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Joe,
 
Thanks for providing this further information response from TnT. As discussed on the phone I
have read through the response, and whilst it has provided some information which is useful for
determining the potential for effects, not all of my concerns have been met.
 
I’ve attached the finalised review which was provided earlier in the processing of this consent for
your reference.
 
Given the amount of to and fro associated with the process thus far, I expect that it would be of
no benefit to request further information. I recommend that we progress onto the notification
decision. It appears that both specialists agree that the Vic EPA separation distance of 500 m is
applicable for the site. It appears that the applicant is approaching residents within this radius
for the purposes of consultation.
 
My primary concerns relate to the applicant providing semi quantitative proof that the potential
emissions of toxic compounds is minimal. I explained that a mass balance and chemical formulas
would be helpful. From what I can see in the response they talk about processing batches of

between 5 and 10 m3. It now appears that this will occur in a ‘reaction tanks’ as opposed to open
pits, and that discharges to air will be ‘vented to atmosphere’ via the roof vents. I’d like to see
some indicative design drawings for these ‘reaction tanks’ and associated ventilation scheme.
 
The mass of pesticide treatment on-site also does not propose to have a limit. I’m aware that the
treatment facility will have a maximum processing capacity. I consider that a limit at this
processing capacity be considered as a consent condition should it be granted. Furthermore,
once again I’d like to see the chemical formulas which better describe the treatment processes
for different pesticide solutions, such that it can be proven that under ideal conditions no gas is
evolved from the process. Or if there is gas, that the relative mass emission rate of this gas
(based on the maximum processing capacity of the processing plant) is low enough that the
proposed carbon filter and discharge stack is sufficient control.
 
The proposed decanting of solvents appears to be a small scale operation with a low likelihood
for off-site effects. However, I consider it would be appropriate to have some form of consent
condition that limits the scale of this activity. The condition should be variable, i.e. limits of
decanting operations of certain chemical classes shall be set in accordance with their toxicity.
 
The applicant has consented to having a consent condition that the main doors to the processing
are remain closed except for the ingress and egress of trucks. This will help to reduce potential
fugitive emissions from the processing area and ensure the any odour/emissions are discharged
via the roof vents. Thus, reducing the potential for odour or toxic off-site concentrations.
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Dear Meg Buddle 


Subject: Independent air quality review of consent application: CRC194083 Waste Management 
NZ Limited – Waste Processing Station. 


 


Introduction 
Waste Management NZ Limited (WMNZ) has applied for an air discharge consent for the proposed 
operation of a waste processing facility at 305 Marshs Road, Hornby, Christchurch. WMNZ has 
provided an assessment of air quality effects undertaken by Tonkin and Taylor Limited (TTL). 
Canterbury Regional Council (CRC) have requested that NZ Air Limited (NZ Air) supply an 
independent technical air quality review of the assessment of environmental effects (AEE). The 
scope of this review, as requested by CRC, is: 


1. Generally, is the scope application sufficient?  
 Have all applicable sources at the site have been included in the assessment, and 


assessed properly given their relative contributions to site discharges? 
 Do you expect the plant to generate other contaminants that have not been 


discussed?  
 Is the applicant’s submitted model sufficient? 


Please address whether using only the FIDOL method is sufficient to represent the effects of 
odour.  


 Whether the assessment of effects has been made according to generally accepted 
good practise? 


 Whether the conclusions regarding the level of effects are reasonable?  
 What are the cumulative effects of the activity given the surrounding discharge 


environment? 
 Anything else the applicant should have considered in their application, or any further 


information that should have been included in their application? 







2. Do you think it is reasonable, in terms of the discharges of odour, for the applicant to be 
carrying out some of their waste treatment processes (e.g. sludge drying) outside? 


3. Also, do you have any comments on an appropriate consent duration – with regards to the 
kind of emissions involved, the kind of machinery involved and the rate at which the field is 
developing and improving? 


I undertook a site visit of the existing Bromley operation and the proposed Hornby location on 11 
April 2019 with members of the CRC planning and compliance team.  


Following an initial review of the application and discussion with Environment Canterbury’s consent 
processing team, a Section 92 further information request was developed and sent to the applicant 
(dated 16 May 19).  


A formal response to this Section 92 request drafted by TTL has been received by CRC, dated 12 July 
2019. 


This letter outlines NZ Air’s technical review of the application and associated Section 92 response. 


