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Executive summary 

Studies of water quality in the streams of Matatā go back at least 24 years.  Studies have 
looked at the effectiveness of wastewater treatment for more than 10 years. 

Water quality has consistently required “action”. 

Microbial Source Tracking has confirmed that the source of the contamination is from 
human sources. 

Inadequately treated wastewater, from septic tanks, discharging into streams within the 
community represents a risk to public health. 

In 2004 an application was made for SWSS funding to provide reticulation. 

Use of the A+ assessment tool shows an urgent need for reticulation. 

WDC will now make a “Better Business Case” for additional funding. 
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Part 1:  Introduction 

The effectiveness of on-site wastewater systems in Matatā has been studied for more than 
10 years.  An application was made for Ministry of Health Sanitary Works Subsidy Scheme 
(SWSS) funding in 2004 and a subsidy was approved.  Progress was delayed by the 2005 
debris flow event and the subsequent recovery.  An application was made to Bay of Plenty 
Regional Council in December 2013 for a resource consent to establish a local WWTP and 
to discharge treated wastewater into the sand hills to the East of the town.  The decision to 
issue a resource consent in June 2014 was appealed to the Environment Court and the 
Court’s decision was to cancel the consent for the wastewater treatment plant. 

In response to the Environment Court decision and a meeting of the Matatā community, 
Whakatāne District Council decided to look for an alternative solution.  Whakatāne District 
Council convened a working party to look at the future wastewater needs in an holistic 
manner. From a large list of options a small number of possibilities were further developed 
and costed.  The smaller list was presented to Whakatāne District Council and a single 
preferred option was chosen.  The preferred proposal was to direct wastewater to 
Edgecumbe and from there to Whakatāne.  This made best use of existing infrastructure 
and resolved a number of other wastewater issues. 

The Sanitary Works Subsidy Scheme funding can only be applied to the design and 
construction of new infrastructure and cannot be applied to the upgrade of existing 
infrastructure.  It is therefore not possible to use the SWSS funding for the upgrading of the 
Edgecumbe WWTP and the pipeline to Whakatāne.  No additional funds are available from 
the SWSS.  In order to continue with the development of the preferred option it is necessary 
to apply for a Better Business Case for funding support from government.  As part of the 
Better Business Case it is essential to demonstrate a need for reticulation. 

Bay of Plenty Regional Council has been asked to assist Whakatāne District Council in 
demonstrating the need for reticulation of Matatā.  This document sets out a method of 
achieving this, the selection of the assessment tool, the application of the tool and the 
conclusions reached. 
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Part 2:  History of Assessments 

The initial assessment was completed in July 2004 by Dr Phil Shoemack, Medical Officer of 
Health of Toi Te Ora - Public Health Service Unit.1  This assessment used the guidelines 
for the Sanitary Works Subsidy Scheme (SWSS) .  The assessment concluded that “septic 
tanks were old, undersized and discharged to soils that provided poor soakage”.  A grant of 
$6.7 million was subsequently made available by the Ministry of Health.   

The reticulation proposal was overtaken by the debris flow event of May 2005.  Following 
recovery from this event consideration turned to the subsidy that was still available. The 
proposal and the infectious disease data was updated in 2009 by Harrison Grierson . 

ESR were engaged to complete an assessment in 2012 .  The report concluded that there 
was “no compelling reason to require the reticulation of the community”.   This report was 
subsequently criticised by the Medical Officer of Health and the Ministry of Health who 
recommended that the report “be given very little weight” 2. 

 

                                            
1 Refer Appendix 1 
2 Email from John Harding, Senior Public Health Engineer, Ministry of Health  
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Part 3:  The need for reticulation 

Whakatāne District Council now propose to make a Better Business Case application for 
funding to reticulate Matatā. It is necessary as part of this Better Business Case to 
demonstrate an environmental and public health need for the reticulation.   

It is proposed to demonstrate this in two parts; 

 An update of the environmental water sampling data, and 

 A health risk assessment.  

3.1 The Water Sampling Data 

The water sample data is attached as Appendix 2. Water sampling has been conducted 
since 1992 .  The number of the indicator bacteria, E. coli, in each sample have been 
reported. The numbers have been assessed in accordance with the Recreational Water 
Guidelines.  The use of the Guidelines is considered to be appropriate as it is not 
uncommon to see children playing in the streams. The sample locations are shown in the 
map included as part of Appendix 2. 

The results displayed in Appendix 2 have been colour coded.  Acceptable results in terms 
of the Guidelines are shown in black typeface and green in the table and graph below.  The 
results which are in the “Alert” category are coloured orange or amber and those in the 
“Action” category are shown in red.  It can be seen that there is a mixture of colours or 
categories. Where there are red coloured or “Action” results there is an obligation for action 
to be taken. 

Result Percentage 

Acceptable 51 % 

Alert 17 % 

Action 32 % 

 

The following pie chart is a summary of all the results reported over the years and 
illustrates the range of results as a percentage of the total. 

 
 
As can be seen from the graph there are a significant number (32%) of red category 
results.  It is not acceptable to ignore these results. Action is required. 
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The source of the indicator bacteria is an important factor as the E. coli may originate from 
bovine, avian or human sources. A relatively new test is available to determine the source 
of E. coli.  Microbial Source Tracking (MST) has been conducted on several samples where 
there was a sufficient number of bacteria to warrant the cost of conducting the test. 

One of the samples tested gave a positive result for two human PCR markers indicating a 
strong presence of contamination from a human source.  

In addition to the confirmation that the source of the E. coli is of human origin, the numbers 
of E. coli generally increase as the streams pass through the community, becoming 
progressively worse, confirming that septic tanks are a probable source of the 
contamination. Removing the discharge of partially renovated wastewater from septic tanks 
would resolve this issue. 

3.2 Health Risk Assessment:  A+ assessment protocol 

The SWSS was intended primarily to enable disadvantaged small and medium-sized 
communities to achieve good environmental outcomes and safe sanitary conditions. 

The health impact assessment (HIA) that was conducted as part of the original application 
for SWSS was not intended to indicate whether reticulation was necessary.  The HIA 
provided a score for the project which allowed the Ministry of Health to rank similar projects 
relative to each other and to enable funding decisions to be made.  The improvement in 
public health as a result of reticulation was implicit in the guidance. The assessment 
stopped short of indicating that reticulation was necessary to protect the health of the 
community. 

There are a number of assessment tools which can be used to demonstrate a need for 
reticulation.  Examples are the A+ assessment tool developed for the Ministry of Health by 
the Auckland Regional Public Health Service and the DRASTIC tool developed by Beca for 
Waikato Regional Council.  It is considered that based on the timeframe available and the 
information already held by Bay of Plenty Regional Council (BOPRC) and Whakatāne 
District Council (WDC) that the most appropriate assessment tool for this situation is the A+ 
version.  The Ministry of Health have agreed to the use of this tool3. A copy of the 
assessment methodology is attached as Appendix 4.  

The best available information was used to complete the assessment tool matrix.  The 
source of the information and any assumptions made in using that information are 
discussed below. 

The protocol which forms part of the assessment tool suggests that at least 10% of the 
community or 100 systems should be assessed.  It is assumed that the smaller of these two 
numbers should be used, but this is not set out explicitly.  It seems wise to exercise caution 
here and so 100 properties have been included in the assessment.  There are currently 280 
dwellings in Matatā with septic tanks and this assessment therefore looks at 36% of these.   

The properties to be included were selected by creating a list of all Matatā properties 
containing a dwelling, mixing the list and then using a random number generator to select 
the 100 properties.  The map attached as Appendix 5 shows the selected properties. This 
shows a good spread across the community. 

Environmental Factors 

To complete the assessment it is necessary to gather the data and to score each of the 
factors for each property.  The scores are then totalled and given a grade. The grade for 

                                            
3 Appendix 3 
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each property is then entered in the community tally sheet. A spreadsheet was used for this 
purpose. An explanation is required as to the source of the data, the assumptions made 
and the scores used. These are explained below for each dataset. 

In some cases the data from different sources was conflicting.  For example, Building 
Permit data held on WDC property files may indicate a particular size septic tank was 
proposed prior to construction of the dwelling.  The questionnaire sent to residents may 
report a different size and the pump out and inspection of the tank may provide a third 
number.  Where these types of conflict are encountered the spreadsheet shows the source 
of the data that was used. 

