects Adverse effects on | Minor adverse | Very minor effects on
Environment ecology on terrestrial terrestrial ecology effects on terrestrial ecology (if
ecology are likely | will take terrestrial any) can be avoided.
to be more than considerable effort | ecology that
minor. to mitigate. are relatively
simple to
mitigate.
4b | Aquatic Adverse effects Adverse effects on | Minor adverse | Very minor effects on
ecology on aquatic aquatic ecology will | effects on aquatic ecology (if
ecology are likely | take considerable aquatic any) can be avoided.
to be more than effort to mitigate. ecology that
minor. are relatively
simple to
mitigate.
Engineering | 5a | Wastewater Very long Longer pipelines Moderate Shorter pipelines and
conveyance pipelines and and greater pump length lesser pump station
greater pump station pipelines and requirements
station requirements moderate
requirements pump station

requirements Relatively low

Relatively high construction difficulty

Very high construction when compared to
construction difficulty when Relatively other sites
difficulty when compared to other moderate
compared to sites construction
other sites difficulty when

compared to

other sites

5b | Access Very poor Relatively low Moderate Relatively high

proximity to roads | proximity to roads proximity to proximity to roads
and/or very poor and/or poor internal | roads and and good internal
internal access access (when average access (when
(when compared compared to other internal compared to other
to other sites) sites) access (when | sites)

compared to

other sites)

5c | Services Very poor Relatively low Moderate Relatively high

proximity to proximity power proximity to proximity to power
power supply supply and/or poor | power supply supply and high level
and/or very poor level of existing and average of existing services
level of existing services (when level of (when compared to
services (when compared to other | existing other sites)
compared to sites) services
other sites) (when
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5-7
compared to
other sites)

Resilience 6a | Vulnerability Very high High vulnerability to | Moderate Low vulnerability to
to natural vulnerability to natural processes vulnerability to | natural processes
processes natural processes | (when compared to | natural (when compared to

(when compared other sites) processes other sites)
to other sites) (when

compared to

other sites)

Useable 7a | Amount of Very limited Limited amount of Moderate High amount of

Land suitable land | amount of suitable land for amount of suitable land for
available for suitable land for disposal (i.e. due to | suitable land disposal that can
disposal disposal (i.e. due | steep slopes or for disposal accommodate growth

to steep slopes or | waterway buffer that can and the layout is
waterway buffer exclusions) and/or | accommodate | operationally
exclusions) impractical layout some growth practical

and/or very with non- and the layout

impractical layout | contiguous parcels | is

with non- operationally

contiguous practical

parcels

Carbon 8a | Greenhouse Very high level of | High level of Moderate level | Low level of
gas greenhouse gas greenhouse gas of greenhouse | greenhouse gas
emissions emissions (when emissions (when gas emissions | emissions (when

compared to compared to other (when compared to other
other sites) sites) compared to sites)
other sites)

Step 4.3 — Short List Workshop

Scoring was completed by technical experts and the Project Team. Experts were asked to score the criteria
in their field of expertise using professional judgement and provide justification for the scoring, including any
assumptions. Experts were also asked to comment on the level of certainty of their assessment and note
where further information may be required and what additional assessments may be necessary to determine
a preferred option. These scores were then be presented and challenged in an interdisciplinary MCA
workshop. Subsequently, some initial scores were changed.

The MCA assessment at the short-list stage identified two emerging preferred options. These two emerging
compared options were compared against each other on a qualitative basis in terms of advantages /
disadvantages and the results of landowner discuss to date to determine whether the site landowners would
be open to selling.

4.5 Step 5- Confirmation of Preferred Site

A preferred site was identified based on the short list assessment and input from Ngati Mutunga. Positive
landowner discussions also meant that NPDC were able to purchase a new site and confirm it as the
preferred project site.
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5 Mana Whenua Partnership

Throughout the short and long list assessments, Ngati Mutunga were included as part of the assessment
process. Ngati Mutunga’s involvement included the following:

¢ Reviewing the spatial extent of the Investigation Area with NPDC and revising the boundaries of that
area to take into consideration the rohe boundary of Ngati Mutunga;

e Inputting into the MCA cultural criteria development;

e Preparing for, attending and scoring the longlist sites at the long-list workshop held on 29 July 2022
(on-line);

e Preparing for, attending and scoring the short-list sites at the short-list workshop held on 20 October
2022 (on-line);

e Attending site walkovers with NPDC staff for short-listed sites 16 and 20.

