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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 My full nam e is  Kaaren Adriana Rosser.  
 
1.2 I hold  the pos ition of Environm enta l Planner with  Enviro NZ Services  Lim ited 

(“Enviro NZ”), which was form erly known as  EnviroWaste . My qualifications 
and  experience  are  deta iled a t Appendix 1.   

 
1.3 My sta tem ent is  g iven on  beha lf of Enviro  NZ in  re lation to Priva te  Plan  Change  

13 – Te  Rapa Racecourse  (“PC13”) to  the Ham ilton City Dis trict Plan . The 
applicant is  the Waika to  Racing Club Incorpora ted  (“WRCI”). 

 
1.4 I have  reviewed the  s42A Hearing  Report (“s42A”) com ple ted  for the  Council by 

Kylie  O’Dwyer (Consultan t Planner), including the  recom m ended revis ions  to 
the  plan change provis ions . I have reviewed the  S32 Report, the Sum m ary of 
Subm issions  docum ent, and  the s ta tem ents  of evidence from  the  expert 
witnesses  for the  applicant. I a lso  rely on  the  evidence  from  Bevan Houlbrooke 
on  beha lf of Subm itte rs  6, 7, and  8, and Mark Crisp  on behalf of Fronterra  Ltd. 

 
1.5 I spent m y youth  in  Ham ilton  City and  am  fam ilia r with  its  urban  environm ent 

and  surrounds . I am  a lso  fam ilia r with  the  Enviro  NZ sites  in  Sunshine Ave. 
 
2.0 EXPERT WITNESS CODE OF CONDUCT 
 
2.1 Although I have the qua lifications and experience  de tailed a t Appendix 1, th is 

s ta tem ent is  provided in m y capacity as  an  em ployee of Enviro NZ. My 
s ta tem ent is  therefore  not provided as  expert evidence  as  per the  Environm ent 
Court code of conduct for expert witnesses .  

 
3.0 SCOPE OF STATEMENT 
 
3.1 This  s ta tem ent is  in  re la tion to the  further subm ission from  EnviroWaste  (now 

known as  Enviro  NZ and re ferred to as  such  here in).  
 
3.2 The s tatem ent focusses  on the s tra tegic p lanning  approaches to PC13 and any 

specific re lie f in  so far as  supporting those prim ary subm iss ion points  by: 
 

a ) McMac Properties  Lim ited  (Subm itter 1); 
b ) Fronterra  Ltd  (Subm itter 3); 
c) Chartwell Inves tm ents  Ltd  (Subm itter 6); 

 
3.3 I note  tha t the Chartwell Inves tm ents  Ltd  subm iss ion was  prepared s im ila rly to  

those  subm iss ions by Takanini Rentors  Ltd (Subm itte r 7) and  Ecos tream  
Irriga tion  Ltd (Subm itte r 8) and therefore  cons ider the  com m ents  provided 
be low are  applicable  to  these subm issions  also . 
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4.0 BACKGROUND AND REASONS FOR FURTHER SUBMISSION 
 
4.1 Enviro NZ Services  Lim ited is  the second-la rgest so lid and liquid waste  

m anagem ent com pany in New Zealand.   
 
4.2 Enviro  NZ owns  and  opera tes  s ignificant portions of the  Country’s  was te 

m anagem ent infras tructure  including landfills , waste  trea tm ent facilities, 
recycling  facilities  and was te  transfer facilities . Enviro NZ a lso provides  was te  
and  recycling collection  services  for Councils , bus inesses  and households  
throughout New Zealand.  

 
4.3 Enviro NZ operates  two s ignificant s ites  close to  the a rea subject to  the rezoning 

reques t under PC13. One  s ite  is  a t 65 Sunshine  Ave, Te  Rapa . This  s ite  is  a  
m ateria ls  recovery facility and  sorts  a ll the kerbs ide  collection  recyclables  from  
Ham ilton  City and  beyond for colla tion, s torage  and  sh ipping  to users  of 
recycled product. The s ite  next door a t 99 Sunshine  Avenue, Te Rapa, is  a  re fuse 
transfer s ta tion  that sorts  and  processes  was te  received  from  com m ercial 
bus inesses , a long with the loading  of was te  for transport to  landfill, and  the 
hous ing of trucks and bins  required for the co llection fleet. The loca tion  of these 
s ites  in  proxim ity to the  p lan change  area  is  shown at Figure 1. 