Subsoil Investigations.  A series of auger holes have been drilled across Matatā.  The 
locations are shown in the map attached as Appendix 6.  For each hole there is a bore log 
describing the soil and one or more photos.  It is assumed that each bore hole indicates the 
soil type in the surrounding area.  Each property is scored using the nearest bore hole.  It 
was not possible to drill a hole and characterise the soil type for each of the 100 properties. 
 
Soakage Rates.  The assessment table requires soil types to be placed in broad 
categories based on soakage rates.  This was assessed using the borehole data.  The 
assessment data has been cross referenced with Table L1 of NZS 1547:2012. 
 
Slope.  This information was obtained from the aerial photo information provided by the 
BOPRC in-house GIS system interface known as GeoView 2.  The contour lines for Matatā 
are available at 0.5 m intervals and is sufficient for this purpose. 
 
Climate.  This was given the best possible category (lowest score) provided in the 
assessment  of “low rain, high sunshine levels, high wind and high land”.  Matatā certainly 
qualifies for the low rain and high sunshine levels. This low score was applied to all 
properties. 
 
Groundwater level (winter).  The boreholes referred to above and attached as Appendix 8 
were used to provide this information.  The nearest borehole was used for each property.  
Where no water was encountered then a category of greater than 3m was assigned. 
 
Groundcover.  This information was taken from GeoView 2 aerial mapping system. 
 
Site Management Factors 
 
Number of failures.  An earlier survey conducted by Whakatāne District Council in 2012 
asked respondents about issues with their septic tank.  This information has been used to 
score individual properties.  There are also two lists of properties retrieved from the WDC 
and BOPRC complaints registers that have been used to score properties which have at 
some time had a septic tank problem. 
 
Age of system.  It has been assumed that the wastewater system would have been 
installed at the time that the first part of the house was built.  We have therefore used this 
date to provide an age of the system.  This dataset was obtained from the property files 
held by WDC. Where a Building Consent was obtained for an upgrade of the wastewater 
system, this date was used. 
 
Maintenance.  A septic tank operates by providing quiescent conditions allowing materials 
to float or settle.  A number of biological processes also take place in the tank. A partially 
renovated wastewater or effluent then discharges from the tank.  The effectiveness of the 
tank is influenced by the sludge and scum which has accumulated in the tank. A tank is 
maintained by pumping out the tank at intervals. 
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Information to score this category has come from a number of sources.  At a community 
meeting for consultation on Plan Change 2 to the On-Site Effluent Treatment Regional Plan 
there was resistance from those present to the proposal to make Matatā a Maintenance 
Zone.  This resistance was based on property owners not wanting to pump out their septic 
tanks.  Many people claimed that their tanks were 20 years old, had never been pumped 
and were working well.  They could not see the need to “waste” money on a pump out.  
This is an erroneous view and the lack of maintenance may well be a contributor to the 
water quality results. 
 
BOPRC has trained contractors to pump out septic tanks, to inspect and measure the tanks 
and to provide reports.  We have conducted telephone interviews with these contractors 
asking how often they service tanks in Matatā.  One contractor advised that they pump out 
about 20 tanks per year with a few premises being pumped annually.  This is because they 
are commercial premises or have high groundwater problems.  The other contractor that 
services Matatā reported pumping out around 25 tanks per year with again a few being 
pumped annually.  From this it seems that around 10% of property owners contract to have 
their septic tank maintained every year.  If this trend was continued year upon year then all 
septic tanks would be pumped after 10 years.  This has been used as the default score. 
 
We have also sent a letter to the owners of the 100 properties included in the survey.  We 
have asked them (among other questions) to advise the number of years since the tank 
was last pumped out.  Where a response has been received, the appropriate score has 
been included in the assessment. 
 
Septic tank capacity per person.  The notes in the A+ assessment tool refer to the NZS 
4610:1982. While this standard has been superseded, we have elected to use this older 
standard to avoid the need to amend the values in the site management table in the 
assessment tool. We have attempted to use a combination of ground penetrating radar and 
probing to determine the sizes of septic tanks.  The photos attached as Appendix 8 shows 
the GPR in use and the display.  The GPR did not produce the required accuracy for entry 
into the assessment tool.  We have resorted to other methods of obtaining this data. 
 
Firstly we have written to the property owners asking that they advise the normal number of 
occupants and the size of the septic tank.  Where this information has been supplied we 
have calculated the septic tank size per person and entered the relevant score in the 
assessment tool. 
 
The second method has been used to determine a default score to be used where the 
property owner has not responded or does not know the size of the tank.  We have 
assumed that the dwelling has a 5 person occupancy based on a three bedroom dwelling.  
Where it is clear that the dwelling is small or large, then we have adjusted the number to 2 
or 4 bedrooms and the appropriate occupancy based on the NZS tables. 
 
It is expected that many tanks will be of similar size.  This is partly because suppliers of 
precast tanks will have a limited range of sizes and perhaps only one size. It will be partly 
be because of a convention as to the size of septic tank in the given locality. It is therefore 
valid to use a default value. 
 
Whakatāne District Council engaged a contractor to pump and inspect a number of septic 
tanks.  The reports are attached as Appendix 7.  We have engaged the same contractor to 
pump out a further 7 septic tanks.  The data from this exercise is attached as Appendix 8.  
We have used this information to determine the typical septic tank size, divided this by the 
number of occupants and used this as the default value. 
 
There is a problem with the assessment tool for this factor.  Septic tanks which are larger 
than 660 litres per person are scored 1 point.  Septic tanks which are less than 540 litres 
per person are scored 15 points.  No points are provided for tanks which are between 660 
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litres and 540 litres per person. This is clearly an error. As a contributor to the development 
of the A+ assessment tool, I am sure that it was intended to score tanks in this category 
with 5 points.  This factor has been scored in this way in the assessment. 
 
Volume of waste.  It is normal practice to use water meter data to estimate wastewater 
volumes for an assessment of this type.  While Matatā has a reticulated water supply 
individual properties are not metered.  The volumes have therefore been calculated based 
on the daily use of water divided by the total number of residents and applied to each 
property.  This information has been supplied by Whakatāne District Council. 
 
Size of site. This information has been obtained from the GIS data system. 
 
Stormwater control.  This was another question asked of the 100 selected residents.  
Where there was a response, this has been used in the assessment.  Other information 
was obtained by site visits. Where there are no street channels or roadside water tables 
and it was clear that water could enter properties, these properties were scored as not 
having stormwater control. 
 
Seasonal occupancy.  Without information to the contrary, it has been assumed that 
dwellings in Matatā are occupied year round.  We have searched holiday home booking 
sites and only found one of the selected properties listed.  Because there is a tendency to 
crowd a number of people into the property for a brief period, this property has been scored 
accordingly. 
   
Community Housing Density.  This factor has been applied consistently to all properties 
in the assessment. 
 
Community Size.  The 2013 census data indicates a population of 645.  The factor for this 
size population has been applied to all properties. 
 
Community source of potable water.  Matatā has a community drinking-water supply 
provided by Whakatāne District Council. 
 

3.3 The Community Tally / Septic Tank Results 

The A+ assessment tool uses a system of grades entered into a risk table to provide a final 
result.  Each factor is scored and then the scores are added together.  Based on the total 
for Site Management and Environmental factors a grade is assigned.  To enable this to be 
easily understood, the grades are entered into a colour coded table with the numbers 
indicating the number of properties in each category. 

 

 

 

Site Management Grade

Environmental Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6

A 0 0 1 3 0 0

B 0 0 8 25 3 0

C 0 0 17 29 11 3

D 0 0 0 0 0 0

 Number of Properties  
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 Red 3 

Amber 43 

Yellow 45 

White 9 

Total 100 
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Part 4:  Conclusions 

The water sampling data summary shows that a significant proportion of results are in the 
“Action” category.  This demonstrates that streams have been polluted by septic tank 
effluent run-off.  An environment contaminated with human sewage is a risk to the health of 
the community. 

 

The A+ assessment tool has been used to assess the need for existing on-site wastewater 
systems to be replaced by reticulation. The scores derived from the assessment 
methodology has been used to complete the community tally.  The A+ assessment protocol 
enables the interpretation of the community tally by comparison with a results table. For 
convenience, the recommendation table from the assessment tool is repeated here. The 
colours shown here relate to the colours shown in the community tally. 