Based on the above partnership process cultural values and consideration of effects have been integrated
into the assessment of alterative process as much as practicable.
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6 Consideration of Alternative Sites

6.1 Long List Options

The following section outlines the long list sites considered for this project. As described in Section 4.2, an
initial long list of 23 possible sites was developed at a property level as shown in Figure 4.

D0

3 +10¢ L boundery
Panh of mermt

Bl rovse s e
Zone A 250cesufer

CLIENT

4\ New Plymouth
District Council

Parcels of Interest
Greatnr Than 20 ha

Le WE

rH‘:”()’l"ll,"ﬂ\'Zb
Impact

Figure 4. Properties considered for the project (Zone Aa land — identified in Appendix B)?

As noted in the long list MCA methodology (Section 4.2), the initial 23 sites were refined down to 13 sites for
the long list option assessment. Reasons for excluding the sites from further assessment include:

¢ Nine sites were excluded due to available areas for discharge less than 10 ha following overlay of buffer
areas and slopes greater than 7 degrees
e Site 17 was excluded due to the irrigable area being non-contiguous

It was then identified that site 21 was owned by multiple owners making possible purchasing arrangements
difficult. Site 21 was excluded from further analysis on that basis.

Table 6 below provides an overview of key features for the 12 sites: evaluated in the long list assessment.
Appendix C also includes summary maps of the 12 sites showing property boundaries, slopes, and buffer

2 The boundary of Zone Aa land was refined throughout the initial site selection process as discussed in Section 4.1 and 4.2 of this

Report.

3 Note that Site 21 (as shown in Appendix B) was discounted from the long list assessment due to complicated property ownership

arrangements that would have made it very difficult to obtain the site.

|
ﬂ‘- Be‘ a Urenui and Onaero WWTP - Assessment of Alternatives | 3257860-1461366808-751 | 19/01/2024 | 18
-



Sensitivity: General

Consideration of Alternative Sites

exclusions (150m buffer from dwellings, 50m buffer from groundwater sites, 20m buffer from Maori sites of
significance, 150m buffer from the property boundary for the location of the WWTP to mitigate odour effects).

Table 6. Summary of key features of long list sites

1 38.7 33 A Whakapaki Street, LOT 2 DP 361299 ¢ Coastal site located on

URENUI western edge of Urenui
township and estuary

e Known area of occupation
for Ngati Mutunga and Te
Pihanga Pa

e In proximity to heritage
sites in Urenui township
listed in the NPDC District
Plan

¢ Small unnamed stream
located in the property
and eastern boundary of
site is a little blue penguin
nesting area

2 55.2 1237 Main North Road, SEC 80 URENUI o Coastal site located
URENUI DISTRICT LOT 15 DP approximately 1.2km to
447025 LOT 1 DP the east of the Onaero
460395 township on the eastern

side of the Onaero River

o Known area of occupation
for Ngati Mutunga

e Two tributaries of the
Onaero River and a
wetland located within the
site

¢ Western boundary of the
site is a little blue penguin
nesting area

6 459 401 Mokau Road, LOT 1 DP 5082 PTS o Large flat site located
URENUI LOT 2 DP 5082 LOT 1 approximately 2.6km to
DP 9813 SEC 7 SO the north-east of Urenui
35585; 5 LOT 5A SEC township

24 BLK IV WAITARA SD | e Several wetlands are
located in the north-east
corner of the site

7 45.6 1288 Main North Road, LOT 2 DP 491893 LOTS | e Site is located
URENUI 1-4 6-10 12 13 PT LOTS approximately 1km to the
511 DP 2118; LOT 4 DP south-west of Urenui
447420 PT SEC 2 township
URENUI DISTRICT e Property contains a wahi

tapu site — Te Ngaio Pa

¢ Site includes a large gully
system and unnamed
tributary of the Onaero
River
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46.9

