Submission on a Notified Resource Consent Application

Form 13

Sections 41D, 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 127(3) and 234(4),
Resource Management Act 1991

A
Waipa

DISTRICT COUNCIL

This is a submission on:

APPLICANT'S NAME: Global Contracting Solutions Limited
LOCATION: 401 Racecourse Road, Te Awamutu

| amfam not* a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 1991.

| amfam-not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that—
(a) adversely affects the environment; and
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

The specific parts of the application that my submission relates to are:
The entire application

My submission is:

Support partsorallof [ Oppose partsorallof [V are neutral partsorallof O
include—
° the reasons for your views.

The applicant has no experience of operating a refuse incinerator and has not included any details of
expertise that may be employed to manage the installation. Therefore | have very low confidence that,
in the initial stages at least, the plant will be operated correctly and emissions minimised.

The plant will emit toxic chemicals into the atmosphere. The report by Dr Terry Brady notes that for some
emissions there is no safe limit and describes the health effects of other emissions as “minor”.
Everybody’s definition of minor will vary and for some people the effects will be significant. Dioxins
emitted into the air eventually settle out onto pasture where they are ingested by animals and enter the
food chain. Studies of chicken eggs in Denmark showed that dioxin levels in eggs in close proximity to an
incinerator had high levels of dioxins. There are no safe levels. The application does not include any
details of the process to be followed if toxins do exceed the permitted levels, once the toxins enter the
air they cannot be sucked back or cleaned up, they are there forever affecting the health of residents and
animals.

The assessment of Hazardous substances to be stored at the plant is very superficial and hardly worth the
paper it is written on. The assumed volume of diesel to be stored on site appears to be plucked out of the
air because it is below the level that requires specific consent. The applicant notes that 1 diesel delivery
per day is expected and whilst that may be a maximum it does suggest regular use suggesting that on site
storage of at least a tanker full of 10-15,000 litres would be more likely. The assessment also makes no
mention of the bottom ash, fly ash and treatment water all of which contain toxic substances and will
require on site storage until they can be transported off site. The disposal of these toxic substances is
also not detailed. They should be carried in sealed containers. The process water is noted to be
transported to GCS sister company Global Metal Solutions where it will be used for washing trucks and
fire fighting. This toxic water will then end up in another local authority’s drainage system without
treatment. Surely that is not acceptable.

The impacts of increased traffic on all residents and businesses in the town are not considered in the
Traffic Impact Assessment. Maybe the roads are able to carry more trucks without widening but the
people who live adjacent to these roads will be subject to much more noise and vibration and
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inconvenience from the additional traffic. And the roads themselves will suffer more wear and tear
needing more maintenance and more frequent reseals. Cartage of the 60,000m3 of fill and the further
60,000 m3 of preload which will later have to be removed will be a massive operation with a fleet of trucks
running for several weeks. This will cause significant disruption and greatly increased wear and tear on
local roads.

If built the plant will need to operational for at least 30 years in order to recoup the massive capital
investment. That will imply that the country needs to be able to supply that much waste to fuel it at a
time when the focus is on reducing our waste. Many local authorities have waste minimisation strategies
that will be undermined by the need to keep this beast operational if it goes ahead.

Incineration doesn’t make sense. Waste reduction is the 21°* century solution

Waipa, and Te Awamutu in particular, has nothing to gain from this proposal. At best it might gain a few
jobs, many of which will be filled by migrants from overseas. But the number of jobs is very few compared
to the huge capital cost. Many more jobs would be created by a reduce, recover, reuse, repair, recycle
programme for far less capital cost. The disbenefits of loss of property values, the loss of amenity to
existing residents, health risks from toxic chemicals and the reduced attractiveness of the town for new
residents many times exceed any benefits.

| seek the following decision from the consent authority:

give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature of any conditions
sought

That the resource consent be declined.

If the commissioners do not agree to that then | request that conditions be imposed regarding continuous
monitoring of flue gases with strict limits on allowable emissions of dioxins and toxic metals including
processes to be followed when the limits are exceeded and harsh fines. Background levels of dioxin on
pastures at typical sites in the proximity (0-5km) must be established before the plant is operational and
monitored annually. If the emissions of any toxins exceeds a level to be determined the plant is to be shut

down.
I wish (or do not wish) to be heard in support of my submission.