Recommendation Table 
White No public health risk: no action required 

 
Yellow Monitoring of community systems and development required if 10% or more 

fall into this area 
Amber Community will require reticulation shortly to avoid public health risk if 10% or 

more fall into this area 
Red Reticulation required now to mitigate likely public health risk if 1% or more fall 

into this area 
 
Result summary table 
 Category (%)  
White 9 
Yellow 45 
Amber 43 
Red 3 
 
There are three properties (3%) in the red portion of the result summary table.  This 
exceeds the 1% threshold of the red category in the recommendation table.  From this it 
can be concluded that reticulation is required now.   
 
Furthermore, 43% of properties are in the amber category requiring reticulation shortly.   
 
The water sample results and the conclusions of the assessment are complementary. They 
demonstrate an urgent need for reticulation.  This is consistent with previous findings, that 
were the basis of a BOPRC decision to provide a subsidy for the reticulation of Matatā. 
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Part 5:  Is There An Alternative? 

Some members of the community have suggested that it is possible to upgrade on-site 
systems and to rely on these systems into the future.  The motivation for adopting this view 
seems to be the presumed high cost of providing reticulation and an expectation that on-
site systems could be provided more cheaply. This ignores the current provisions of the 
Bay of Plenty On-Site Effluent Treatment (OSET) Regional Plan. 
 
The Bay of Plenty OSET Plan provides a framework of rules which authorise and control 
the discharges from on-site systems.  The current OSET Plan has been reviewed, and will 
be replaced by new policies and rules via a plan change to the Regional Water and Land 
Plan (RWLP). Although the OSET Plan will eventually be withdrawn, many of the current 
provisions will be replicated in the RWLP, including Maintenance Zone requirements.  
 
The current OSET Plan requirements relating to Matatā and Maintenance Zones are 
explained below. 
 
Where there are environmental problems resulting from discharges from septic tanks, the 
Plan seeks to place these in a Maintenance Zone where the regular pump out and 
inspection of septic tanks can be required.  If the regular maintenance of septic tanks does 
not achieve the required environmental improvement, the Plan then requires that; 
 
• Dwellings are connected to reticulation (where available), or 
• Wastewater systems are upgraded to an AWTS, or  
• Another form of wastewater treatment and disposal is authorised by a Resource 

Consent. 
 
Some changes were made to the OSET Plan during 2012.  As part of this process it was 
intended to include Matatā as a Maintenance Zone. During submissions to the Plan 
Change, WDC made it clear that the preferred outcome was to have all dwellings 
connected to reticulation and asked that the community be shown in the OSET Plan as a 
Confirmed Reticulation Zone (CRZ).  BOPRC agreed to this request and so Matatā is 
shown in the OSET Plan as a CRZ. 
 
There are some particular requirements of a CRZ.  The minimum size for a septic tank is 
2000 litres, it must be fitted with a filter and must have been desludged.  These provisions 
limit required upgrading work or improvements, because it is anticipated that a reticulation 
system will be built and that unnecessary expense relating to existing on-site systems 
should be avoided. 
 
If the reticulation system is not built then it is not appropriate to continue with the CRZ.  It is 
probable that through a review or plan change that it would be replaced with a Maintenance 
Zone.  The requirements of the Maintenance Zone are that septic tanks must have a filter, a 
capacity of 2700 litres and comply with Schedule 1 of the Plan.  Where septic tanks do not 
meet this minimum standard they would need to be upgraded.  In addition, property owners 
would need to have septic tanks pumped out and inspected at intervals of between 3 and 6 
years.  Where there are failures, systems would need to be repaired or replaced.  It is 
possible that this repair or replacement and regular maintenance of septic tanks would halt 
the worsening of the environmental problems.  However, given the wet poorly drained soils, 
it is anticipated that eventually a deadline would need to be set by which time all Matatā 
properties would need to upgrade their wastewater systems.  Rules requiring the upgrading 
would be included in a regional plan through the Resource Management Act public 
consultation process.  If eventual upgrading was required then a number of properties 
would struggle to comply even with minimum standards due to site and soil constraints. 
 



 

16 Environmental Publication 2016/10 – The Need for Reticulation in Matata 

Without reticulation, it is possible that some dwellings would need to be relocated within the 
community and some properties combined for effluent treatment and disposal purposes.  It 
is possible that this would be more expensive than reticulation for the individual property 
owners involved. Any costs associated with this would be borne by the homeowner, as 
SWSS subsidy money cannot be applied to individual properties. 
 
It is not considered that the Maintenance Zone provisions of the OSET Plan are an effective 
alternative to reticulation. 
 
A reticulated scheme is the best long term solution because it will treat and dispose of 
human waste in a safe and sustainable way. 
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Appendices 
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Appendix 1 – Sanitary Works Subsidy Scheme  

Assessment completed by Dr Phil Shoemack, Medical Officer of Health of Toi Te Ora Public 
Health Unit. 
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Appendix 2 – Water Sample Data 

Site BoPRC Opus BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC ESR ESR BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC BoPRC

Jun‐92 Jan, Feb 2004 Jul, Aug 2004 23‐Oct‐11 23‐Apr‐12 24‐Apr‐12 27‐Apr‐12 30‐Apr‐12 10‐May‐12 30‐May‐12 6‐May‐12 27‐Feb‐13 2‐Oct‐13 27‐May‐14 7‐Aug‐14 16‐Jun‐16 7‐Jul‐16

1 76

1400, 390, 

3100, 1100 370, 110, 200 210 40 26 360 50 90 60 20 1000 270 170 2 52 80

2 160 330 200

3 68 300 230 370

4 88 180 470 2700 180 170 360 130 2500 550 2300 1200 390 350

5 110, 300

2900,3600, 

4600, 1600 140, 1000, 370 240 120 1000 3000 870 280 1110 240 1200 360 3900 2 240 410

6

360, 220, 830, 

490 60 90 42

7 670, 330, 4700 140 150 >10000 650 130 150 345 2600 3000

8 110 660

9 2140 1200 160

10

770, 570, 

2200, 4600 2800 580 2800 570 1000 570 140 28 520 300 57 59

11

530, 420, 

1600, 630 3 73 24 33 29

12

430, 410, 

1800, 710 10 57 24 50 60 34 24

13 40 23 <1

14 <1 36 <1

15 1 <1

16 10 <1 <1 <1 <1

17 6000, 73 10 1100 4 <1 <1 2380 490

20 170 520

21 570

22

23 130 76 210 60 2700 >24200 9800 34 <1 83 1400

30 14000 930 140 860 93 390 100 160
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Appendix 3 – Approval of A+ Assessment Tool 

From: John_Harding@moh.govt.nz <John_Harding@moh.govt.nz> 
Sent: Monday, 23 May 2016 1:04 p.m. 
To: Jeff Farrell 
Cc: Paul_Prendergast@moh.govt.nz; sally_gilbert@moh.govt.nz 
Subject: Re: Matatā Wastewater  
   
 
Hi Jeff,  
 
I think it is a good tool which provides a rational basis for assessing the need for reticulated sewerage.  There 
is no other assessment procedure that I am aware of so I would use it.  
 
As for the sample size I think 10% is sufficient.  No doubt thee 10% sample size was carefully considered.  
 
Regards  
 
John  
 
  
 
John Harding 
Senior Public Health Engineer 
Environmental and Border Health 
Public Health 
Protection Regulation and Assurance 
Ministry of Health 
DDI: 04 816 3928 
Mobile: 027 664 7134 
Fax: 04 816 2340 
 
http://www.health.govt.nz 
mailto:John_Harding@moh.govt.nz  
 
 
 
From:        Jeff Farrell <Jeff.Farrell@whakatane.govt.nz>  
To:        John Harding <John_Harding@moh.govt.nz>,  
Date:        23/05/2016 09:22 a.m.  
Subject:        Matatā Wastewater  

 
 
 
 
Hi John 
Further to our last discussion we are working with BOPRC around improving the evidential base of the 
Business Case.  Last Friday we met with Terry Long to progress this.  Terry suggested we use the A+ 
assessment tool. 
 
Can you please confirm that this tool is acceptable, or if not, the assessment system preferred by the Ministry 
of Health. 
 
Kind regards 
Jeff 
 
Jeff Farrell  Strategic Project Manager 
 
WHAKATĀNE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
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Appendix 4 – A+ Assessment Protocol 

Proposed protocol for assessing on-site 

wastewater systems and the need for reticulated 

sewerage 

 
1.1 Introduction 

Based on the findings of Part One and after consultation with a number of district councils 
and Crown Health Enterprises4 an assessment protocol and associated set of criteria were 
designed which would assist in determining whether a community requires reticulated 
sewerage in order to prevent possible risks to public health from existing on-site 
wastewater systems, or from new systems within proposed development. Minimal field 
testing of the protocol has shown that the grading system appears to be appropriate, 
however further testing should be performed in different localities in order to optimise the 
grading. The protocol and associated criteria are presented in the following Section.  
 