 

 
Figure  1: Loca tion  of Enviro  NZ s ites  in  re lation  to the PC13 land  area   

 
4.4 In  a  na tional context, s ites  tha t process  waste  a re  im portan t as  be ing  part of 

was te  m inim isa tion and  d ivers ion from  landfill. The governm ent acknowledges 
tha t waste  be ing genera ted and  disposed of in  New Zealand needs  to be 
addressed  to  m inim ise greenhouse  gas  em issions  and  to  be m ore  sus ta inable  
with  the resource  tha t is  currently being  disposed  of. S ignificant work is  now 
focussed on  shifting NZ to a  circular econom y.  
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4.5 The New Zealand Infras tructure  Stra tegy (Rautaki Hanganga  o Aotearoa  2022 – 

2052 New Zealand Infras tructure  Stra tegy (NZ Infras tructure  Com m ission)) and 
Waste  Stra tegy (Minis try for the Environm ent. 2023. Te rautaki para  | Was te 
Stra tegy) re fe r to  how NZ can achieve  a  circu lar econom y. Goal 2 of the  Waste  
Stra tegy (page 32) is  as  follows: 

 
Goal 2: Infrast ructure  
A com prehensive na tiona l network of facilities  supports  the  collection and  
circular m anagem ent of products  and  m aterials  

 
4.6 It then s ta tes  tha t to  achieve Goal 2 by 2030 we m ust focus on the fo llowing 

priorities : 
 

2.2 Ensure  planning laws  and system s recognise  waste  m anagem ent services 
and  facilities  as  essentia l infras tructure  and  a  deve lopm ent need. 

 
4.7 The continued  operation  and  fu ture  divers ifica tion  of was te  facilities  is  

necessary to achieve  a  circular econom y. In the  case of th is  plan  change , Enviro 
NZ cons iders  tha t District Plans have a  key part to  play in m ain tain ing  waste  
resource recovery and infras tructure . The spa tia l loca tion of appropria te  zones 
to  provide  for was te  facilities  ensures  the  ongoing  operation  of these facilities , 
bu t a lso the expansion  and  d ivers ifica tion  of these  s ites  to  m anage popula tion 
growth and the d ivers ion  of waste  s tream s from  landfill. 

 
4.8 Waste  facilities  can  take  s ignificant resources  to  des ign, consent and  cons truct 

to  ensure  tha t potentia l harm ful effects  of odour, dus t, contam ina tion , and  noise 
do  not affect surrounding  s ites  or freshwater resources . This  often requires 
specia lis t equipm ent and  cons iderable  infras tructure . Consenting is  often 
onerous , and their continued  opera tion  and  expans ion  needs  m anagem ent with 
a  variety of s takeholders . They are  often  the  subject of reverse  sensitivity.  

 
4.9 Sites  tha t s tore  re fuse a re  considered  a  noxious  or offens ive activity as  per the 

definition  in the Ham ilton  City Dis trict Plan . Certa inly, the re fuse  transfer s ta tion 
is  cons idered  under th is  defin ition, however it is  deba table  whether ‘recycling’ 
is  cons idered  as  ‘re fuse’ and therefore the  m ateria ls  recovery facility m ay not 
fa ll under this  defin ition . Both s ites  operate  under perm itted  activity s ta tus  for 
d ischarge  ru les  under the  Waika to Regional Plan . These  rules  require  tha t 
objectionable  odour does  not cause  an  adverse  e ffect beyond the property 
boundary. 

