GLOBAL CONTRACTING SOLUTIONS LIMITED RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION
Supplementary Notes For Consideration in Making Notification Decisions

A) Public Notification – RMA s95D – Decision whether adverse effects are likely to be
more than minor for the purpose of s95A(8)(b)
1.

Land adjacent to the application site is not limited to land that shares a property boundary
with the application site, but includes places which are nearby (Ports of Auckland Limited v
Auckland City Council [1999] 1NZLR 601, Wellington City Council v McBride HC Wellington
24 July 2007 Gendall J.)

2.

Separation from the application site by the river, easement land, or other minor distances
will not prevent the nearby land from being “adjacent to” the application site under s95D.

3.

The properties adjacent to the application site are identified on Appendix A.

B) Additional relevant information provided in response to s92 requests
4.

Erosion and sediment control/soil matters – response from A Cook contained in Terra
Consultants’ letter 8 July 2022 to WRC.
More detail was sought from WRC regarding sediment and control measures, reuse of
topsoil, and source of cut to fill material. WDC sought further information around slope
angle of the banks for the access roads. In response 3 sediment control ponds are proposed,
considered suitable for the scale of works. Topsoil will be reused as much as possible around
the site – of the 20,000m3 to be stripped 18,000m3 will be re-used with only 2,000m3 needed
to be removed off-site. Cut material primarily comes from the basement excavations and
excavation for flood mitigation on the lower terraces. Cross section diagrams were
appended to the WDC response showing how adequate stability will be achieved for the
accessway.

5.

Additional information on flooding matters – response from Dr S Joynes contained in Terra
Consultants’ letter 8 July 2022.
Information sought for flooding was mainly for clarification, with none of the queries
indicating any fundamental disagreement. The responses provided are considered to

further demonstrate the minimal impact the proposal will have on flooding, with any
impact fully mitigated by the detention works proposed on site.
6.

Additional landscape and visual assessment by Mansergh Graham.
Significant further work has been carried out on landscaping. The applicant is mindful the
proposed halls are substantial, and exceed the permitted height of the Industrial zone, and
the site is located directly adjacent to the Te Awamutu Racecourse which will be converted
to residential use. The applicant is confident the landscaping proposed will fully mitigate
any visual impact. Most of the site is proposed to be extensively landscaped in plantings
mimicking the original landcover, grading up from lower wetland plantings adjacent to the
stream to ultimately mature “forest” around the facility, effectively screening the majority
of the proposed buildings from view from outside the site. This is detailed in the planting
schedules attached to the revised landscaping plan.
Further, the proposal has been slightly reconfigured adjoining part of the racecourse
boundary to allow for the insertion of a 3m landscaping strip, in which additional screening
vegetation will be planted providing further screening from the racecourse. This is proposed
to be supplemented by the addition of planting on the racecourse site within an easement
following the boundary of the subject site. This would need to be negotiated with the
current and future owners of the racecourse, but is expected to be forthcoming as it would
further enhance the amenity for future occupants of the racecourse.
In support of the Landscaping Plan Mansergh Graham has also prepared a statement
providing further background around how the plan was formulated and assessing how the
plan achieves necessary visual outcomes. Their conclusion is that the proposed landscaping
on the site will improve the amenity of the site both internally and when viewed from
outside the site. The amenity planting will reduce the overall visibility of the buildings and
activity within the site from the north.
Amended and additional montages are provided showing the development without any
added vegetation, vegetation at 5 years and at maturity. Additional montages have been
added including a view of the site from within the racecourse, closer to the boundary.
To further aid incorporation of buildings into the environment a painted treatment of all
facades is also proposed, as shown in the attached colour schemes. These show different
paint patterns, any of which can be selected, all using neutral tones. Colour mitigation is
further discussed in the Mansergh Graham report.