1.2 Protocol for assessing the risk of on-site wastewater systems on 

public health. 

1.2.1 Introduction 

This protocol provides a basic risk assessment strategy for current or proposed on-site 
wastewater treatment systems in New Zealand communities. It can be used to best 
advantage by officers who 
 are reviewing new subdivision proposals for Resource consent purposes; 
 are investigating on-site systems in order to advise on the installation of reticulated 

sewerage systems. 
This protocol is not designed as a standalone assessment and should only be used by 
those officers experienced in wastewater disposal together with comprehensive technical 
guidelines such as the Auckland Regional Council Technical Publication 58 (Gunn, 1994 
aka TP58) and the New Zealand Standard NZS 4610: 1982 (or the new Australia/New 
Zealand Standard AS/NZS 1547 “On-site Domestic Wastewater Management”). The criteria 
set out in Tables 1a and 1b have been based on recommended minimum standards set out 
in TP58 and the New Zealand Standard NZS 4610: 1982. 
 
The protocol will assist in assessing whether there is a public health risk involved in 
continued on-site wastewater use, or whether it is advisable to connect the community to 
reticulated sewerage to prevent public health risk. 
 
Notes: 
 There has been no attempt to estimate the cost/benefits of reticulated sewerage 

installation to a community. 
 To maximise assessment of potential public health risk conditions it is important that 

this protocol be implemented during winter when rainfall and groundwater levels are 
highest and failures are most likely to occur. 

 
1.2.2 The main steps of the protocol 
                                            
4 Auckland City Council, Franklin District Council, Far North District Council, Manukau City Council 
and Northland Health 
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The protocol consists of six main steps:  
Step 1 an assessment of the environmental factors - this is performed by an 

on-site inspection and requires assessment of factors such as land slope, 
groundcover, climate and soil type. The site evaluation should be 
performed by an experienced evaluator using the evaluation checklist in 
TP58 Appendix E; 
 

Step 2 an assessment of site management factors - this is undertaken by 
interviewing the householder regarding factors such as operational 
performance, system maintenance frequency, number of people in the 
household, water consumption etc (Table 13.1).New systems are assumed 
to employ modern practices appropriate to site conditions. 

 
Step 3 correlation of the two assessments - this is performed using Tables 

13.2a and 13.2b. The assessments of individual factors regarding site 
management and environment (assessed in the above 2 steps) are scored 
by circling the relevant factor and then adding up the individual scores for 
both the environment (Table 13.2A) and site management (Table 13.2b). It 
may be necessary to gather further information from different sources to 
score all of the factors. Other sources may include geographical 
information (soil types, groundwater levels, climatic variations etc.) regional 
data (number of dwellings in community, housing density) census data 
(number of people per dwelling) and water rate data (average water 
consumption). 

 
Step 4 determining the grade of the system - Grading the environmental factors 

is done by taking the scores from Table 13.2a and determining the grade 
using Table 13.3a (graded A-D). The grade for the site management 
factors (Table 13.2b) are determined using Table 13.3b (graded 1-6). This 
gives each individual system a 2 digit grade which can then be used in the 
tally tables (Tables 13.4 and 13.5); 
 

Step 5 tallying the grades - The two digit grades of individual systems 
determined in step 4 are then placed in the tally table (Table 13.4). At least 
10% of the community households or 100 systems should be assessed, 
graded and placed on the tally sheet. 
 

Step 6 determining recommended actions - Table 13.5 is used to determine the 
recommended actions for ensuring public health in the community. The 
table determines required actions depending on the number of systems 
falling into any one category. For example if 1% of the community fall into 
the darkest shaded area then the community should be connected to 
reticulated sewerage. 
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Table 13.1: Household questionnaire (used in Step 2) 
 
Street name:.......................................................................................... 
 
District:.................................................................................................. 
 
 
Name (optional):........................................................................................................... 
 
Address (optional):....................................................................................................... 
 
Phone Number (optional):............................................................................................ 
 
 
What wastewater treatment system is in place on your property? 
 
............................................................................................................................................................. 
 
How many people live in the house? less than 2 2 to 5  more than 5 
 
Do more people live here at different times of the year (ie during the summer holidays)? If so, how 
many? 
 
.............................................................................................................................................................. 
 
.............................................................................................................................................................. 
 
Drinking water source (including during drought periods) 
 
  reticulated water  roof water  spring/bore/stream water 
 
How big is your property? 
 
 >4000m2 2500-4000m2 1000-2499m2  <1000m2 
 
Has your wastewater treatment system ever failed? (if yes, how many times/ what happened/ was the 
situation remedied?) 
 
............................................................................................................................................................ 
 
............................................................................................................................................................ 
 
How old is your wastewater treatment system?   
 
 Less than 5 years  6-10 years 11-20 years  more than 20 years 
 
How often is your wastewater treatment system maintained?  
 
 every 3 years or less  every 5 years  5-10 years never 
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Table 13.2a: System assessment (used in Steps 1, 2 and 3)5 

 Score 1 2 3 5 10 15 20 score 
Environment 
factors 

Subsoil 
investigations 

free draining eg 
coarse to 

medium sand; 

 good 
drainage eg 
Medium-fine 
and loamy 

sand 

moderate 
drainage eg 
sandy loam, 
loam and silt 

loam 

1. slow 
draining eg 
sandy clay-
loam, silty-
clay-loam  
2. rapid 

draining eg 
gravel, coarse 

sand 

poor to non-
draining eg 

bedrock 
present within 
1m of ground 

surface 

  

 Soakage rates >300 mm/hour  300-100 
mm/hour 

100-50 
mm/hour 

50-25 
mm/hour 

<25 mm/hour   

 Slope flat (slope 0 - 5)   undulating 
(slope 6-15) 

steep (slope 
greater than 

15) 

   

 Climate low rain 
high sunshine 

levels 
high wind 
high land 

  low rainfall 
low wind 

low sunshine 
low lying land 

high rainfall 
low wind  

low sunshine 
low lying land 

   

 Groundwater 
level (winter) 

>3 metres   1.5 - 3 metres 300 mm - 1.6 
m 

 <300 mm  

 Groundcover trees/bushes 
etc. 

grass  barren     

                                            
5 Based on design specification in the Auckland Regional Council Technical Publication No. 58 
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Table 13.2b: System assessment (used in Steps 1, 2 and 3)  

 Score 1 2 3 5 10 15 20 Score 

Site 
management 
factors 

Number of 
failures6 

never  once, remedial 
action taken 

   one or more, 
no action 

taken 

 

 Age of system new 1-5 years  6-10 years 11-20 years >20 years   
 Maintenance7 

(on systems 
older than 5 yrs) 

every 3 years or 
less 

  every 5 years every 5-10 
years 

 never  

 Septic tank 
capacity/person8 

>660 L/person     <540L/person   

 Volume of waste 
(daily) 

140-
250L/person 

  250-320L/person  >320 
L/person 

  

 Size of site > 4000 m2   2500-4000 m2 1000-2499 m2  <1000 m2  
 Stormwater 

control 
Stormwater 

control evident 
and maintained 

  Stormwater control 
evident and not 

maintained  

  stormwater 
control not 

present  

 

 Seasonal 
occupancy 

constant year 
round 

 seasonal 
occupancy 

increase of less 
than 5 people 

seasonal 
occupancy increase 

of 5 to 10 people 

 seasonal 
occupancy 

increase of more 
than 10 people 

  

 Community 
Housing 
density9 

<4/km2 4-16/ km2   >16/km2    

 Community 
size10 

less than 100  100-500 501-5 000  5 001-20 000 >20 000  

 Community 
source of 
potable water 

reticulated/ 
rainwater 

     adjacent 
spring/stream/

borewater 

 

                                            
6 as defined in TP 58 
7 Maintenance includes service contracts, regular desludging and filter cleaning 
8 as per NZS 4610:1982 
9 Based on the US EPA guidelines of 1977, from Yates, M. Septic tank density and groundwater contamination. Groundwater. 1995; 23: 586-591 
10 As defined in the Water Supplies Protection Regulations 1961 
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1.2.3 System Grading (Step 4) 

Scores are assimilated for the Environmental assessments and the Site management 
assessments. Each individual system can then be given a two digit grade consisting of a 
letter and a number. The systems are graded in the following way: 
 
Table 13.3a: Environmental grading 
 

Table 13.3b: Site management grading 

Environmental Score Grade  Site 
management 

Score Grade 

 <11 A   <16 1 
 11-30 B   16-45 2 
 31-55 C   46-65 3 
 >55 D   66-80 4 
     81-110 5 
     >110 6 

Using this grading protocol an on-site system can be given a grade which encompasses 
both environmental features and site management. For example a system may be given 
the grade A1 if it is sited on land with excellent environmental features and the owners 
implement appropriate management practices in an appropriate community situation. 