Kaipikari Road Upper,
URENUI

QEII COVENANT
12.5400 AREAS C D DP
18000 PT LOT 2 DP
502944, LOT 2 DP
502944, LOT 3 DP
331605; LOTS 1-2 DP
12063

Site is located
approximately 700m
south of the Urenui
township

In proximity to two Pa
sites

In proximity to heritage
sites scheduled in the
NPDC District Plan
Kakapo Stream runs
through the property
QEII covenants on native
forest on the property

14

44.4

61 Ohanga Road,
ONAERO, URENUI

LOT 2 DP 544918

Site is located
approximately 500m
south-east of the Onaero
township and 2km to the
west of the Urenui
township

In proximity to Putahi Pa
The Onaero River runs
along the eastern
boundary of the site

The site is bisected by a
terrace that supports a
mix of native and exotic
forest

15

36.7

29 Ohanga Road,
ONAERO, URENUI

LOT 1 DP 544918

Site is located
approximately 1km south-
east of the Onaero
township and 2km to the
west of the Urenui
township

The Onaero River runs
along the eastern
boundary of the site

An unnamed tributary of
the Onaero River is
present in the northern
portion of the property

16

84.4

944 Main North Road,
URENUI

LOT 1 DP 544918

Large flat site located
approximately 500m
south-west of the Onaero
township and 3.7km to
the west of the Urenui
township

Te Rau o te Huia Pa is
present in the northern
portion of the site
Three unnamed
tributaries of Motukara
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Stream are present on
the site

19

116.3

397 Ohanga Road,
ONAERO, URENUI

QEII COVENANT
4.6720HA PT LOT 1 DP
19282 PT SEC 99
AREASA&B-LOT1
DP 19282 SEC 1 SO
441305 SEC 1 SO
13411 LOT 2 DP

Site is located
approximately 2.4km
south of the Onaero
township and 3.4km to
the south-west of the
Urenui township
Previous filling on the site
has buried two streams
(likely non-compliant)
An unnamed tributary of
the Onaero River flows
along the eastern
boundary

20

36.7

293/319 Waiau Road

Section 121 Block VII
Waitara SD DP 572930,
SO 8353

Site is located
approximately 2.9km
south of the Onaero
township and 4.5km to
the south-west of the
Urenui township
Several unnamed
streams and natural
wetlands are present on
the property

22

69.5

363 Waiau Road

LOT 1 DP 380455,
OHANGA 2 BLOCK

Site is located
approximately 4km south
of the Onaero township
and 5.2km to the south-
west of the Urenui
township

Several unnamed
streams are present in
the north-east portion of
the site

23

267.5

138 Ohanga Road

SECS 50 56 BLK VI
WAITARA SD
NGATIRAHIRI 8G PT
8E2 BLOCK OHANGA
4A-4D 5A-5C BLOCK

Site is located
approximately 3km south
of the Onaero township
and 4.2km to the south-
west of the Urenui
township

Several unnamed
streams are present on
the property
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6.2 Assessment of Long List Options

As outlined in the methodology section (Section 4), the long list sites were subject to a traffic light
assessment against a range of criteria. Technical specialists engaged in a half day workshop to score each
option green, amber, or red depending on how well that site met the criteria. Refer to Appendix D for more
detail on this assessment.

Table 7 provides a summary of the traffic light assessment:

Table 7: Summary of long list option assessment

Cultural 1a. Wahi tapu
sites

1b Mauri and
mahinga kai
values

Heritage 2a. Heritage

2b. Archaeology

Social 3a. Number of
adjoining
landowners

3b. Proximity of

dwellings
Natural 4a. Ecology
environment
Engineering 5b. Access
Resilience 6a. Vulnerability
to natural
processes
Useable land 7a. Amount of
suitable land

available for the
WWTP site

The Project Team reviewed and compared the options identified above. The following table summarises the
assessment of the long list options against the seven criteria topics — cultural, heritage, social, natural
environment, engineering, resilience, and useable land:

Table 8: Assessment of long list sites

Cultural a.  Due to the long history of Ngati Mutunga occupation near the coast, most
sites are near identified wahi tapu sites. No known wahi tapu sites were
identified within the vicinity of Sites 19, 20, 22 and 23.

b.  Most sites have streams or wetland systems within or adjacent to the site and
Ngati Mutunga identified concerns around the ability to avoid contamination
of the waterways with a discharge to land system. This concern was most
apparent for sites 9 and 20.