Whether all applicable sources at the site have been included in the 
assessment, and assessed properly given their relative contributions 
to site discharges. 
TTL have provided an assessment of air quality effects. Within the assessment the following 
potential discharges to air have been identified/assessed:  


1. Odour emissions from various waste handling and processing activities. 
2. Dust emissions from waste processing and tyre shredding. 
3. Chemical emissions from pesticide and herbicide treatment. 


 


Additionally, there has been general discussion about emissions of other pollutants (sulfur dioxide, 
ammonia, chlorine, hydrogen sulphide, etc) from the proposed waste processing processes. 


I agree that the proposed tyre shredding activity has a low potential for effect, given the likely low 
dust emissions from the process (due to water sprays on the shredders) and the large separation 
distance between the shredding activity and the nearest sensitive receptors. 


The focus of the assessment has been on potential nuisance odour effects, however it is clear that 
there is a variety of chemical species which may be produced from the activities and discharged to 
air. It also appears that some of these species could be highly toxic air pollutants.  


Although CRC has asked the applicant to list all the species which could be discharged and assess the 
potential for off-site effects from these discharges in the S92 request, the applicant has not provided 
this information in any great level of detail. Rather broader contaminant classes have been used to 
describe the type of waste/pollutants that may be received and processed at the facility. This makes 
it difficult to assess the potential for effect as there is little information on the potential toxicity or 
potential for discharges to air of any given chemical species. Whilst I can understand that the 
applicant cant list all of the products that it may in theory receive (as the list would likely be 
extremely long) it would have been helpful to know some of the highest risk substances proposed to 
be processed on-site and have had an assessment against ‘worst case’ operating scenarios.  







As the application stands, there is little in the way of a limit on the type or volume of hazardous 
substances that could be received and processed on-site. Furthermore, there is essentially no limit 
on the type of amount of pollutants that can be emitted to air. Some of the pollutants which may be 
emitted to air could be highly toxic to off-site receptors. 


In my opinion, the applicant’s assertions that any emissions of hazardous air pollutants will be 
‘minor’ and not result in off-site effects, is too limited given: 


 the wide range of air pollutants which could be released;  
 the lack of any limits on the volume of products to be processed;  
 the lack of limits on how the products on-site will be treated; and 
 the absence of any proposed monitoring to confirm that no hazardous pollutants are being 


discharged from the site (other than H2S monitoring).   
 


I consider more detail is required as to the potential for discharges of toxic air pollutants from each 
process on-site. For example; residual emissions from the proposed treatment of pesticides and 
herbicides, emissions from the decanting of chlorinated solvents and Class 3 flammable liquids, 
gaseous emissions from the crush pit operations and solid waste storage and handling, etc.  


Once these have been identified, I consider that a conservative assessment of potential effects 
based on potential worst case levels of these pollutants in the discharges to air from the site, should 
have been provided.  


Despite having requested that the applicant provide information with regards to measured levels of 
gaseous emissions from various aspects of it’s existing site in Bromley and potentially from its site in 
East Tamaki. This information has not been provided. Measurements of emissions of ammonia and 
heavy metals were required by Consent Condition 19 in the existing Bromley consent. This 
information has not been provided by the applicant, despite being requested. NZ Air is aware that 
there have been several air quality monitoring programs at the East Tamaki site which could have 
provided some useful information to support the application.  


From my site visit and a review of available aerial imagery, it appears that there are a number of 
sensitive receptors in close proximity to the site. In the S92 response, the applicant has now 
provided further information as to the location of neighbouring receptors relative to the site (in 
Appendix C of the S92 response). The applicant has also indicated that there has been some 
consultation with the nearest neighbours. However, it does not appear that the applicant has 
obtained any affected party approvals and therefore all of the neighbouring receptors should still be 
considered in the assessment of effects.  


The location of the proposed building ventilation/point sources from specific waste processing 
activities (i.e. pesticide treatment) have not been identified in the application. Therefore, the 
separation distance from these discharge points to the neighbouring receptors is difficult to assess 
accurately. The location of the biofilter and doors to the processing building have been identified. 
These are potential sources of odour emission and therefore assessment of these sources is 
possible.  


R4 and R5 (as identified by the applicant in the S92 response) are in Rural Urban Fringe zoned land in 
the CCC district plan. The other receptors are located on land zoned Inner Plains in the SDC district 
plan. The site is also approximately 520 m from the Living 2 zoned land of Prebbleton.  







Given the proximity of these receptors and the potential chemical species that may be emitted it is 
my opinion that a high level of assessment is required.  