1.2.4 Total community tally (Step 5) 

All assessed systems (either 10% of the community or 100 households, whichever is the 
less) should be tallied into their respective boxes using the table below. A tick should be 
placed in the appropriate box depending on the site grades. 

Table 13.4: Total community tally 

 Site management grade 
Environmental 

grade 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

A  
 
 

     

B  
 
 

     

C  
 
 

     

D  
 
 

     

 
1.2.5 Community recommendation step (Step 6) 

Once all the systems have been assessed and recorded in the above tally sheet. Table 
13.5 can be used to decided which course of action is required to minimise any public 
health risk of the on-site systems on the community. 
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Table 13.5: Community recommendation step 

Clear No public health risk: no action required 
 Monitoring of community systems and development required if 10% or more fall 

into this area 
 Community will require reticulation shortly to avoid public health risk if 10% or 

more fall into this area 
 Reticulation required now to mitigate likely public health risk if 1% or more fall into 

this area 

 
1.2.6 Qualifications related to use of the scoring system 

Preliminary field testing of the protocol and scoring system has been performed however it 
must be emphasised that further testing in a variety of geographic locations needs to be 
performed. Furthermore, the grading tally and recommendation process set out in Tables 
13.4 and 13.5 should not be used as the sole method for reaching decisions on the dividing 
line between remaining with (or adopting) on-site systems, or proceeding to community 
sewerage reticulation. Such a decision will depend on a wide range of factors including 
economics, risk perception and community aspirations. The resolving of the range of 
specific and general matters involved in decision making will be dependent upon the 
outcome of a community consultation process in which the results of the protocol will 
comprise but one part of the information placed before the community. 
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Appendix 5 - Map of Sample Properties 
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Appendix 6 – Bore Logs 
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Bore hole AH 1 photos 
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Bore hole AH2 photos 
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Bore hole AH3 photos 
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Borehole AH4 photos 
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Bore hole AH5 photos 
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Bore hole AH7 photos 
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Bore hole AH8 photos 

 
 

 
 
  



 

Environmental Publication 2016/10 – The Need for Reticulation in Matata 61 

Bore hole AH9 photos 
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Appendix 7 - Use of GPR 

 
Figure 1 Using Ground Penetrating Radar to determine the size and location of a septic tank in 
Richmond Street, Matatā. 

 
Figure 2 Another view of the trolley mounted GPR 
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Figure 3 The GPR display with finger pointing to the image of the septic tank side wall. 
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Appendix 8 – WDC Pumpout Data 
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Appendix 9 – BOPRC Pumpout data 





BAY OF PLENTY 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 

Afl'fl1 ) . 

ATTACH PREVIOUS INSPECTION RECORD (if available) 
A Inspection Details 

Al Septic Tank Certifier Number: 	/YC'4b' A2 

B Property details: 

Bi Contact person: B2 

B3 Tank address: 	// ç/ 	 Y" 
B5 Town. /7t 	,4., B6 

B7 District: O/9 B8 

B9 Consent No: BlO 

C Tank details D 

Cl Tank Number: Dl 

C2 Tank: 	Rectangular 	 Circular 	0 D2 

C3 Tank design. [1) D3 

C4 Tank material: 
if 

D5 

C5 
Ground surface 

a: 	 m 	0 	1 	2 	5 D6 
to top of lid: 

C6 
Bottom of lid to 

b. 	, 	m 	(head spuce) D7  
outlet invert: C? 

C7 Liquid depth: C: 	95c 	m D8 

C8 Tank capacity: litres D9 

(using internal measurements, show working. Refer appendix B) 

Inspection and desludge date: / Z 	0 7 

Phone number (Owner). 	(Work) 	 (Home) L' 7 
Occupancy: 	 0 	Seasonal 	 Permanent 

No. of bedrooms. 	3 
No. of tanks: 	 J 
Valuation Number: 

Disposal system details: Demerit Point Rating: © = 0 	0 = 5 

Field type: [1] 	 crc/s use 3 	5 

Disposal area soil type' [1] 	 c 0 	1 

Pipe depth: 	 m 	 D4 	Field length: _- 	m 

Number of soak holes: 	/ 	(if any) 

Disposal area description: [*] 	 / 
5c t/__C  

5 

Ground water depth: (winter estimate) 	 - 3 	4 	5 

Drinking water bore within 15 m: 	0 Tick if Yes 00 5 

Nearest water body:[1J (type) 	C4t('i FI 

C9 Comments: 

D10 	Distance between disposal area and water body: 200 m 
	

25 

Dli 	Physical barrier within 5 m of drainage field: 	0 Tick if Yes 

D12 Comments/notes: 

ru 	= Refer to manual 

De-sludging details: 	 Demerit Point Rating © = 0 0 = 5 
'-I 

Sludge contractor: 	 2 	Sludge disposal site:  

Volume removed' /f 	litres 	Comments e.g. flow back: 	. 	/  

Access condition/depth: l*(  

	

ES 	Lid(s) condition: [*] 

	

E6 	Wall condition: [*] 

	

E7 	Base condition: [*] 	J 

	

E8 	Inlet condition: [*] 

	

E9 
	

Outlet condition: [*] 	.1 

	

1 *1 
	

= Please comment if unsatisfactory. 

	

ElO 
	

Depth of Sludge 	m 	Depth of scum 	 m 	 Next Inspection Due C 7 / 	2 2. 
(Month 1 Year) 

	

F 	Sketch - Provide layout sketch on separate page if first time you have inspected or changed since last time noting key distances. 

	

G 	Total demerit points: 

	

Hi 	Specify main reason/s for demerit points: 

	

H2 	I hereby certify that the inspection has been conducted and completed to the standard specified in the latest Septic Tank Inspection Manual. 

I also certify that the as-built drawings supplied are correct in del 'I 

Contractor's name and company: (a4j /rA. 	 Signature: 

	

H3 	Processing fee is enclosed 	 C (Tick if Yes 

	

H4 	FOLLOW UP: Repairs undertaken 	0 (Tick if Yes) 	 Date: 	/ 	 7 ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
For official use only 

Recommended for OSET approval? 	Yes/No 	 Staff member: 	Date: 

Posted to home owner Yes/No 	 Date: 	 Recorded/n OSETdatabase Yes I No 

E 

El 

E3 

E4 J _ 5 

2 1 

2 1 

PC' 



BAY OF PLENTY 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 40302 

ATTACH PREVIOUS INSPECTION RECORD (if available) 
A Inspection Details 
Al Septic Tank Certifier Number: 	 9 A2 

B Property details: 

Bi Contact person: 82 

B3 Tank address: , B4 

B5 Town t./i /e B6 

87 District: / 	9 /9 B8 

B9 Consent No: BlO 

C Tank details D 

Cl Tank Number: Dl 

C2 Tank: 	Rectangular E'Circular 	0 02 

C3 Tank design: [1] a51 	/-: 	(L-._At   D3 

C4 Tank material: 
ec  

 D5 

C5 
Ground surface 

a: 	 m 	1 	2 	5 D6 to top of lid: if 

C6 Bottom of lid to 
outlet invert: 

b 	 m 	(head space) D7  

C7 Liquid depth: C: 	/ . 	m D8 

C8 Tank capacity: 2$ 'Z 	litres 09 

(using internal measurements: show working. Refer appendin B( 

Inspection and desludge date: 	 7 - 

Phone number (owner): 	(Work) 027_f549f(Home) 

Occupancy: 	 0 	Seasonal 

No. of bedrooms: 	— 

No. of tanks: 	 / 

Valuation Number 

Permanent 

Disposal system details: Demerit Point Rating: © = 0 0 = 5 

Field type: [1) 	5g 	4 /2_ 	 Cfrcleune 	 3 	5 

Disposal area soil type: [1] 

Pipe depth. 	 - m 	D4 Field length: ....— 	m 

Number of soak holes: 	/ 	(if any) 

Disposal area description: [*] 
 

Ground water depth: (winter estimate) 	 CO 3 4 5 

Drinking water bore within 15 m: 	0 Tick if Yes 	 5 

Nearest water body:[1] (type) 	4, 

C9 Comments: 

010 	Distance between disposal area and water body: 37 f' m 	 5 

Dli 	Physical barrier within 5 m of drainage field: 	0 Tick if Yes 

Circle one 

2 1 

	

E6 	Wall condition: [] 	/'r aL. / '1 	 0 

	

E7 	Base condition: [*] 	 2 	5 

51 

	

E8 
	

Inlet condition: [*] 	 ( 	5 

	

E9 
	

Outlet condition. [*] 	 )/'&-t41 	 0 

	

[ * J 	= Please comment if unsatisfactory. 