Heritage a.  For the majority of sites, there are no heritage sites mapped in the NPDC
District Plan that are in close proximity. Site 1 and Site 9 are located in

u
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proximity to heritage sites such that when a 150m buffer zone is applied,
the zone overlaps with the site.

b.  Due to the long history of Ngati Mutunga occupation near the coast and the
number of wahi tapu sites, it was identified that there is a relatively high risk
of archaeological sites in the area. Sites 16, 19, 20 are located further
inland and Sites 22 and 23 were mostly within the forest line prior to
European settlement: as such these sites have a lower likelihood of
containing archaeological sites.

Social a. Most sites are surrounded by multiple landowners and dwellings. Site 1 is in
close proximity to residential dwellings at Urenui township and the
remainder of sites are mostly located near lifestyle properties.

b. For most sites, a reasonable number of dwellings were identified in proximity
to a 150m odour buffer zone. Sites 16, 19, 20, 22 and 23 are large blocks of
land and the WWTP could be more easily located away from dwellings at

these sites.
Natural a. Most sites have streams, wetland and/or gully systems within a portion of the
Environment site. Sites 1 and 2 are located near little blue penguin nesting areas and

Key Native Ecosystems (KNE). Site 9 has a QEIlI covenant over native
forest on the property. Sites 14 and 15 adjoin Onaero River Scenic Reserve
(Department of Conservation) land.

Engineering b. Most sites have good access from State Highway 3 or local roads. The
access point for Site 1 is through the Urenui township and would likely not
be suitable. Internal site access at Site 9 might be problematic as the
existing access track appears to be on a neighbouring property.

Resilience a. Most sites have no known natural hazard risks. Site 1 and 2 are at risk of
significant coastal erosion. Site 9 has a potential liquefaction and fluvial
flood risk on the river flats.

Useable land a. Site 9 and Site 15 do not appear to have adequate space to locate a WWTP.
Site 7 and Site 14 have very limited space to locate a WWTP with a 150m
odour buffer. All other sites have enough space available for a WWTP
inside a 150m odour buffer zone.

Based on the assessment above, options 6, 16, 19, 20, 22, and 23 proceeded to the short list stage for the
following key reasons:

a) These options are mostly sites located further inland and away from wahi tapu sites associated with
Ngati Mutunga’s long history of occupation near the coast.

b) These options are mostly large blocks of land, where the WWTP can be located away from dwellings
achieving the minimum odour buffer of 150 m and providing sufficient distance from sensitive
receivers.

c) These options avoided sites where known ecological significance exists such as mapped Significant
Natural Areas, Key Native Ecosystems and QEIl native forest covenants.

d) Site 20 proceeded to the short list stage as NPDC already own the land and this provides greater
certainty around the land acquisition process and timing.

Sites that were not considered further had reasonably significant challenges or constraints. While the sites
that proceeded to the short list may have had some constraints, they were not significant enough to prevent
further investigation.
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6.3 Short List Options

Options 6, 16, 19, 20, 22, and 23 proceeded to the short list stage and these sites are shown in Figure 5
below.

Urenui rivermouth |
Onaero rivermouth e
Urenui township

Onaero township SN A
o -

Figure 5. Map showing the location of short list sites.

6.4 Assessment of Short List Options

As outlined in the methodology section (Section 4), a scored multi-criteria assessment was used to assess
the short-listed sites. In preparation for the MCA workshop, the Project Team were asked to assess the site.
Site walkovers were able to be undertaken by the project ecologist and soil scientist at Sites 16 and Site 20
(Sites 6, 19, 22 and 23 were not able to be accessed). For these sites that could not be accessed desktop
assessments were undertaken.

At the MCA workshop, the specialist’'s scores for each option were examined site by site. For each option,
the expert responsible for each criterion presented to the group, explaining the basis of their assessment,
general themes and comments, and the overall scoring they attributed to each option. In some cases,
following the discussion of the relevant criterion, some scores were altered from what was originally
assigned.