The application contends that the proposed facility will not result in off-site odour effects based on 
the lack of complaints which are recorded against the existing and previous operations. Both of 
these were/are located in heavy industrial zoned land where there is an expectation of lower 
amenity values. In comparison, the nearest receptors to this facility will have an expectation of a 
high degree of amenity (particularly given that the nearby industrial land has only recently been 
developed). 


Both of the other waste processing facilities were in close proximity to highly odorous activities 
(Bromley is located close to Living Earth and the Wastewater Treatment Plant, the historic Wigram 
operation was located close to the EcoDrop facility). These other odorous facilities/operations 
are/were likely to mask any potential odour emissions from the site(s) and thus the potential for 
nuisance odour effects at these two sites is/was limited in my opinion.  Notwithstanding this fact, 
there have still been complaints recorded against these historic operations. TTL has reviewed the 
complaints record and does not consider that the complaint record demonstrates that the historic 
operations have resulted in significant or valid off-site odour effects (despite some of the complaints 
having been substantiated by CRC). Whilst I agree that a number of the complaints are not related to 
operations of the hazardous waste processing facilities, I consider that the historic operations have 
still produced observable off-site odour effects and that some of these have been substantiated by 
CRC enforcement officers in the past. Whilst the historic operations (particularly at the Wigram site) 
may not be representative of the proposed operation at Hornby (new management and additional 
controls proposed) given the sensitivity of receiving environment in Hornby I consider that there is 
an elevated risk of off-site odour complaints. 


Therefore, I think that the ‘no recorded odour complaints’ has little weighting in the context of this 
assessment.  


Furthermore, I am aware that the Waste Management facility in East Tamaki has been subject to 
complaints (as confirmed in personal communications with Auckland Council) despite also being in a 
heavy industrial zone without nearby sensitive receptors. Furthermore, a similar operation 
(ChemWaste in Onehunga) has also been subject to complaints despite being well separated from 
sensitive receptors. Both operations have enclosed their processes to reduce the potential for off-
site effects and this has been effective in reducing complaints.  


In summary, hazardous waste transfer and processing plants of a similar nature and type as that 
proposed by the applicant have the potential to result in nuisance off-site odour effects even when 
appropriately located within a heavy industrial area with substantial separation distances from 
sensitive receptors. Therefore, in my opinion the proposed Hornby Waste Management facility has a 
high risk of off-site effects and will require very stringent controls to minimise this risk to an 
acceptable level.  


There has been some commentary on the proposed decanting of Class 3 solvents outdoors. The 
applicant asserts that this has historically been a very small scale operation (100 L of halogenated 
solvent over the past 12 months). The applicant points to the permitted activity Rule 7.53 in the 
CARP which allows for the storage and transfer of petroleum products less that 1,000L. Whilst I 
accept that this may be similar to the activity proposed by the applicant I note that Class 3 
flammable liquids include a wider range of products than just petroleum products and that the 
applicant is not proposing to limit the scale or volume of this outdoor activity. Therefore, in the 







absence of any limits, the activity is open to a much larger scale. I consider that limits on the volume 
of transfer of these substances would be required to ensure that the potential effects are limited to 
acceptable levels. 


The handling and transport of dusty/odorous material on to the site and off the site has also not 
been considered in the application. As this transport route appears to be directly past the nearest 
receptors, I think that this should be assessed, and any proposed mitigation measures provided. The 
applicant has asserted that the transport of material to and from the site is a permitted activity and 
outside the scope of that which can be assessed by CRC. This will need to be confirmed by CRC.   


However, the applicant has confirmed that material will be appropriately transported by vehicles 
approved for the HAZNO class of the material that they are carrying and confirmed that there will be 
controls to limit fugitive emissions. Most waste will be contained in sealed enclosed transport trucks 
or containers.  


The applicant has discussed the outdoor storage and handling of the sweeper truck and hydro 
excavation waste in the designated outdoor area for this activity. The applicant has stipulated that 
nearly all handling and disturbance of this material will be undertaken whilst it is in a damp state, 
and that any material tracked on the vehicle routes will be swept up with a sweeper truck to reduce 
the potential for nuisance/contaminated dust emissions from this source. I agree that this is an 
appropriate level of control for the proposed activity.  


The applicant has stated that in its experience the only significant discharge to air from the crush pit 
operations is hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) gas. Waste Management has confirmed that H2S emissions on-
site are managed such that they are maintained within the Workplace Exposure Standard (TWA of 
10,000 ppb and a STEL of 15,000 ppb). These limits are orders of magnitude higher than the ambient 
air quality standard (5 ppb) which is set to prevent nuisance odour effects. Given the proximity of 
sensitive receptors to site, maintaining the on-site H2S concentrations within the Workplace 
Exposure Standards does not preclude the potential for exceeding the Ambient Air Quality Criteria 
off-site. 