 
4.10 This  does not m ean that no  odour would  be detected  beyond the boundary. To 

be  objectionable , odour would  need  to score  h igh on  the FIDOL factors  of 
frequency, in tensity, dura tion, offensiveness  and  location. Som e people  a re 
m ore  sensitive  to  others  in  perce iving  whether odour is  objectionable . This  can , 
and  often  does , lead  to  com plain ts  from  these  m ore  sensitive  rece ivers , causing 
s ignificant problem s to identify the source (was te  received is  not uniform  and 
therefore  som e waste  can  genera te  grea te r odour) and find so lutions  to  m anage 
any recurring odour. 
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4.11 In troducing  res identia l ne ighbours  in to the vicin ity of waste  m anagem ent s ites , 

who have d ifferent expecta tions  of am enity, brings  the  grea test risk to the 
ongoing  operation of was te  m anagem ent s ites . Odour, in  particu lar, does  not 
behave  uniform ly in term s of d is tance. It depends  on the m eteorology a t the 
tim e, particu larly wind  speed  and  d irection . It a lso  depends  on the individual 
person  experiencing odour, and  som e people m ay becom e sens itised to certa in 
odours . Therefore , m anaging  the encroachm ent of urban activities  in  the 
vicinity of was te  facilities  is  critical.  

 
4.12 Given the above , Enviro  NZ supported those indus tria l ne ighbours  to  the plan 

change  a rea who had  reverse  sensitivity concerns  in  rela tion to PC13.  
 

 
5.0 RELIEF SOUGHT 
 
5.1 In  supporting points  from  Subm iss ions  1,3 and  6, Enviro  NZ also  seeks  that 

PC13 be  declined.  
 

5.2 The m ain  reasons  for supporting this  outcom e are : 
 

• Potentia l reverse  sens itivity e ffects  as  deta iled  under Section  4, and  how 
these  effects  would  be dea lt with in any subsequent resource consent; 

• The proposed p lan provis ions and how they address  exis ting and  fu ture  
deve lopm ent of the  neighbouring  industrial s ites ; 

• The lack of a  land  supply analys is  to  de term ine  the  need for res identia l 
a t this  location. 
 

 
6.0 PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

 
6.1 The s42A report sum m arises  the reasons  for rezoning the s ite  to  Medium  

Dens ity Res identia l as  be ing: 
• Ham ilton  is  currently experiencing  s ignificant res identia l growth  and  there  

is  dem and for additiona l housing . 
• If the racecourse  was to  ever vaca te  the s ite , indus tria l land  use m ay be 

su itable  on  o ther parts  of the  s ite  which  a re  close  to  the  North  Is land  Main 
Trunk or Sunshine Avenue/Mains tree t Place which  are  indus tria l s treets .  

 
6.2 Benefits  of the  res identia l zoning  were assessed  to be  com patible  with the 

racecourse and the opportunity for an attractive  gateway to the racecourse , 
in tegration with  exis ting  res identia l activities  on  the  southern  boundary, a  la rge 
enough area  to  enable  a  com prehensive  residentia l des ign, open  space  a reas  
which can  be shared with  the  racecourse, and  s torm water im provem ent 
through the  provis ion  of the s torm water treatm ent wetland. 

 
6.3 I do not consider tha t the reasons lis ted above  override the presum ption to 

de te rm ine  the  best zoning  for the s ite  based on its  loca tiona l characte ris tics  and 
environm enta l qua lities , a long with  the  wider p lanning context.  
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6.4 I concur with the evidence  of Mr Crisp tha t the  Waikato  Regiona l Policy 
Sta tem ent (“WRPS”) has  a  num ber of objectives  and policies  that recognise 
and  provide for “Regionally Significant  Indus t ry” . Objective IM-O2(1), and 
Policy IM-P4 are  especia lly re levant in  this  context.  

 
6.5 I cons ider the  m ateria ls  recovery (recycling) facility a t 65 Sunshine  Ave  to  be  a  

reg iona lly s ignificant indus try g iven  it processes  kerbside  recycling  for 
Ham ilton  City Council, Waitom o City Council, Otorohanga  Dis trict Council,  
South  Waika to  Dis trict Council and  Ruapehu Dis trict Council.  However, it is  no t 
identified  in the Ham ilton District Plan . Neverthe less , its  loca tion warrants  
cons ideration under the  re levant objectives  and  policies  of the WRPS.  