The table below provides a summary of the short list assessment. Table 9 includes the Assessment Criteria
for the shortlisted options. Refer to Appendix E for more detail on this assessment.
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Table 9. Summary of short list option assessment

Cultural

1a.

Wahi tapu sites

1b.
values

Mauri and mahinga kai

Heritage

2a.

Heritage

2b.

Archaeology

Social

3a.

Ability to acquire land

3b.

Odour amenity

3c.

Traffic

3d.

Groundwater bores

Natural environment

4a.

Terrestrial ecology

4b.

Aquatic ecology

Engineering 5a. Wastewater conveyance
5b. Access
5c¢. Services
Resilience 6a. Vulnerability to natural
processes
Useable land 7a. Amount of suitable land
available for disposal
Carbon 8a. Greenhouse gas
emissions
Raw score 118 123 112 117 110 110

The Project Team reviewed and compared sites 6, 16, 19, 20, 22, and 23 against the short list criteria. The
following table summarises the assessment of the short list options against the eight criteria topics — cultural,
heritage, social, natural environment, engineering, resilience, useable land, and carbon:

Table 10: Short list assessment summary

Cultural

a.

The western part of this site 6 is located between Okokio and Pukekohe pa
sites and Ngati Mutunga would not support the WWTP and irrigation areas
being within the viewshaft or pathway between these two sites.

The northern part of site 16 is a known occupation area for Ngati Mutunga
and has important cultural sites, however site 16 is a large property and the
southern part of the property has no known wahi tapu.

Potential contamination of waterways was a concern with sites 19 and 23,
however the most concern was expressed for site 20 where Ngati Mutunga
had concerns with regards to contamination of ground and surface water
due to the size and layout of the property.

Heritage /
Archaeology

There are no heritage sites mapped in the NPDC District Plan that are in
close proximity to any short-listed site.

Sites 6 and 16, although having no archaeological sites recorded on the
property, have the potential for archaeological sites to be discovered given
their local near recorded archaeological sites. Sites 19 and 20 have a low

iiBecCa
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potential for archaeological discoveries, whilst the remaining sites had no
recorded archaeology and low risk of archaeological sites being present.

Social

After being approached by NPDC officers, the owners of Sites 6, 19, 22 and
23 indicated that they were not interested in selling their properties. Site 20
was currently owned by NPDC and the owners of Site 16 indicated that they
may be willing to sell their land.

Odour amenity could be managed for the majority of short-listed sites, with
potential to avoid odour issues on all sites depending on the final location of
the WWTP within each site. Site 6 scored the lowest with a number of
dwellings surrounding the site, however the WWTP could be located on site
to avoid odour issues. Site 16 also had a number of surrounding dwellings,
but again the WWTP could be located on site to avoid odour issues. Site 20
also had surrounding dwellings, however the site was considered viable
from an odour perspective.

From a traffic perspective, all sites scored similarly due to the need for
roading improvements. Sites 22 and 23 scored the lowest due to need for
intersection improvements and carriageway widening.

In terms of potential effects on groundwater bores, records were reviewed
and potential effects assessed. Site 19, 20 and 23 had groundwater bores
either downgradient or in close proximity and scored lower. Sites 6 and 22
had a slightly potential for adverse effects, whilst site 16 scored the highest
with no known groundwater bores downgradient of the site.

Natural
Environment

In terms of terrestrial ecology, all sites scored highly. Wetlands and areas of
vegetation are present on some sites but it was considered that adverse
effects on these could be avoided by locating wastewater discharge
infrastructure away from these sites.

From an aquatic ecology perspective, site 22 scored lowest due to the
location of a pond on the site where adverse effects would be difficult to
avoid due to the layout of the site. On other sites, wetlands and stream are
present, however adverse effects on these could largely be avoided by the
proposed layout of the wastewater discharge infrastructure.

Engineering

In terms of wastewater conveyance, site 22 scored the lowest due to the
complex pumping requirements to convey wastewater to the site. Sites 16,
19, 20 and 23 had moderate complexity in terms of wastewater
conveyance, whilst site 6 scored the highest due to the proximity to Urenui
Township.