The Mansergh Graham report concludes in respect of the mitigation strategies:
‘…are considered to reduce the potential negative visual and landscape effects of the
proposed development, while providing enhancements and ecological quality of the
receiving environment through the development of a significant restoration planting along
the adjoining Mangapiko Stream and associated broader flood plain’.
The landscaping, screening and painted treatment can be compared with the impact of an
industrial development at the site to the permitted height and compliance with all other
bulk and location standards, illustrated in the montage referenced below. Under a
permitted baseline scenario, very little mitigation landscaping would be required under the
District Plan rules. Nor would any other screening or mitigation by surface treatment be
needed. We consider a significantly greater visual and landscape impact would be caused
by a permitted development, compared with the proposed building with the offered
mitigations.
Mansergh Graham discuss the formulation of the Comparison of the Permitted Baseline and
Proposed Development models in their commentary. The discussion notes that although the
roof of the furnace hall is 35m high, it does not look nearly twice the height of the baseline
model because that component of the proposal is setback further from the racecourse, and
site on a bench 5m below the height of the foreground components of the baseline model.
The commentary further notes that the perspectival diminishment has been strategically
employed for the development, and when viewed from close up the more compliant height
elements assist in partially screening the taller elements.
Mansergh Graham conclude that the combination of mitigation strategies, site location and
benching, the configuration of the proposed development and adjacent existing industrial
development assist in integrating the subject development into its site.
The revised site plan incorporating the 3m strip along much of the Racecourse boundary is
attached as Appendix B.
The revised landscaping plan incorporating planting schedules is attached as Appendix C.
The Landscaping commentary prepared by Mansergh Graham is attached as Appendix D.
The Permitted Baseline Comparison Model is accessed at this link:
https://mgla.maps.arcgis.com/apps/360vr/index.html?id=7031bced93054ef484813116c0
843556
The Planting model is accessed at this link:

https://mgla.maps.arcgis.com/apps/360vr/index.html?id=c88872f2f27f444eb3862beedf6
9b431
The viewpoints for the various montages are included at Appendix E.
Two alternative colour schemes are included as Appendix F.
7.

Additional transportation effects report by Commute Consultants.
The transportation response clarified the number of vehicle movements generated by the
proposal, confirming the need only for a Simple ITA. Much of the Transportation response
concerned the revised accessway configuration provided by the purchase of the two
properties either side of the accessway. Under the revision any impact on the adjoining
properties is avoided, and sightlines and safety are enhanced, with sight distance in the
eastwards direction now exceeding 300m. Relevant crash data was elucidated as
requested, and walking and cycling access to the site expanded. Particularly cycling options
will be enhanced through the applicant’s agreement with WDC for the cycleway to run
around the site, with potential for additional connections from the exhibition centre and
around the streamside landscaped area to be plugged in at a later time.

8.

Additional acoustic effects report by SLR Consultants.
Much of the original concern of the District Council around impact of traffic movements
along the accessway on the two adjoining properties, has been addressed by the purchase
of those properties. The residual noise impact on future residential sites at the racecourse
is considered to be resolved by the likely location of residential development at a reasonable
setback from the common boundary.

9.

Procedures
To provide assurance that incoming materials will be handled in an appropriate manner,
the appended procedures have been developed which detail screening of materials arriving
on site, and their progression through the facility (Appendix G).
It is important to differentiate the two sources of MSW arriving at the site:
MSW Commercial – originating in Districts around New Zealand and screened before
loading onto trucks and delivered to the site. This material will be loaded on to the recycling
lines for further screening and extraction of recyclables, before delivery to the furnaces.
Screening off site will remove organics and putrescibles.

MSW – Domestic – originating from personal deliveries to site and from kerbside
collection in the local Te Awamutu area. This is estimated at 2 – 4 tonnes per day. This
material will be screened as set out in the procedures prior to tipping, then deposited on to
a direct line which feeds directly into the furnaces. Pickers will be arrayed along this line
removing materials set out in the Schedule. This Schedule is preliminary only and will be
refined through discussion with the regional and district councils. We request that these
schedules be treated as commercially sensitive and excluded from public exposure.
C)
10.