	

ElO 
	

Depth of Sludge1m 	Depth of scum 	 m 	 Next Inspection Due 	 Z67 -  
(Month I Year( 

	

F 	Sketch - Provide layout sketch on separate page if first time you have inspected or changed since last time noting key distances. 

	

G 	Total demerit points: 

	

Hl 	Specify main reason/s for demerit points: 

	

H2 	I hereby certify that the inspection has been conducted and completed to the standard specified in the latest Septic Tank Inspection Manual. 

Contrri
Ij  

	 o?4ii 	/t'1 4 	signature, 	 ___________________ 

	

H3 	Processing fee is enclosed 	 0 (Tick if Ye 

	

H4 	FOLLOW UP: Repairs undertaken 	0 (Tick if Yes) 	 Date
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

For official use only 

Recommended for OSET approval? 	Yes/No 	Staff member: 	Date:  

Posted to home owner Yes / No 	 Date: 	 - 	 Recorded in OSET database Yes / No 

D12 Comments/notes: 

	

U 	= Refer to manual 

	

E 
	

De-sludging details: 	 Demerit Point Rating © = 0 0 = 5 

	

El 
	

Sludge contractor: / 4( 	_Sludge disposal site: 

	

E3 
	

Volume removed: 
litres 	Comments e.g. flow back:______________ 

	

E4 
	

Access condition/depth:  

	

E5 
	

Lid(s) condition: [*] 



BAY OF PLENTY 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 

Afl2 
't .) sJ 

ATTACH PREVIOUS INSPECTION RECORD (if available) 

A2 	Inspection and desludge date: 	 05 	j.j 
Inspection Details 

Septic Tank Certifier Number: 	_L 	— 
Property details: 

Contact person: 	 /OO_)..v 	B2 

Tank address: •5 	-e- 
Town: 	 jt4 
District: 	 68 

Consent No: 	 BlO 

Tank details 	 D 

Tank Number: 	 Dl 

Tank: Rectangular /circu)ar 0 	 D2 

Tank design: [1]
q  -1 

	(. tc:4.c. 1e_ 	D3 

Tank material: c24."4( 	D5 

Ground surface 
to top of lid: 	

m 	1 2 5 	06 

Bottom of lid to 
b 	 m 	head space) 	07 outlet invert: 

Liquid depth: 	c 	c, 7c 	m 	 08 

Tank capacity: 	 litres 	 D9 

(using internal measurements show working. Refer appendis e) 

Phone number (owner): 	(Work) 

Occupancy: 	 0 	Seasonal 

No. of bedrooms: 

No. of tanks. 
 

Valuation Number. 

Disposal system details: Demerit Point Rating © = 0 ® = 5 

Field type. [1] 	,4 
Disposal area soil type [1] 

Pipe depth: 	 m 	D4 Field lengi 

Number of soak holes: 	4j, / 
(if any) 

Disposal area description: [*] 

Ground water depth: (winter estimate) 

Drinking water bore within 15 m: 	0 Tick if Yes 

Nearest water body:[1] (type) 	, , 

A 

Al 

B 

Bi 

B3 

B5 

B7 

B9 

C 

Cl 

02 

03 

C4 

05 

C6 

07 

08 

(Home) 

Permanent 

4 

cimieuee 	 3 	5 

4 5 

5 

C9 Comments, -14k tc:c ft/g.e, 

y ;/Ir'- -cML 
[1] 	= Refer to manual 

______ DlO 	Distance between disposal area and water body: ____ m 

Dli 	Physical barrier within 5 m of drainage field: 	0 Tick if Yes 

D12 Comments/notes: 

00 25 

	

E 	De-sludging details: 	 Demerit Point Rating © = 0 ® = 5 

	

El 	Sludge contractor: ,Pf 	5 	 Sludge disposal site 

	

E3 	Volume removed 	•7/42C) 	
litres 	Comments e.g. flow back:_____________ 

	

E4 	Access condition/depth:  

	

E5 	Lid(s) condition: [*] 

	

E6 	Wall condition: [*] 

	

E7 	Base condition: [] 

	

E8 	Inlet condition: [*] 	... 

' 	 fri 

ckdeonn 

51 

	

E9 	Outlet condition [*] 	 I,  

	

I * J 	= Please comment if unsatisfactory. 

El 0 Depth of Sludge 	m 	Depth of scum 	 m 	 Next Inspection Due tO 	/ 	2) 
(Month / Year( 

	

F 	Sketch — Provide layout sketch on separate page if first time you have inspected or changed since last time noting key distances. 

	

G 	Total demerit points: 

	

Hi 	Specify main reason/s for demerit points: 

	

H2 	I hereby certify that the inspection has been conducted and completed to the standard specified in the latest Septic Tank Inspection Manual. 

I also certify that the as-built drawings supplied are correct in detail 

Contractor's name and company: e'W 	 ik¼/c-iJ ' 	Signature: 

	

H3 	Processing fee is enclosed 	 0 (Tick if Yes 

	

H4 	FOLLOW UP: Repairs undertaken 	0 (Tick if Yes) 	 Date: 

For official use only 

Recommended for OSET approval? 	Yes/No 	Staff member: 	Date:  

Posted to home owner Yes / No 	 Date: 	 Recorded in OSET database Yes / No 



Phone number (owner) 

Occupancy; 

No. of bedrooms; 

(Work) 	 (Home 

C 	Seasonal 	 Permanent 

No. of tanks; 
	

/ 
Valuation Number; 

Disposal system details: Demerit Point Rating: © = 0 0 = 5 

Field type; [1] 	 C,reie One 	0 	3 	5 

Disposal area soil type. [1] 	C 0 

Pipe depth; 	 m 	D4 Field length: 	- 	m 

Number of soak holes; 	/ 	(if any) 

Disposal area description. [*] 	 00 	5 

Ground water depth; (winter estimate) 	 0 3 4 5 

Drinking water bore within 15 m; 	0 Tick if Yes 	 0 	5 

Nearest water body;[1] (type) 	/ ,, 	, 

Dl 0  Distance between disposal area and water body; 	 rn 	 2 	5 

Physical barrier within 5 m of drainage field; 	C Tick if Yes 

40308 BAY OF PLENTY 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 

ATTACH PREVIOUS INSPECTION RECORD (if available) 
Inspection Details 

Septic Tank Certifier Number; 	/ 1 	A2 	Inspection and desludge date; 	 ' 

Property details: 

Contact person; /V7 	 B2 

Tank address; 74 	 84 

Town; 

Distnct 	
2 	B6 

B8 

Consent No; 	 BlO 

Tank details 	 D 

Tank Number; 	 Dl 

Tank; Rectangular 	Circular 0 	 D2 

Tank design; [1] 	5;'b 	 2• 	 D3 

Tank material; 	44 	 D5 

Ground surface a 
to top of lid; 	 1 	5 	D6 

Bottom of lid to b: 	 m 	(hnodsPuce) 	 D7 outlet invert; 

Liquid depth; 	c 	 m 	 D8 

Tank capacity; 	 litres 	 D9 

(using internal measurements show working. Refer appendin B( 

Dli 

C9 Comments: 

012 Comments/notes; 

	

[1] 
	

= Refer to manual 

	

E 
	

De-sludging details: 	 Demerit Point Rating © = 0 0 = 5 

	

El 
	

Sludge contractor 	 E2 	Sludge disposal site 

	

E3 
	

Volume removed; 
litres 	Comments e.g. flow back;______________ 

	

E4 	Access condition/depth; [*]  

	

E5 	Lid(s) condition; [*] 

	

E6 	Wall condition; [*] 

	

E7 	Base condition; [*] 

	

E8 	Inlet condition [] 	v' 

A 

Al 

B 

Bi 

B3 

B5 

B7 

B9 

C 

Cl 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

C7 

C8 

Ciq 

Circle we 

5 

2 

2 

25] 

5 

	

E9 
	

Outlet condition [*] 

	

(*1 	= Please comment if unsatisfactory. 