  
6.6 I a lso  agree  with Mr Crisp that the  Developm ent princip les  APP11(h) and (o) 

apply whereby new developm ent: 
 

h . be  directed  away from  identified s ignificant m ineral resources  and  the ir 
access  routes , na tura l hazard  areas , energy and transm iss ion corridors , 
loca tions  identified  as  likely renewable  energy genera tion  s ites  and  the ir 
associated energy resources , reg ionally s ignificant  indus try, high class  soils , 
and  prim ary production  activities  on those h igh  class  soils ; 

o . no t result in  incom patible  ad jacent land uses  (including those that m ay resu lt 
in  reverse sens itivity effects ), such as  indus try, rura l activities  and exis ting  or 
p lanned infras tructure. 

 
6.7 These  principles  a re  achieved  by separa ting industria l zones and reg iona lly 

s ignificant industry from  m ore sensitive  zones . Industria l zones a re “ typically 
loca ted away from  residentia l a reas  and o ther sens itive activities  (e .g. school) 
due  to the  poss ibility of objectionable  environm ental im pacts , such  as  ligh t 
sp ill, odour, dust or noise  em issions 1. “  

 
6.8 I note  that the Ham ilton  City Opera tive  Dis trict Plan has  no separation  in the 

Indus tria l Zone  for light and  heavy activities . The  indus tria l zones  a re  for the 
m os t part separa ted  from  residentia l by m ajor roads  or natural open  spaces  
a reas . Those res identia l areas  close ly abutting  have an Indus tria l Am enity 
Pro tection Area  applying . 

 
6.9 These  separa tion princip les  for indus tria l zoning  should apply to the rezoning 

of the racecourse  land . Looking  at the  re-zoning  s ite  in  a  broader context, the 
m ajority of its  ne ighbours  a re  indus tria l, in  fact, b roadly on three  s ides . This  is  
dem ons trated  at Figure  2, showing the  s ite  in  the  wider zoning m ap. In  m y 
opin ion, trying to m ainta in the deve lopm ent rights  of the  indus tria l properties  
surrounding the  s ite  through changes to  the industria l rules  shows that the 
wrong zoning has  been applied  to  the  plan  change  a rea . 

 
 

 
1 P39 of National Planning Standards: Zones and overlays – Discussion paper C, MfE 
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Figure  2 – the  proposed rezoning  in  blue  shown in  rela tion  to  wider zoning  m ap 

 
6.10 I consider a lso  that in  trying  to  m anage  reverse  sensitivity through the  rule  

changes , over tim e residents  will u rge Council to  a lter the rules  to  require  be tte r 
pro tection  from  the  adverse  noise , odour and lighting e ffects  generated  by the 
indus tria l properties .  

 
6.11 Another aspect is  tha t there  will be tens ion be tween the des ign of built form  

be ing  required  to act as  an  acous tic barrie r and the  orien tation  of outdoor living 
a reas  to  provide  for sunlight.  The Industria l zone  boundaries  a re  to  the  north-
wes t and north-eas t in  the  northern portion of the  precinct where urban  design 
im peratives  would norm ally loca te  the outdoor living a rea. 

 
6.12 An industria l zoning  over the  plan change a rea would only require  an Indus tria l 

Am enity Pro tection  Area  in  re lation to  the  south-east boundary abutting the 
re tirem ent village and would m ore clearly align with  the reverse sens itivity 
objectives  and policies  of both the WRPS and those de tailed by Mr Crisp with 
regards  to  the  Ham ilton  City District Plan (Section 4.7 – 4.9). 