Additional information produced in response to Fonterra consultation

Air quality effects – response from Dr Terry Brady contained in Terra Consultants’ letter to
WRC 7 July 2022.
The applicant has been in discussions with Fonterra from an early stage, and further to
various email exchanges and an online meeting, we obtained a detailed set of queries
(attached), to which a response has been prepared by Dr Terry Brady – also attached. In
summary a comparison was sought between the emission profile from the subject facility
and that typically encountered in the US and Europe; procedures for the management of
putrescibles and other wastes, and associated management of any fugitive odours;
residence times; monitoring and testing and stipulations for an air quality management
plan (AQMP).
All of these matters have been fully responded to, and overall the additional information
provided has ensured a further refinement of project details. Particularly, the emissions
from this facility compare favourably to other facilities in the US and Europe because the
range of feedstock is more restricted.
Additional monitoring has been volunteered by the applicant for Sulphur Dioxide, Nitrogen
Oxides (NOx as NO2), Carbon Monoxide (CO) and Total Volatile Organic Compounds (TVOC).
The discharge of particulate will be monitored continuously with both optical opacity and,
as described in Sections 2.44 and 7.3 of the AEE1, with tribo-electric monitors. Minimum
residence time is guaranteed by the manufacturer, but also by equipment of the
supplementary burners which are used to maintain an even temperature.
Further, the client has gone to the extent of offering as a condition of consent to provide
regular monitoring results reports to affected parties.

1

Global Contracting Solutions Ltd. Assessment of the Effects of Discharges to Air From an RDF Energy Plant. Terry
Brady Consulting Ltd. 3263.02R001 November 2021

The client is fully accepting of the matters listed for inclusion in the AQMP, the
preparation of which can be triggered by a condition to any consent granted. Dr Brady also
provided further information on potential heavy metal, PCDD/PCDF discharges, and volatile
organic compounds. For all additional discharges Dr Brady’s conclusions are that they
remain compliant with relevant standards, and are minor or less than minor.
D) Public notification assessment – RMA s95A and s95D
11.

The effects of the Applicant’s proposal on the owners and occupiers of the properties
identified in Appendix A are not to be considered in this public notification assessment.

12.

None of the effects that could even potentially be more than minor go beyond the
properties identified in Appendix A. (Refer to comments in section B above) There is
therefore no basis for requiring public notification, unless special circumstances exist.

13.

The technical assessments about effects do not indicate that public notification is required.
Special circumstances

14.

A special circumstance is something which is “exceptional, abnormal or unusual but less
than extraordinary or unique”.2 In the present case the application is for an industrial
activity in the Industrial Zone.

The need for a resource consent flows from non-

compliances with some of the standards or conditions for development and activity in the
Industrial Zone. The activity itself is not classified as a non-complying activity in the zone.
In that sense the application is similar to the one in Far North District Council v Te Runanga
– A- Iwi O Ngati Kahu where the activity itself was recognised as appropriate in the
particular zone, but other factors created the requirement for a resource consent.
15.

The fact that the proposed activity employs a particular technology that attracts various
reactions of support and opposition is not a matter that relates to the effects of the activity
or to the need for public notification.

16.

The technical matters concerning the likely air quality effects of the proposed activity, the
traffic effects, the visual and landscape effects, can all be addressed by the Council through
the information provided by the Applicant and any other information that the Council
obtains to assist its decision-making. There is no additional factor that the Councils must
make decisions about that go beyond those effects issues. There is no policy or moral or

2

Far North District Council v Te Runanga – A- Iwi O Ngati Kahu [2013] NZCA 221 at [36] and [37].

cultural issue that is such a special circumstance that public notification is needed, in
order to inform decision-making.
17. In those circumstances, there is no special circumstance that warrants public notification
for any other purpose, because there is no decision-making benefit to be had from that
notification.

Limited Notification
18.

If the Councils determine that the effects of the proposed activity on adjacent property
owners and occupiers are likely to be minor or more than minor (as opposed to less than
minor) then limited notification to the potentially affected persons would be appropriate.
The technical assessments about effects do not indicate that limited notification is
required.