	

El 0 
	

Depth of Sludge 	m 	Depth of scum 	 m 	 Next Inspection Due 	 / 

(Month / Year) 

	

F 	Sketch - Provide layout sketch on separate page if first time you have inspected or changed since last time noting key distances. 

	

G 	Total demerit points: 

	

Hl 	Specify main reason/s for demerit points; 

	

H2 	I hereby certify that the inspection has been conducted and completed to the standard specified in the latest Septic Tank Inspection Manual. 

I also certify that the as-built drawings supplied are correct in detail. 

Contractor's name and comPanY:(A14.y 

	

H3 	Processing fee is enclosed 	 C (Tick if Yes) 

	

H4 	FOLLOW UP: Repairs undertaken 	C (Tick if Yes) 	 Date; tL 	0 5" 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

For official use only 

Recommended for OSET approval? 	Yes/No 	Staff member: 	Date.  

Posted to home owner Yes / No 	 Date; 	 Recorded in OSET database Yes / No 



(Home) 

Permanent 

Cieciex,ie 0 3 5 

0 1 

m 

- 	 5 

0345 

0 	5 

BAY OF PLENTY 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 40307 

Inspection Details 

Septic Tank Certifier Number 	/5 

ATTACH PREVIOUS INSPECTION RECORD (if available) 

ti 1. 	A2 Inspection and desludge date: 	 0 r 
A 

Al 

B 

Bi 

B3 

B5 

67 

B9 

C 

Cl 

C2 

03 

C4 

05 

06 

C7 

08 

Property details: 

Contact person: 4 62 

Tank address. /C 	 4vic.q B4 

Town B6 

District: 3 .0 /2. B8 

Consent No: BlO 

Tank details D 

Tank Number: Dl 

Tank: 	Rectanguiar Circular E 	 D2 

Tank design: [1] D3 

Tank material: D5 

Ground surface I 
totopof lid: 

m 0 	1 	2 	5 	D6 

Bottom of lid to 
outlet invert: ço 

m (hew space) 	D7 

Liquid depth: q 7o In D8 

Tank capacity: / 7cc litres 	 D9 

(using internal measurements: show working Refer appendix B) 

Phone number (owner): 	(Work) 

Occupancy: 	 0 	Seasonal 

No of bedrooms: 	3 
No. of tanks: 	 / 
Valuation Number: 

Disposal system details: Demerit Point Rating: © = 0 ® = 

Field type: [1]  

Disposal area soil type: [1] 

Pipe depth 	 m 	 D4 Field lengi 

Number of soak holes: 	7 	(if any) 

Disposal area description: [*] 
g ) &( 

 
Ground water depth: (winter estimate) 

Drinking water bore within 15 m: 	0 Tick if Yes 

Nearest water body:[l] (type) 	
, 

Di0 	Distance between disposal area and water body: 	m 
	

0 	2 	5 

C9 	Comments: 
	 Dli 	Physical barrier within 5 m of drainage field: 	0 Tick if Yes 	

0 	5 

D12 Comments/notes: 

	

[l] 	= Refer to manual 

	

E 	De-sludging details: 	 Demert Point Rating © = 0 ® = 5 

	

El 	Sludge contractor: 	 ) 	 Sludge disposal site: 

	

E3 	Volume removed: 
/ 7 '-Ø 	litres 	Comments e.g. flow back:______________ 

	

E4 	Access condition/depth: [*]  

	

E5 	Lid(s) condition: ['] 

	

E6 	Wall condition: [*] 

	

E7 	Base condition: [] 

	

E8 	Inlet condition: [*] 

	

E9 	Outlet condition ['] 

	

1*1 	= Please comment if unsatisfactory. 

	

ElO 	Depth of Sludge 	m 	Depth of scum 050 m 

0 ~ z / / eei/'/4  

_ 	
2 

5j 

Next Inspection Due 	 / 

(Month / Year) 

	

F 	Sketch - Provide layout sketch on separate page if first time you have inspected or changed since last time noting key distances. 

	

G 	Total demerit points: 

	

Hi 	Specify main reason/s for demerit points: 

	

H2 	I hereby certify that the inspection has been conducted and completed to the standard specified in the latest Septic Tank Inspection Manual. 

I also certify that the as-built drawings supplied are correct in detail I 
Contractor's name and company: ( 	7I'J.47i '.7 

s) 

~r&tatvatlzt- 

	

H3 	Processing fee is enclosed 	 (Tick if Ye 

	

H4 	FOLLOW UP: Repairs undertaken 	0 (Tick if Ye/ 	 Date: 

For official use only 

Recommended for OSET approval? 	Yes/No 	Staff member: 	Date:  

Posted to home owner Yes / No 	 Date: 	 Recorded in OSET database Yes / No 



BAY OF PLENTY 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 40359 

ATTACH PREVIOUS INSPECTION RECORD (if available) 
A 	Inspection Details 

Al 	Septic Tank Certifier Number: A2 	Inspection and desludge date: 	/ 2_  
B 	Property details: 

Bi 	Contact person: 	
•7' 	 B2 	Phone number (owner): 	(Work) 	 (Home) 

 
B3 	Tank address: 	'3 2_., 	,ç4. i7' / B4 Occupancy: 	 0 	Seasonal 	 Permanent 

B5 	Town: 	 B6 No. of bedrooms: 	) 

B7 	District: 
	

88 	No. of lanka: 	 / 
B9 	Consent No: 	 810 Valuation Number 

C 	Tank details 	 D Disposal system details: Demerit Point Rating: © = 0 ® = 5 

Cl 	Tank Number: 	 Dl 	Field type: [1] 	
(e 	

Circle one 	 3 	5 

C2 	Tank: 	Rectangular 	Coll  Circular 	0 	 02 	Disposal area soil type: [1] 	 ing 	1 

C3 	Tank design: [1] 	
_5'j-• 	

D3 	Pipe depth: 	 m 	D4 Field length: 	 m 

C4 	Tank material: 	 D5 	Number of soak holes: 	( 	(if any) 

C5 	
Ground surface 	

1 2 5 	D6 	Disposal area description: [*] 	 5 to top of lid: 	
a 	 m 	

'c  
C6 	Bottom of lid to 

outlet invert 	
b.  9 4 	m 	(heod spuce) 	 D7 	Ground water depth: (winter estimate) 	. 	. 	 3 4 5 

C7 	Liquid depth: 	c 	 D8 	Drinking water bore within 15 m: 	0 Tick if Yes 	 5 

C8 	Tank capacity: 	 litres 	 D9 	Nearest water body:[l] (type) 

1 (using internal measurements: show working. Refer appendix B) 

	

D10 	Distance between disposal area and water body: 'i' ('n 	 2 	5 

	

Dli 	Physical barrier within 5 m of drainage field: 	U Tick if Yes 

CO Comments 

Dl 2 Comments/notes: 

[1] 	= Refer to manual 

E 	De-sludging details: 	 Demerit Point Rating © = 0 0 = 5 

El 	Sludge contractor: 00l 1E2 	Sludge disposal site: 

E3 	Volume removed 	— 71 Z litres 	Comments e.g. flow back: 	
Genie one 

E4 	Access condition/depth: ['] 	 5 

ES 	Lid(s) condition: 	 2 

E6 	Wall condition: [i' 	 [ 	
2 

E7 	Base condition: 	 ( 	2 	5 

E8 	Inlet condition: 	 5 

E9 	Outlet condition: [-' 	 5 

1 *J 	= Please comment if unsatisfactory. 

El 0 Depth of Sludge - 	m 	Depth of scum 	 m 	 Next Inspection Due 	 / 

(Month / Year) 

F 	Sketch - Provide layout sketch on separate page if first time you have inspected or changed since last time noting key distances. 

G 	Total demerit points: 

Hi 	Specify main reason/s for demerit points: 

H2 	I hereby certify that the inspection has been conducted and completed to the standard specified in the latest Septic Tank Inspection Manual. 

