


Douglas D. Taiyabu
Orchard Park
Private Bag 3105
Hamilton 3240. New Zealand

10 October 2023

Waipa District Council
Private Bag 2402
Te Awamutu 3840

Tana koutou katoa,

In this letter, I write to present my views on the proposal stated in the article Waikato waste−to−energy
plant in Te Awamutu: Public to have say published by the Waikato Herald (Zollickhofer, 2023). Please
note that the comments denote my personal views as a postgraduate Master o f Science student
enthusiastically researching topics associated with environmental contaminants and pollutants. The
views do not exhibit those o f the University o f Waikato, where I am enrolled, nor carry any competing
financial interests or relationships related to the content written in this correspondence.

It seems that the proposed waste−to−energy plant at Te Awamutu has the potential to provide a
sustainable solution for managing waste and generating electricity, However, equally more important
will be to ensure that the plant is designed and operated in an environmentally friendly manner and
meets all the necessary safety standards. It is my utmost belief that all necessary checks should be
done to determine the fate o f such a project since this will be the first waste−to−energy plant in New
Zealand. I strongly recommend that Waipa District Council collectively with Waikato Regional
Council appoint independent commissioners who are experts in this field to thoroughly evaluate and
assess submissions from all key stakeholders including the public before a final decision can be made.

Summary: It is a commendable decision by the Waipa District Council to decline the non−notified
resource consent application initially lodged by the developer (Global Contracting Solutions) and opt
to go with the notified resource consent application process with the engagement o f public input on
the proposal. Global Contracting Solutions is confident that the plant will make a positive contribution
to the waste management process, diversify energy sources for electricity demands and create job
opportunities. The defence for the proposal is further backed by the advancement o f technologies used
in well−designed waste−to−energy plants, as well as case studies from few visits conducted on similar
plants around the world and their safe and compliant operations. Nevertheless, it is only appropriate to
ensure the proposal is carefully scrutinized to be in compliant with the local regulations and New
Zealand's Resource Management Act.

Comments: Further information to assess the effects o f the proposal is extremely important.
Significant concerns were raised surrounding the air emissions, noise, odour, stormwater discharges
and disposal o f clean fill. Thus, I would like to delve into expressing my views on these concerns and
my stance on this proposal.

Poorly designed waste−to−energy plants may potentially emit higher concentrations o f carbon dioxide
(CO2), sulphur dioxide (SO2), and nitrogen oxides (NO,c) per unit o f electricity produced (O'Brien,
2006). Excess carbon dioxide (CO2) can contribute to global warming, whilst excess sulphur dioxide
(SO2) and nitrogen oxide (NO.) are air pollutants that can cause respiratory problems, acid rain, and
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smog. Emissions may also include persistent organic pollutants such as dioxins (Albores et al., 2016).
Poorly fed waste−to−energy facilities may emit concentrated toxins with serious potential health and
environmental risks, such as furans and heavy metals (Cole−Hunter et al., 2020). Few epidemiological
studies conducted so far provided inconclusive evidence o f the adverse impacts o f waste−to−energy
plants on the health o f local populations which include increased risk o f mortality, cardiovascular
morbidity and lung cancer (Hime et al., 2018). This knowledge gap has been identified and more
studies will be conducted.

Noise continues to be the leading source o f non−toxic pollutant around the world causing significant
acute and chronic health effects on people as well as detrimental effects on other terrestrial life. The
proposed site o f the plant at Te Awamutu is adjacent to the existing and planned residential areas.
According to the developer, i f the proposal is approved and the plant is built, it will be running 24
hours a day, 7 days a week. With the limited information available on the design o f the plant and the
noise protection standards or techniques to be deployed, I view noise as a cause o f concern for the
local population for the entirety o f the lifespan o f the plant. The WHO guideline for community noise
recommends less than 30 A−weighted decibels (dB (A)) in bedrooms during the night for a sleep of
good quality and less than 35 dB (A) in classrooms to allow good teaching and learning conditions.
Furthermore, the guideline for night noise recommends less than 40 dB (A) o f annual average (night)
outside o f bedrooms to prevent adverse health effects from night noise (WHO, 2010). These
guidelines are referenced to by the Resource Management Act (RMA) which is the primary statute in
New Zealand that outlines the framework for the management and control o f noise and vibration. I
would strongly suggest that the RMA guidelines are strictly adhered to.

Odour from the waste materials i f not handled properly can affect human health. Imminent effects can
be coughing, wheezing, or other breathing problems. Ongoing exposure to offensive odours can
exacerbate health risks such as anxiety and stress (New York State Department o f Health, 2018).
However, the information provided by the developer indicated that putrescible material (decaying
material liable to become putrid) will not be accepted at the plant to eliminate significant odour. This
gives an assurance that this issue will be managed and I would like the local authorities to ensure this
is implemented.

Stormwater runoffs from the proposed waste−to−energy plant can contain a variety o f pollutants that
remain in the ash after incineration, including heavy metals (lead, cadmium, mercury), organic
compounds (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH), microplastics, dioxins), and nutrients (nitrogen
and phosphorous which can contribute to algal blooms and affecting the quality o f water). These
pollutants when finding their way to streams or rivers can be harmful to aquatic life, as well as posing

a risk to human health i f the water is used for drinking, recreational activity or source o f food. Along
with stormwater discharges, clean fill regulations must be strictly adhered to regardless o f the
developer's optimism that the plant will not be built on low−lying land areas.