APPENDIX A – Properties adjacent to the site
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APPENDIX C – Revised Landscaping Plan incorporating planting schedules
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Riparian Planting (Zone A)
ID

Fence( 23m setback from stream edge)
Top of the Bank
RL 41.5m

Average Water Level (Estimated)
RL 40m
Low Water Level (Estimated)
RL 39m

Latin Name

Common Name

BAR Baumea articulata

Jointed Baumea

CAU Cordyline australis

Cabbage Tree

CFU

Height

Spread

Quantity

1.8

1

8

1.5

53

toetoe

1.5

1.5

158

CGE Carex geminata

Cutty Grass

1.2

3.5

396

CSE

Carex secta

Purei

1

1

791

CUS

Cyperus ustulatus

Giant Umbrella Sedge

1

1

528

CVI

Carex virgata

Pukio

1

1

369

Cortaderia fulvida

343

2638

Note: All plants at 0.75m spacing

Riparian Planting (Zone B)
ID
Proposed
Planting
(High)

Proposed
Planting
(Medium)

Proposed
Planting
(Low)

Zone C

Wetland Planting

Zone B

Zone A

Section 1

Latin Name

Common Name

Height

Spread

Quantity

CAU Cordyline australis

Cabbage Tree

10

3

19

CRO Coprosma robusta

Karamū

4

1.5

38

DVI

Dodonaea viscosa

Akeake

6

3

48

HST

Hebe stricta

Koromiko

1.8

2

230

Giant rush

230

LSC

Leptospermum scoparium

JPA
Juncus pallidus
1:200
MAU Myrsine australis

1.5

0.6

Manuka

4

1.5

67

Mapou

3

2

326

958

Note: All plants at 1.5m spacing

Top of the Bank
RL 41.5m
Average Water Level (Estimated)
RL 40m

Fence( 23m setback from stream edge)

Top Bank Planting (Zone C)

Low Water Level (Estimated)
RL 39m

ID
ASE

Latin Name
Aristotelia serrata

Common Name

Height

Spread

Quantity

Wineberry

9

4

89

CRO Coprosma robusta

Karamū

4

1.5

267

HSE

Hoheria sextylosa

Lacebark

6

3

89

LSC

Leptospermum scoparium

Manuka

4

1.5

232

MRA Melicytus ramiflorus

Mahoe

5

4

125

PEU

Pittosporum eugenioides

Lemonwood

9

4

356

PTE

Phormium tenax

Flax

3

2

446

SMI

Sophora microphylla

kōwhai

10

5

178

0

0

0

1782

Note: All plants at 2m spacing

Proposed
Planting
(High)

Proposed
Planting
(Medium)

Proposed
Planting
(Low)

Zone C

Wetland
Planting

Note: Planting schedules cover a 20m offset from the stream.
Schedules for the balance of the planting will be prepared subject to council approval

1:200

Zone B Zone A

Section 2
The purpose of this plan is to show the general intent of the design and may not be complete in every detail. This plan is not intended as a construction drawing and should not be used as such.
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APPENDIX D – Landscaping Commentary prepared by Mansergh Graham

PROJECT MEMORANDUM
Project:

Paewira Streamside Remediation

Topic:

Mitigation Planting and Recessive Colour Palette;
Comparison of Permitted and Proposed Development

Date:

18 August 2022

Memo: 1

Page: 1 of 3

Attention: Chris Dillon
From:

Michael Graham

Background:
This memorandum was prepared to accompany City Engine models of the proposed Paewira Waste to Energy
Plant . In addition to the models, Mansergh Graham Landscape Architects were asked to prepare two mitigation
strategies to assist with mitigating the visual and landscape effects of the development. These include a
restoration planting scheme for the Mangapiko Stream and associated flood plain within the broader grounds,
and the development of a recessive colour palette and patterning to reduce the visual presence and apparent
bulk of the buildings. In addition, a permitted baseline model was prepared to present a comparative
development extent to enable the evaluation of a permitted height development against the height exceedance
of the proposed development. Some commentary on the comparative models is also included.
This memorandum should be read in conjunction with two city engine models; Paewira (Planting Stages); which
contains a colour rendered version of the development and the effect of planting after 5 years and at maturity;
and the Paewira (Permitted Baseline Model), which contains the proposed development and a permitted
baseline development of comparison.
Site Description:
The site, located at 401 Racecourse Road, Te Awamutu is broadly triangular, with irregular boundaries formed
along the north-eastern boundary; shared with the Racecourse, the western boundary; shared with the Rosehill
and Fonterra properties, and the southern boundary which follows the meandering course of Mangapiko stream
before extending east to Racecourse Road along the shared boundary with the property at 381 Racecourse
Road. In addition to the site’s existing access to Racecourse Road, the property at 417 Racecourse Road has also
been acquired to create an entry with improved sight lines to Racecourse Road.
While the periphery of the site is contiguous with surrounding landform, the site itself contains significant
topographical variation with approximately 20 metres vertical difference between the north-eastern boundary
down to the southern boundary adjacent to the Mangapiko Stream. Consequently, a steep embankment bisects
a portion of the site, running approximately east west, between the higher ground along the northern eastern
boundary and the broad lower flood plain terrace adjacent to the Mangapiko Stream. This steep embankment
is eased somewhat by a more generally elevated area located within the northern apex of the triangular site.
This elevated area contains a series of broader stepped benches easing the transition to the lower stream
terrace.
A hydrological assessment has been undertaken by others, which identified the lower stream terrace as
unsuitable for development due to flooding risk. Consequently, the more elevated areas provide the general
extent of viable building area which limits potential building locations.
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Restoration Planting:
As part of this development, it is proposed to undertake ecological remediation planting along the stream
embankment and broad lower stream terrace that forms the flood plain of the site.
At present the stream embankment contains a mix of exotic weed species and sporadic native species, while the
adjacent flood plain terraces are predominantly pastoral grasses. The proposed remediation strategy would
involve the removal of competing weed species from the site, pre-planting spray, planting of the embankment
with the proposed species, and an on-going plant release and replacement strategy until full establishment has
been achieved. It is anticipated that this work would occur over a period of 3-5years and subject to the climatic
variables.
The restoration planting will utilize a range of riparian and wetland indigenous species to restore the site and
provide enhanced ecological habitat for the stream and flood plain terrace. Utilising an ecologically based
Kahikatea Forest/riparian planting palette, the restoration planting will create broad swathes of high, medium,
and low planting in naturalistic patterns influenced by the topography of the site. The lower growing vegetation
along the stream edge, will allow for quick establishment to protect against erosion and enhance habitat while
increasing the overall biodiversity along the Mangapiko Stream. The broader flood plain terrace will include
stands of taller growing species such as Kahikatea and Totara. Once mature, these taller tree species are
anticipated to largely screen views of the Paewira Waste to Energy Plant, from the west, south and southeast.
It is expected that the planting within the ecological restoration will reach 8- 10m height within 10 years, while
the taller tree species will achieve heights of more than 20m over time. At maturity the ecological restoration
planting will not only provide appropriate scale and screening to assist the integration of the Paewira Waste to
Energy Plant into the site and surrounding environment, but also result in a varied and enjoyable setting for a
proposed section of the Te Awamutu to Lake Ngaroto Cycleway.
While the proposed restoration planting within the site will achieve most of the anticipated mitigation, areas of
amenity planting, including a 3m wide solid screen landscape strip along the eastern (racecourse) boundary, are
proposed in and around the plant itself to improve the amenity of the site both internally and when viewed
from outside of the site. This amenity planting will afford low to intermediate level screening of the building
elevations and carparking areas, reducing the overall visibility of the buildings and activity within the site from
the north.
Colour Mitigation:
To assist with the mitigation of potential visual effects of the development, a colour mitigation strategy is
proposed. This strategy uses a twofold approach utilising block colours to visually reduce the apparent unbroken
extent of the building, and to select recessive light reflective value colours to reduce the prominence of the
building when viewed.
Block colouring introduces discrete areas of solid colour on the building elevations to visually break up the
apparent expanse of the building’s facades. In the proposed scheme, a horizontal delineation is utilised to
reduce the apparent height of the building walls. Applying a dark colour (Permanent Green) to the lower portion
the elevation, with a lighter colour (Pale Eucalypt) to the upper portion, reduces the apparent extent of the
building, as compared to that if only a single colour were used.
This scheme is further developed along the upper portion of the building corners introducing a traditional
weaving pattern (as a place holder), at regular intervals along the width of the elevation, to further break up the
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apparent extent of the elevation. The roof itself is proposed to be the darkest colour, (Karaka), to assist with
grounding the building. Smaller architectural elements, such as the gantry walkway, use a lighter contrasting
colour (Surf mist), which assists in reinforcing the horizontal tiering of the building.
While the selected colours are complementary to the proposed restoration planting and help reduce the
apparent bulk of the building, they also assist in reducing the visual presence of the building within the receiving
environment. This because the main colours selected for the large format buildings within the development are
colours that have a light reflectance value (LRV) of 40% or less.
Colours with a LRV of 40% or less are considered recessive colours. When seen within an environment they tend
to be more integrative than prominent within the view. The main selected colours fall within the medium to
dark green colour range and achieve a low LRV rating (respectively Pale Euaclypt (Paddock) 24%, Permanent
Green 9% and Karaka 7% and are considered recessive colours).
Overall these mitigations strategies are considered to reduce the potential negative visual and landscape effects
of the proposed development, while providing enhancements to amenity and ecological quality of the receiving
environment through the development of a significant restoration planting along the adjoining Mangapiko
Stream and associated broader flood plain. Due to the level of detail, only the broad colour differentiation was
applied to the proposed development model, and the effect of the combination of mitigation and a recessive
colour palette can be seen within the Paewira (Planting Stages) City Engie Model.