I also certify that the as-built drawings supplied are correct in detail. 

Contractor's name and company: 	 ,/1/;./: 	2_./ 	 Signature: 	
/ 

H3 	Processing fee is enclosed 	 U (Tick if Yes) 

H4 	FOLLOW UP: Repairs undertaken 	U (Tick if Yes) 	 Date 	
12, 	 o ( 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

For official use only 

Recommended for OSET approval? 	Yes/No 	Staff member: 	Date.  

Posted to home owner Yes / No 	 Date: 	 Recorded in OSET database Yes / No 



BAY OF PLENTY 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 40360 

ATTACH PREVIOUS INSPECTION RECORD (if available) 

/ 5o eC 	A2 Inspection and desludge date: 	/ Z. 	c2  
Inspection Details 

Septic Tank Certifier Number: 

Property details: 

Contact person: B2 

Tank address:  B4 

Town. / B6 

District: /3 	,51 B8 

Consent No BlO 

Tank details D 

Tank Number: Dl 

Tank: 	Rectangular 	EE1" 	Circular 	U D2 

Tank design [1] $ee1 4,2 D3 

Tank material 
( 

D5 

Ground surface 
totopoflid: 

a: 	 m 0 	1 	2 	5 06 

Bottom of lid to b 	 m 	(head space) D7 outlet invert: 

Phone number (owner) 

Occupancy: 

No. of bedrooms: 

No of tanks: 

Valuation Number: 

Disposal system details: Demerit Point Rating: © = 0 ® = 5 

Field type: [1] 	 4 
Disposal area soil type: [1] 

Pipe depth 	 m 	D4 Field lengt 

Number of soak holes: 	
/ 	

(if any) 

Disposal area description: [*] 

Ground water depth: (winter estimate) 

A 

Al 

B 

Bi 

B3 

B5 

B7 

B9 

C 

Cl 

C2 

C3 

C4 

C5 

C6 

C7 

C8 

Liquid depth: 	c 	 m 	 08 	Drinking water bore within 15 m: 
	

U Tick if Yes 

Tank capacity: 	
z 	y - 	litres 	 D9 	Nearest water body:[l] (type)  

(using internal measurements, show working. Refer appendix ei 

(Work) 	 (Home) 0 7 1 ( 3. 1`7 
U 	Seasonal 	 Permanent 

I 

c,eciexxe 	7 	3 	5 

m 

5 

3 4 5 

5 

25 

5 

	

010 	Distance between disposal area and water body: 'i) e Crn 

	

Dli 	Physical barrier within 5 m of drainage field: 	U Tick if Yes 

C9 Comments. 

012 Comments/notes: 

	

[1] 	= Refer to manual 

	

E 	De-sludging details: 	 Demerit Point Rating © = 0 ® = 5 

	

El 	Sludge contractor: //ed 	7L 	/..)E2 	Sludge disposal site' 

	

E3 	Volume removed: 
	 cxieee 

litres 	Comments e.g. flow 

	

E4 	Access condition/depth: [*] 
	

5] 

	

ES 	Lid(s) condition: [*} 
	

2 

	

E6 	Wall condition: [*] 	 0 	2 

	

E7 	Base condition: [*] 	 2 	S 

	

E8 	Inlet condition: [*] / 

	

E9 
	

Outlet condition: [*] J 
	

5 

	

[ * 3 	= Please comment if unsatisfactory. 

	

ElO 
	

Depth of Sludge So m 	Depth of scum 	 m 	 Next Inspection Due 	 / 

(Month I Year) 

	

F 	Sketch - Provide layout sketch on separate page if first time you have inspected or changed since last time noting key distances 

	

G 	Total demerit points: 

	

Hi 	Specify main reason/s for demerit points: 

	

H2 	I hereby certify that the inspection has been conducted and completed to the standard specified in the latest Septic Tank Inspection Manual. 

I also certify that the as-built drawings supplied are correct in detail. 

Contractor's name and company:.,,.,lC ,4.4.. 	. 	 ignature. 	e 

	

H3 	Processing fee is enclosed 	 U (Tick if Yes) 

	

H4 	FOLLOW UP: Repairs undertaken 	U (Tick if Yes) 	 Date:  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

For official use only 

Recommended for OSET approval? 	Yes/No 	Staff member: 	Date:  

Posted to home owner Yes / No 	 Date: 	 Recorded in OSET database Yes / No 



12 in 
Drinking water bore within 15 m: 	0 Tick if Yes 	 0 	5 

Nearest water body:[1] (type) 
 

Number of soak holes: 	1e,1 / (if any) 

Disposal area description: [*] 	 J ~.c._ 

(Sr,,,,r,, water ,1r,th' ie,nfe.r etnfe.i .. 	 0 3 4 5 

BAY OF PLENTY 
REGIONAL COUNCIL 40381 

ATTACH PREVIOUS INSPECTION RECORD (if available) 

A2 	Inspection and desludge date: 	2 2_. 	2. LV ( 
Inspection Details 

Septic Tank Certifier Number: 

Property details: 

Contact person: 	
li 	, /) 	/ 82 

Tankaddress. B4 /7 
Town. 	 .7L- B6 

District: 	 /3 	/1 B8 

Consent No: BlO 

Tank details D 

Tank Number: Dl 

C2 Tank: 	Rectangular Z 	Circular 	0 D2 

CS Tank design: [1] ç1 . 	/ 	$ D3 

C4 Tank material: D5 

C5 
Ground surface 

m 	l 	2 	5 D6 to top of lid: 

C6 
Bottom of lid to 	b m 	(head spare( D7 

 outlet invert: 

C7 Liquid depth: 	c. If3 	m D8 

CS Tank capacity: litres D9 

(using internal measurements, show working Refer appendix B) 

C? 010 

Dli 

C9 Comments: 

Phone number (owner): 	(Work) 

Occupancy: 	 0 	Seasonal 

No, of bedrooms: 	 6-7 

No. of tanks: 	 / 
Valuation Number 

Disposal system details: Demerit Point Rating: © = 0 ® = 5 

Field type: [1] 
 

Disposal area soil type: [1] 

Pipe depth: 	 m 	D4 Field lengi 

Distance between disposal area and water body: 	 m 

Physical barrier within 5 m of drainage field: 	0 Tick if Yes 

A 

Al 

B 

Bi 

B3 

B5 

87 

B9 

C 

Cl 

25 

5 

(Home) 

U 	Permanent 

Cec(xaxe 	j) 3 5 

m 

0 	> 	 D12 Comments/notes: 

	

[1] 	= Refer to manual 

	

E 	De-studging details: 	 Demerit Point Rating © = 0 ® = 5 

	

El 	Sludge contractor: 14 7I 	/ 	 E2 	Sludge disposal site: 	 ' ,P .-'t 	7  

	

E3 	Volume removed: .' Z-2. 	 C,miexxe 
-' 	litres 	Comments e.g. flow back:________________________________________ 

	

E4 	Access condition/depth. [*] 
	 lc 	51 

	

E5 	Lid(s) condition: [*] 
	

2 

	

E6 	Wall condition: [*( 
	

2 

	

E7 	Base condition: [*] 	- 

	

E8 	Inlet condition: [*] 
	

5 

	

E9 	Outlet condition: [*] 	 . 	 /'/_., 	.', 1": z::2~' 	 __________________ 

	

[* J 	= Please comment if unsatisfactory. 

El 0 Depth of Sludge ( 	m 	Depth of scum 	 m 	 Next Inspection Due 	 / 

(Month / Year) 

	

F 	Sketch - Provide layout sketch on separate page if first time you have inspected or changed since last time noting key distances. 

	

G 	Total demerit points: 

	

Hi 	Specify main reason/s for demerit points: 

	

H2 	I hereby certify that the inspection has been conducted and completed to the standard specified in the latest Septic Tank Inspection Manual. 

I also certify that the as-built drawings supplied are correct in detail. 

Contractor's name and company: 	 -i,, . 	 Signature: 	/. 

	

H3 	Processing fee is enclosed 	 0 (Tick if Yes) 

	

H4 	FOLLOW UP: Repairs undertaken 	0 (Tick if Yes) 	 Date 	 2-. x 	.2-016  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

For official use only 

Recommended for OSET approval? 	Yes/No 	Staff member: 	Date.'  

Posted to home owner Yes / No 	 Date: 	 Recorded in OSET database Yes / No 
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