4] | do wish to be heard in support of my submission
(this means that you will speak at the hearing)

a | do not wish to be heard in support of my submission
(this means that you will not be advised of the date of the hearing and will not speak at the hearing)

v If others make a similar submission | will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing.

You must tick one of the boxes above, otherwise it will be deemed that you do not wish to be heard
and we will not advise you of the date of the hearing.

M1 have served a copy of my submission on the applicant.
(this is required by section 96(6) (b) of the Resource Management Act 1991)

Jdocument Set ID: 11120313




| request/do—notrequest*, pursuant to section 100A of the Act, that you delegate your functions,
powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to one or more hearings commissioners who are
not members of the local authority.
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Signature of submitter:
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) (A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means.)

Date: 13/10/23 Contact person: Nick Cantlon

(name and designation, if applicant)

Postal address: 47 Bowden Place Te Awamutu
(or alternative method of service under section 352 of the Act):

Notes to submitter

If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use form 16B.

The closing date for serving submissions on the consent authority is the 20th working day after the date on which public or
limited notification is given. If the application is subject to limited notification, the consent authority may adopt an earlier
closing date for submissions once the consent authority receives responses from all affected persons.

If you are a trade competitor, your right to make a submission may be limited by the trade competition provisions in Part 11A
of the Resource Management Act 1991.

You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after you have served your
submission on the consent authority.

If you make your submission in hard copy please deliver to Waipa District Council, 101 Bank Street, Te Awamutu or 23 Wilson
Street, Cambridge or post to Private Bag 2402, Te Awamutu 3840

If you make your submission by electronic means, a signature is not required. Electronic submissions on resource consent
applications must be directed to submissions@waipadc.govt.nz.

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in writing no later than 5
working days after the close of submissions and you may be liable to meet or contribute to the costs of the hearings
commissioner or commissioners. You may not make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 in
relation to an application for a coastal permit to carry out an activity that a regional coastal plan describes as a restricted coastal
activity.

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that at least one of
the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

e it is frivolous or vexatious:

¢ it discloses no reasonable or relevant case:

e it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further:

e it contains offensive language:

e it is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been prepared by a person who is
not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter.

Privacy information

The information you have provided on this form is required so that your submission can be processed under the RMA. The
information will be stored on a public register and held by the Council, and may also be made available to the public on the
Council’s website. In addition, any on-going communications between you and Council will be held at Council’s offices and may
also be accessed upon request by a third party. Access to this information is administered in accordance with the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the Privacy Act 1993. If you have any concerns about this, please
discuss with a Council Planner prior to lodging your submission.
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This is a submission on:

APPLICANT'S NAME: Global Contracting Solutions Limited
LOCATION: 401 Racecourse Road, Te Awamutu

| am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 1991.

I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that—
(a) adversely affects the environment; and
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

The specific parts of the application that my submission relates to are:

The site selection with reference to proximity to educational facilities, its proximity to agricultural
production, proximity and reverse sensitivity to Fonterra, mana whenua connections and questionable
strength of Tainui support, no proof of waste availability and possibility of importation, false claims of
renewable energy status, lack of detail and unsatisfactory statements around safe disposal of
wastewater and ash residues.

My submission is:

Oppose all O

My name is Heather Campbell.
In 1976 | was a young art teacher in a large Hamilton High School. It was a time when Maori art was just
emerging in school syllabuses and taken up with zeal by rangatahi who were considered failures in the 3
RRRs. Their journey through high school was full of culturally irrelevant days for which they had to bear
the stigma of being the dummies. The 2 things that | could see sustained them were art and Maori Culture
Club, the predecessor of kapa haka.
| lived beside the Waipa River then at the back of Whatawhata and used to swim in the river. Tuna
fishermen boated past regularly.
Two years later | left and lived overseas for 35 years.
| | returned to live in Te Awamutu in 2018. What had changed over one genertation was the river smelt
| bad, polluted beyond recognition; bony cows were crowded into paddocks amidst a monoculture of
| maize.
What had also happened nationally was the eventual uptake of Te Reo, the glorious arrival of Te Matatini
and two landmark exhibitions of contemporary Maori art, Toi T Toi Ora in Tamaki and Puhoro 6 mua,
Puhoro ki tua in Kirikiriroa.
| enrolled at Te Wananga o Aotearoa in Factory Rd and spent 3 years learning Te Reo Maori.
The Wananga has an art collection of works by tauira that is the amazing legacy of local visionary
educators of the 1980s. Marie Nita Panapa (Aunty Ma), Te Atiawa, one of the founders passed in 2017.
She and her colleagues bought the land for $1 from Te Awamutu College. The site had been a rubbish
dump. They mortgaged their own homes more than once to offer a chance of success for students who
had failed in the school system through art — Whakairo (carving) and Raranga (weaving). There is now the
‘Marie Panapa Gallery’ in the Apakura campus that honours her teaching.
The Wananga has grown to become a Crown Entity with 80 sites across the country offering training
courses and giving students ‘a second chance’ at learning. Its impossible to separate the phenomenal
cultural renaissance that has emerged nationally over one generation from the beginnings of this
institution in Factory Rd, Te Awamutu.
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The growth of the Kohanga Reo and Kura next door in Factory Rd has created a seamless bridge for
rangatahi Maori to never have to fail in the first instance.
To hear the words of a young Hauraki electoral candidate in September 2023, Hana-Rawhiti Maipi-Clarke
“The kohanga reo generation are here, and we have a huge movement and a huge wave of us coming
through....” fills my heart.
What doesn’t add up with my lived experience is Global Contracting Solutions ‘Paewira’ Waste to Energy
Incinerator proposal that would be built 380 metres from Te Wananga o Aotearoa’s Apakura campus.
Combustion by incineration of fossil fuels is one of the biggest environmental challenges over the last 150
years leading to the precarious over heated planetary existence we now live. Despite additional ‘modern’
engineering WtE technology has been dismissed in Europe for its greenhouse gas emissions, risks to
human health, overbuild and its stymying of waste minimisation efforts.
The Paewira proposal must be assessed on its climate emissions and not slide under the low bar set by
the RMA 1991 at the time of the application. It is unthinkable to build one anywhere in NZ now.
To hear of it referenced as an initiative of Apakura whakapapa by the company doesn’t resonate with the
real measures | have seen close by of Maori success.
Effects to land, air and water of incineration of fossil fuels smacks of colonial, industrial-scale pollution
that has been visited on Maori land by the Crown and is too often inherited in land settlements.
One of the obvious contradictions is Mr Tuhoro’s statement that Ngati Apakura doesn’t agree with burying
waste. How does that account for the 20% of the tonnage incinerated ending up as toxic ash that must be
landfilled. To also create polluted wastewater that he proposes to take away and use as washdown water
at his own waste processing plant just removes the disposal problem to another location.
| would like to see as per the District Councils assessment of application ‘a clear position on the cultural
values of the site and any potential impacts given that a Cultural Impact Statement assessment has not
been completed and the response by Waikato Tainui is ambiguous’.
Multiple references in the application to Paewira call the energy produced as ‘renewable’. Fossil fuels
such as plastics in Municipal Solid Waste are a finite resource and no different in terms of creating
greenhouse gas emissions than oil. This has no resemblance to a circular economy they claim tghey
subscribe to.
Their position on energy status is ambiguous. At times they call it renewable, but at others they describe
it ‘creates a platform for uptake of other renewables’, when discussing it as useful baseline energy that
Fonterra could use for later electrification in their decarbonisation journey for example.
In terms of the relationship with Fonterra, they applicant doesn’t provide a statement of support they say
they are persuing. There is a warning of reverse sensitivity with the the Fonterra enterprise flagged by
WDC planner Hayley Thomas in the Pre Application Meetings report. It is difficult to conceive of a fruitful
relationship between a GHG, and particulate-emitting incinerator and a dairy enterprise that has just
spent $12M converting a 43MW coal burner to biomass, with a 98% reduction in GHGs or 89,000 tonnes
of CO2 pa.
The air quality study in the Paewira application gives little confidence for the true measurement of
particulates or the behaviour of stack emissions in proximity to the large dairy.
In order to progress assessmentment of this application | would want Fonterra to be compelled to
comment before any hearing.
An assessment of the availability of waste is not part of the application. In the Pre-application report of
November 2020 by WDC planner Hayley Thomas quotes GCS “GMS Recycling (Global Metal Solutions)
recycle waste from the Pacific with a reach into Asia and beyond”. As well as questions around
provenance of MSW when the large waste industry investment is in their landfills and recovery
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