In terms of access to the sites, sites 20, 22 and 23 had moderate levels of
access, whilst sites 6, 16 and 19 scored the highest.

In terms of proximity to services, sites 6 and 22 were located furthest from
Council services and scored lower. The remaining sites were located closer
and scored higher.

Resilience

Site 6 and 23 scored lower due to known earthworks on site 6 and proximity
to oil and gas wells. Other sites scored higher with either low risks or no
known risks.

Useable land

Sites 20, 22 and 23 scored lower, as the available land was either not
continuous or has several elevation changes. Sites 6, 16 and 19 scored
highest.

Carbon

Site 22 scored lowest due to the longer length of conveyance pipeline
required to reach the site. Site 6 had the shortest length of conveyance
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pipeline and consequently scored the highest. Other sites had moderate
levels of carbon emissions associated with them.

6.5 Identification of Emerging Preferred Option

Overall, scoring between the short list sites was reasonably similar, with all sites scoring above 5 out of 10 in
most categories.

Site 16 scored highest through the MCA process, although was held in private ownership. It is a large site,
can easily accommodate all treated wastewater to land, and provides for sufficient buffer to sensitive
activities.

Whilst site 20 was already owned by NPDC, it was a smaller site and had a lesser land area than site 16.
Concern was also expressed by Ngati Mutunga on potential adverse environmental effects of treated
wastewater spray drift on waterways that run through the site. It was agreed that should this site progress
this assessment would be revisited dependent upon the concept design for the discharge system being
progressed further and potential effects on waterways being considered further.

Site walkovers were undertaken for sites 16 and 20 (undertaken as part of the earlier acquisition process for
this site). These are presented in Appendix E.

As part of the short-list assessment process NPDC commenced property acquisition conversations with all
short list sites and the property owners of Sites 6, 19, 22 and 23 ruled out selling their land. The property
owner at Site 16 indicated that they would be open to selling their land and Site 20 was already owned by
NPDC. Due to project timeframes and the opportunity to acquire Site 16 outside of the Public Works Act
process, Sites 6, 19, 22 and 23 were eliminated from the preferred site selection process.

Based on the short list assessment and input from Ngati Mutunga, Site 16 was identified as the preferred site
over Site 20. This was mainly due to the larger size of Site 16 and the lack of waterways present on the site
(Site 20 was constrained by several waterways crossing the site, constraining the available area for the
disposal field and concerning Ngati Mutunga from an environmental perspective). Although dwellings were
located around the site, the large site area meant that both the WWTP and land discharge infrastructure
could be placed within the site to allow for appropriate buffers between the activities and these sensitive
receptors.

Property acquisition conversations continued with the owners of Site 16 and NPDC were able to successfully
purchase the site.

6.6 Preferred Option

Site 16 was selected as the preferred option because it scored the highest overall in the MCA short list
assessment and the property was able to be acquired by NPDC.
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Conclusion

7 Conclusion

This assessment of alternative sites has been prepared on behalf of NPDC to support the NoR for
designation and has been prepared in accordance with Section 171(1)(b) of the RMA.

This assessment has evaluated a wide range of sites for the Urenui and Onaero WWTP and discharge to
land system location using a robust assessment methodology, as outlined in Section 4.

Throughout the short and long list assessments, Ngati Mutunga were included as part of the assessment
and decision making process.

Section 6 outlines the consideration of alternatives and demonstrates the longlist and shortlist assessment
and the emerging preferred sites (site 16 and 20). Following a further review of the relative advantages and
disadvantages of the two emerging preferred sites and engagement with Ngati Mutunga, site 16 was
selected as the preferred option.

F Be‘ a Urenui and Onaero WWTP - Assessment of Alternatives | 3257860-1461366808-751 | 19/01/2024 | 28
n



Sensitivity: General

Appendix A — Township Septic Tank Suitability and Land Priority for
Discharge (LEI)
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Appendix B — Land Suitability Analysis for Onaero and Urenui — Short
Listed Area (LEI)
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Appendix C — Long List Sites
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Appendix D — Long List Assessment
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Appendix E — Short List MCA Assessment
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Appendix F — Site Walkover Reports