 
6.13 I a lso  agree with Mr Crisp  and  Suzanne  O'Rourke  that the  zoning  would  have 

im plications for the long-te rm  s tra tegic planning  of th is  a rea as  it would  lim it 
the  ability for the ba lance  of the Te Rapa Racecourse  to be re-zoned to  Indus trial 
Zone  in  the  fu ture  (should  the  racecourse  cease  opera ting  in this  area). This  
would im pact on  the  reg iona l waste  facilities  in  Sunshine Avenue.  
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7.0 UPDATED PROVISIONS 
 
7.1 If the Com m iss ioners  a re  m indful to  approve  the p lan change, I have  the 

fo llowing com m ents  in  re la tion  to  the  updated  provis ions  of the  HDP.  
 
7.2 The change  of wording  to  Policy 4.2.16 c, to  am end the  wording  to  ‘avoid , 

rem edy or m itigate  reverse  sens itivity e ffects’ is  agreed. The  revised wording 
will a id in  reducing  reverse  sensitivity e ffects . 

 
7.3 With regards  to  the am ended provis ions  to provide  an e ffective  30m  se tback 

where  Rule  9.3k for noxious  or offens ive activities  applies , th is  would  not apply 
to  the  wes tern  corner of the  precinct which  is  the  closest location  to  Sunshine 
Ave . The  overa ll closer res identia l zoning  would  have a  greate r im pact as  it 
would ha lf the  dis tance to a  res identia l zone  than  currently.  

 
7.4 If the exis ting waste  facilities  in  Sunshine Avenue  needed to expand, while  they 

would s till have  a  res tricted d iscre tionary s ta tus  under this  ru le , the characte r 
and  am enity assessm ent crite ria  requires  tha t the activity be com patib le  with 
the  loca tion  in term s of m ainta ining  and enhancing  the  characte r and  am enity 
of surrounding s tree tscape  and  urban  form . This  m akes  it m ore difficult to 
obta in consent when res identia l properties  are  350m  away rather than  600m .  

 
7.5 Paragraph 105 of Mr Olliver’s  evidence re fers  to  Noise, com m enting on  Mr Bell-

Booth’s  evidence who concludes that the  current indus tries  a re  opera ting well 
with in current noise  s tandards , and that reverse  sens itivity concerns  need  to  be 
based  on the facts  of the s ite . My recent experience with in Enviro NZ 
dem ons trates  tha t any noise  concerns  a re  not specula tive, as  this  can  change 
re la tive ly quickly as  input tonnages  and m ateria ls  change. 

 
7.6 For exam ple , the m ovem ent of was te  is  contro lled by la rge  m achines , which 

require  im m ediate  replacem ent if they break down to  ensure  was te  s tockpiles 
do  not ensure, leading  to  o ther environm ental e ffects . Changing m achinery can 
subs tantia lly a lter the  noise  leve ls  and potentia lly lead to non-com pliances  a t 
the  res identia l boundary, which  would  not occur if abutting  an indus trial 
boundary.   

 
7.7 In  te rm s of no-com pla in t covenants , I agree tha t these a re  d ifficult to  enforce if 

under the  control of a  deve loper. They also ge t d im inished  over tim e and 
tenants  a re  often not aware  of the covenants . As a  resu lt no-com plain t 
covenants  can  s till result in  com pla ints .  

 
 
8.0 EVIDENCE-BASED LAND SUPPLY ANALYSIS 
 
8.1 With respect to  subm iss ion point 6.6, the subm itte r reques ted an evidence-

based  supply ana lysis  to  justify the proposed residentia l land use over other 
options such as  indus tria l, which Enviro NZ supported. The s42A report 
(paragraph 6.3) and Mr Olliver (paragraph 112, tab le  3) m ain tain tha t a  land 
supply analys is  is  not required  in this  ins tance  due  to the em phas is  of the 
Nationa l Policy Sta tem ent on  Urban Developm ent (NPS-UD) and the  Resource 
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Managem ent (Enabling  Hous ing  Supply and Other Matte rs) Am endm ent Act 
2021 which  both  place  an  em phasis  on accele ra ting  land  for additional housing 
supply in  Tier 1 loca l au thorities . 
 