Comparison of Permitted and Proposed Development Models
To assist with the evaluation of the effect of the over height component of the development, a comparative
permitted baseline model for the site was prepared. This model uses a number of smaller buildings covering a
similar extent of the site and utilising the same building platform levels for consistency. Setbacks and recession
planes were also complied with where applicable. In the permitted baseline model however, no building
exceeded the 20 m maximum height limit.
In comparison the two models demonstrate a number of factors which affect the relative visibility of the
proposed and base line models. The relative proximity and elevation of the viewer alters the prominence of the
development. This point contains several aspects which are well illustrated when comparing View 1 and View 9
of the comparative model (but also are evident it the other view locations). Both views look toward the site
across the Racecourse. View 1 is slightly elevated at 850m from the site, while View 9 is level with the upper
portion of the subject site located at a distance of 100m.
From View 1, when alternating between the two models a relative height difference is apparent, with the
proposed development model appearing visibly taller. As the view of the models is at some distance, any effect
of perspectival diminishment is largely lost (where the apparent height of a more distant object is reduced
relative to a similar height object at closer proximity) as the relative distance to the viewer is similar. The
building to the fore in the baseline model attains a height of 18.3m. Although the highest point of the roofline
of the proposed development is 35m above ground level, it does not look nearly twice the height of the base
line model. This is because the ground level of that portion of the development model is set further back and
sits on a bench 5m below the relative height of the foreground components of the base line model. The relative
extent of the building seen above equates to only 12 metres rather than the 17 metres anticipated. It is noted
that both models only form a small portion of the wider view.
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From View 9, alternating between the two models the relative height difference is much less apparent, with the
proposed development model and baseline models appearing quite similar. In this instance the viewer location
is approximately 100m from the site boundary. From this proximity, the variation in distance of the highest
portion of the proposed development is a further 80m, compared to that of the baseline model. This additional
distance almost doubles the relative viewing distance between the model. This has the effect of perspectival
diminishment where the relative height of the more distant proposed model is reduced to almost half, with the
baseline model appearing to be of a similar height.
This perspectival diminishment has been strategically employed for the proposed development, with the highest
point of the development positioned in a portion of the site that is benched to reduce its relative height and
located to be adjacent to less visually sensitive adjoining industrial zone. The more compliant height portions of
the development address the adjacent residential zones. Consequently, when viewed from close proximity, the
more compliant height elements of the proposed development are assist in partially screening the taller portion.
More distant views do not afford the benefit of perspectival diminishment however, but in these instances the
development is seen within a wider view catchment of which it forms a smaller part. Typically this would be
anticipated to result in a lesser effect on the receiving environment as it becomes a small part of the wider
context. A context which, when viewed from the north, is backdropped by adjacent industrial development.
Overall, it is considered that the combination of mitigation strategies, site location and benching, the
configuration of the elements of the proposed development itself and adjacent industrial development assist in
integrating the development into the site.
Should you wish to discuss further any of the matters raised in this memorandum please do not hesitate to
contact the author.