Increasing global population and urbanization, coupled with rising standards o f living have
contributed to two o f the world's most important challenges: (a) increasing per capita energy
consumption and global reliance on fossil fuels, and b) increasing per capita waste generation. The
U N prominently featured addressing these two issues in goal numbers seven and eleven, respectively,
o f the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Waste−to−energy (WTE) technologies have the
potential to serve as a connecting link to support the successful pursuit o f these two goals (AlQattan et
al., 2018). WTE technologies are widely accepted with plants built in European countries (Boloy et
al., 2021), China as well as other Asian countries.

The main waste management strategy o f New Zealand is currently to reduce, reuse and recycle waste,
while most o f the non−reusable and non−recyclable waste ends up in landfills. Total amount o f waste
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generated has been steadily increasing over the years and is expected to continue to rise following the
country's economic and population growths. Four WTE technology options were discussed and
compared, namely incineration, anaerobic digestion, gasification and pyrolysis. The aspects in
comparison were air pollution, cost, side products, capacity, commercial maturity, energy efficiency
and type o f waste treated. From the comparison, it was found that anaerobic digestion seems to be the
most attractive solution for the country as it is environment−friendly, economical and the concept is
consistent with New Zealand's existing waste management strategy. The major limitations of
anaerobic digestion are its low energy production efficiency and its limited waste treatment capacity.
Hence, an effective national waste reduction and recycling strategy is crucial for the success o f this
waste management option (Perrot & Subiantoro, 2018). The significant challenge now is to bring

awareness to educate people to accept waste−to−energy technologies and plants as sustainable and
environmentally friendly means o f waste management in New Zealand.

I strongly disagree with the view o f building the proposed waste−to−energy plant at 401 Racecourse
Road at Te Awamutu, which is in very close proximity to local residents and their amenities. However,
with good backing from numerous literature reviews, I do see that the significant advancement of
waste−to−energy technologies makes the proposal an effective sustainable waste management strategy
with feasible economic benefits. I f the soon−to−be−appointed independent commissioners approve the
proposal, I would suggest that they instruct the developer to build the plant at a new location away
from residential areas, enforcing a safe buffer distance as done by case studies in China (Bore et al.,
2022) for the safety o f people and their environment, with enforcement o f regular site inspections to
ensure the developer and or the operator remains a responsible corporate citizen.

Thank you for your time and appreciate your consideration o f m y comments.

Naku iti nei,
e i g a tr‘)

Douglas D. Taiyabu, MSc candidate
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PAI)
Waipa
DISTRICT COUNCIL

This is a submission on:

Submission on a Notified Resource Consent Application
Form 13

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

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

I ami l lm not , a trade competitor for the purposes o f section 308B o f the Resource Management Act 1991.

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

The specific parts of the application that my submission relates to are:
kk‘l ekOGICI ,onfAkca.vons, how, t 6 \ \ \CI C C , r e

11)1\ 61 (") V \ Qr− e ' r \ e S −VC A l t IN− \ 0 \ k− −OkTh

My submission is:

Support parts or all of 0 Oppose parts or f are neutral parts or all of 0
include—

• the reasons fo r your views.

NClec\s, see citto.valtck e

I seek the following decision from the consent authority:
give precise details, including the parts o f the application you wish to have amended and the general nature o f any conditions
sought

.De c ne otv‘)\‘'ccAVi on

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

C i
I do wish to be heard in support of my submission

(this means that you will speak at the hearing)

I 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)

El If others make a similar submission I 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.

17(
I have served a copy o f my submission on the applicant.

(this is required by section 96(6) (b) o f the Resource Management Act 1991)
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I request/do not request*, pursuant t o section 100A of the Act, that you delegate your functions,
powers, and duties t o hear and decide the application to one or more hearings commissioners who are
not members o f the local authority.

Signature o f submitter:
(or person authorised to sign on behal submitter) (A signature is not required i f you make your submission by electronic means.)

Date: Ks) M
Contact person: L I
(name and designation, i f applicant)

Postal address: ( 2
(or alternative method of service under section 352t,f 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):
• it is frivolous or vexatious:
• it discloses no reasonable or relevant case:
• it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further:
• it contains offensive language:
• 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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Waipa
DISTRICT COUNCIL

This is a submission on:

Submission on a Notified Resource Consent Application
Form 13

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

APPLICANT'S NAME: Global Contracting Solutions Limited

LOCATION: 401 Racecourse Road, Te Awamutu

lam a trade competitor for the purposes o f section 308B of the Resource Management Act 1991.

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

The specific parts o f the application that my submission relates t o are:
V I C ) i S S i o n Y k e c 4,0 4 1 , ,

My submission is:

Support parts or all of 0 Oppose parts all of are neutral parts or all of 0
include—

• the reasons fo r your views.

p l ( " t 5 S e e —Vt.−− .19()(9k_ •

I seek the fol lowing decision from the consent authority:
give precise details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended and the general nature o f any conditions
sought

1.2CcJA 2cpLA C

I wish (or do not wish) to be heard in support o f my submission.

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

El I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission

v i this means that you will not be advised of the date of the hearing and will not speak at the hearing)

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

You must t ick one o f the boxes above, otherwise i t wi l l be deemed that you do not wish t o be heard
and w e wil l no t advise you o f the date o f the hearing.

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