8.2 I do not consider that the  directive to increase  the supply of res identia l land 
outweighs  the requirem ent to  appropria tely ana lyse  supply capacity. The 
NPSUD in ‘provid ing sufficient deve lopm ent capacity to m eet the needs  of 
people  and com m unities ’ a lso applies  to  indus tria l land. The NPSUD directs  a  
tie r 1 local au thority to  assess  the developm ent capacity of bus iness  land  which 
includes indus tria l.   

 
8.3 I agree with the evidence  of Mr Houlbrooke that the Futureproof Partners 

Bus iness  Developm ent Capacity Assessm ent 2021 (“BCA”) appears  to  indica te 
a  shortage  of indus tria l capacity a t the  loca l leve l. This  report a lso  recom m ends 
tha t ‘industria l land  in  “ indus tria l developm ent areas”  is  protected  from  
encroachm ent by o ther uses.’ A s ite-specific ana lys is  m ay identify tha t the plan 
change  a rea bes t m eets  the capacity of land uses  o ther than  res identia l. 

 
 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 Enviro NZ opera te  a  recycling facility and a  was te  transfer s ta tion in Sunshine 

Avenue , adjo ining Waika to Racing Club Incorpora ted landhold ings . These  s ites 
a re  both close to the land  subject to  Priva te  Plan Change 13. The recycling 
centre  is  regiona lly s ignificant and should be defined as  a  reg ionally s ignificant 
indus try under the WRPS. 
 

9.2 The pos ition of Enviro NZ is  tha t PC13 does not sufficiently consider the  re levant 
objectives  and  policies  of the WRPS. The WRPS directs  that res identia l zones 
should  be  separated  from  indus tria l zones and  reg ionally s ignificant industry. 
In  m y opinion , trying to  m ainta in the  developm ent rights  of the indus tria l 
properties  surrounding the  s ite  through changes  to the industria l rules  shows 
tha t the  wrong zoning  has  been  applied  to  the proposed  residentia l p lan  change 
a rea . 

 
9.3 The re-zoning  of the plan  change  area to res identia l is  not consis ten t with a  

well-functioning environm ent as  there  will be long-te rm  am enity and  reverse 
sens itivity is sues  with  the  exis ting industria l properties  adjacent, which  m ay 
include som e adverse environm enta l e ffects . This  will im pact on the ab ility of 
was te  facilities  to  opera te  and  crea te  an  onerous  environm ent in  which to 
expand in  the  future. National d irectives  require  additiona l waste  m anagem ent 
facilities  to  m inim ise  was te  to  landfills  and reduce carbon em issions . An 
indus tria l zoning  would a llow for the  fu ture  expans ion  of these waste  facilities  
to  occur. 

 
9.4 Thank you for your cons ideration. 

 
Kaaren  Rosser 

  Kaaren.rosser@environz.co.nz 

mailto:Kaaren.rosser@environz.co.nz


10 
 

Appendix 1 

Qualifica tions and  Experience 

I hold a  Bachelor of Science  (Earth  Sciences) from  the Univers ity of Waika to and  a  Pos t-
Graduate  Diplom a in  Natura l Resources  from  the  Univers ity of Canterbury, a long with 
a  Certifica te  of Proficiency in Planning  from  the Univers ity of Auckland. I am  an 
Associa te  Mem ber of the  New Zealand Planning  Institu te . 

I have  over 20 years’ experience, which  includes  both  working  in local governm ent and  
the  priva te  sector. I have  undertaken  policy analys is  and  the  preparation  of subm issions 
for a  wide range of clien ts  and I have also written  precinct provis ions for the Auckland 
Unita ry Plan. I have advised  clients  on  a  wide  range  of planning m atte rs , bu t with a  
particu la r focus on  water and a ir discharge  m atte rs  re lating to industria l s ites . I have  
a lso  processed com plex p lanning  applica tions for Auckland Council including chicken 
fa rm s and la rge m ulti-unit deve lopm ents . 

 

 