Michael Graham
Director
BSC, BLA, Registered NZILA Landscape Architect.
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APPENDIX E – Montages Viewpoints Map

APPENDIX F – Alternative colour schemes
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APPENDIX G – Fuel Reception Process

Appendix 1. Fuel Reception Process
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2.0 Public Advertising
Public advertising will be run in local newspapers and other media providing information on:
•

Opening hours for domestic customers

•

Acceptable and unacceptable material.

•

Contact numbers and addresses for websites with additional information.

3.0 Site Entry Signage
Clear signage will direct commercial and domestic MSW to appropriate tipping points. It will provide
immediate refences for acceptable categories of material as vehicles enter the site.

4.0 Site Fuel Reception
The following describes the on-site fuel reception process once vehicles have entered the Paewira Plant.
The Tipping Hall, Direct and Recycling lines will be well staffed by trained personnel during the 10-hour
opening times of the tipping hall.

4.1 Domestic
a) All domestic vehicles cross the weighbridge as a first point of inspection. The inspection will provide
a first evaluation of the makeup and obvious material contained in the load. Questioning of the
driver will be used to confirm what can be visually observed.
•

If the acceptable load criteria are not met, the driver will be provided flyer information on
what is acceptable and directions to an alternative waste handling facility provided.

•

The vehicle will then be directed through the turn-around bay to enable the vehicle to leave
Paewira with their load intact.

•

If the load passes the Acceptable Load Criteria, they will be allowed to proceed to the
Tipping Hall entrance.

b) Upon arriving at the entrance to the Tipping Hall, the vehicle will be received by a Paewira Load
Assistant who will make a more thorough inspection of the load and discussion with the driver.
•

Should the load pass the acceptable criteria, the driver will be directed to the next available
tipping bay within the Tipping Hall.

•

If the load is deemed to hold unacceptable material but is of a volume and/or type that can
be separated from the load prior to tipping, the driver will be directed to a Load Separation
tipping bay.
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•

If the load fails the acceptable load criteria, the driver will be shown through the Acceptable
Load Flyer and directed out of the Tipping Hall with directions to an alternative waste
handling facility.

c) Once arrived at their allocated Tipping Bay, the driver will have assistance unloading if required. This
serves as an additional “filter” as the load is removed.
d) If they are directed to a Load Separation Bay, assistance will be provided. Any unacceptable material
will be redirected to enclosed bins adjacent to the Separation Bay. The driver will receive guidance
on the Acceptable Material Criteria and provided with a Flyer during this process.

4.2 Commercial
a) All commercial vehicles cross the weighbridge upon entry.
•

Contracted volume vehicles are directed to the lower floor waste handling area.

•

Uncontracted vehicles are directed to the upper floor Tipping Hall.

b) Upon arriving at the entrance to the upper floor Tipping Hall, the vehicle will be received by a
Paewira Load Assistant who will make a more thorough inspection and discussion with the driver.
•

Should the load pass the acceptable criteria, the driver will be directed to the next available
tipping bay within the Tipping Hall.

•

If the load is deemed to hold unacceptable material but is of a volume and/or type that can
be separated from the load prior to tipping, the driver will be directed to a Load Separation
tipping bay.

•

If the load fails the acceptable load criteria, the driver will be shown through the Acceptable
Load Flyer and directed out of the Tipping Hall with directions to an alternative waste
handling facility.

c) Once arrived at their allocated Tipping Bay, the driver will have assistance unloading if required. This
serves as an additional “filter” as the load is removed.
d) If they are directed to a Load Separation Bay, assistance will be provided. Any unacceptable material
will be redirected to enclosed bins adjacent to the Separation Bay. The driver will receive guidance
on the Acceptable Material Criteria and provided with a Flyer during this process.
e) Upon arrival at the lower floor waste handling area, commercial loads are directed immediately to a
Tipping Bay.
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5.0 Treatment of MSW
5.1 Treatment of MSW Domestic
Unlike other waste that will be received at the facility, such as inert construction waste and tyres,
Domestic MSW has the potential to generate odour effects only if it has putrescible content, which if
stored especially in warmer temperatures will decay generating odour. Given the relatively small quantity
of domestic MSW delivered to site (1 – 2 tonnes /day), and therefore the subsequently low putrescible
content, odour from this source is in any event not considered to be significant.
Nevertheless, in response it is proposed the add an additional furnace feed line, on to which the Domestic
MSW will be loaded for quick conveyance to the furnace hall and combustion, at which point odour is
eliminated.
Manual pickers will be stationed along the picking line to pull out materials that will adversely affect the
treatment process, such as paints and grease, and will pick based on the Acceptable Material Criteria
shown in Schedule 1 (attached).
If the direct line feed must suspend operation because of maintenance or preference to the recycling line,
waste will be stored in sealed containers. Once the direct line resumes operation the contents of the
sealed containers will be conveyed to the direct line for sorting and combustion.

5.2 Treatment of MSW Commercial
MSW Commercial will be pre-screened off site before delivery. Therefore, MSW Commercial will be
conveyed directly to the recycling lines for extraction of any potential recyclables before feeding into the
furnace hall. Procedures ensuring adequate screening will be prepared prior to operation of the facility.
Picking along the recycling lines will also be subject to Schedule 1. Any material entering the facility that
is prohibited or recyclable will be removed from site. Pre-screening will ensure that most items under
Schedule 1B will be removed prior to transport to site, however small incidental quantities of Schedule
1B items can be safely processed.
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6.0 Definitions
MSW: Municipal Solid Waste: Rubbish from domestic and business sources.
MSW Commercial: Domestic and business rubbish aggregated at points off site, baled and transported to
the subject site. Subject to pre-screening prior to baling.
MSW Domestic: Domestic waste delivered to the site by the general public.
Recycling Lines: Lines for feed into the furnace hall, from which recyclable materials will be extracted.
Picking carried out in accordance with Schedule 1.
Direct Line: Direct feed to the furnaces. Recyclable materials will also be extracted and other materials
under Schedule 1 will also be controlled for, as for the recycling lines. Dedicated to domestic MSW, and
because pre-screening has not been carried out as for Commercial MSW, higher risk of containing
putrescibles, which, if not in significant quantities will be delivered direct to furnace, ensuring odour issues
from such materials do not arise. Time from tipping to furnace for non-removed material 15 minutes.
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Schedule 1
Acceptable Material Criteria
Category

A Prohibited items

B Restricted items

C Recycled items

Items which will not be accepted. Small
incidental quantities amongst other
waste can be safely processed
Food Waste

Materials which will be separated,
removed from site for recycling

Organics

Materials which are not permitted to be
processed and will be separated and
removed from site
Medical waste
Bio-hazardous waste

Animal tissue
Putrescible material
Green waste
Compost
Potting Mix
Manure

Construction and Demolition

PVC

Roofing iron

Asbestos

Metal pipes

Treated wood

Aggregates, stones, soil and rocks

Linoleum

Electrical

Batteries
Electrical cable
Electronic and electrical components
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Fluorescent tubes, CFLs
E-waste

(TV’s,

devices,

computers,

screens, printers, peripherals etc.)
Household appliances

Other

Household chemicals

Paint, varnish and stains

Tin/aluminium cans

Industrial chemicals

Solvents

Glass

Gas bottles

Fats

Metals

Fuel canisters/containers

Oils and greases

Ceramics
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