Do you expect the plant to generate other contaminants that have 
not been discussed? 
As discussed above, I do think that there are contaminants which may be produced that have not 
been identified or assessed. I would have expected some form of monitoring of gases 
discharged/present during worst case conditions at the current facility to be included in the 
application, particularly given the proximity of the proposed activity to sensitive receptors.  


I note that this application appears to include the processing and treatment of pesticides and 
herbicides on-site. This is an activity which is specifically excluded from the existing Bromley 
consent. Further information was requested of the applicant on this matter. The applicant has stated 
that its S92 response (under 1 A vi), that there are 5 classes of pesticides, G1 – G5. It is proposed that 
only lower risk pesticides (G2 – G4) will be processed on-site. The information in the S92 response 
appears to contradict that which has been provided in the AEE (section 4.11). In the S92 response, it 
states “There are no significant volatile emissions given off from this process”, whereas the AEE 
states that there are odours generated from the 6-12 week process which are proposed to be 
discharge via a carbon filter. The level of additional information proved does not meet that which 
was requested. Without further detail on the gaseous emissions that make up the ‘odour’ and or any 







other non-odorous chemicals released, and the efficiency of the carbon filter to remove these 
emissions, it cannot be determined what the residual risk to off-site effects is from this process.  


Whether the applicant’s model is sufficient? Whether the assessment 
of effects has been made according to generally accepted good 
practice? 
The Ministry for the Environment ‘Good Practise Guide for Assessing and Managing Odour’ 2016 
(MfE GPG) provides a list of assessment tools for assessing potential nuisance odour effects in Table 
5 of the MfE GPG (reproduced below).  


 


The MfE GPG for dust has a similar Table including similar assessment tools. There is also guidance in 
the MfE GPG for Assessing Discharges to Air from Industry (2016). In Section 2.5.6 of this guide, 
there is a process for deciding the correct level of assessment for any given application. It is noted 
that this application contains a number of the factors which would trigger the requirement for a in 
depth quantitative assessment.  


The MfE GPG’s are currently the guidance documents which stipulate ‘good practise’ for 
assessments of this nuisance dust or odour emissions in New Zealand. The TTL AEE has used a 
number of the tools recommended in the guidance documents. TTL have undertaken a simplified 
qualitative assessment using the commonly accepted FIDOL tool. I agree that this is the most 
practical method of assessing potential odour and dust emissions and that air dispersion modelling 
for nuisance odour and dust is not appropriate in this instance.  


Whilst I agree that the use of a FIDOL assessment for odour and dust discharges from the site is the 
most applicable assessment methodology in this instance, I consider that the assessment of 
discharges of other toxic chemical species needs to be assessed further. In my initial 







recommendations and input into the S92 request, I considered that depending on the 
concentration/mass emission rates of these other chemical species and their toxicity it may be 
appropriate to undertake some quantitative or semi-quantitative assessment of the discharges and 
potential effects. TTL disagrees and has not provided a complete further assessment to this effect. 
Therefore, in my opinion it is difficult/not possible to assess the potential for off-site effects 
associated with these potential discharges.  


Comparisons have been made with the operation of the Bromley site operated by the applicant, 
however as discussed above, I consider that these comparisons, with regard to the surrounding 
receiving environment have limited value. It is my opinion that consideration of other waste 
processing facilities in a more similar receiving environment would have been more applicable. As 
noted above I have researched information on two other similar hazardous waste processing 
facilities. I consider that the applicant could have provided further information such as that I have 
reviewed. The applicant has noted that the East Tamaki Waste Management facility is not a relevant 
comparison due to its relative size and the range of additional waste streams that are processed at 
this facility. However, as the applicant has stated that this is the most similar operation I consider 
that some comparison to the similar elements; controls, effectiveness of controls, history of 
complaints, monitoring data, etc would have been useful to support the application. This would have 
been more consistent with the methodology provided in the MfE guidance documents.  


Waste transfer/processing stations in Canterbury and across New Zealand have a history of 
generating odour and dust complaints beyond the site boundary. Based on my experience working 
with other waste processing facilities, and having reviewed complaint data for other waste 
processing sites, I note that validated complaints can occur at distance from these facilities. Of 
particular note is the complaint history from ChemWaste Onehunga and Waste Management’s East 
Tamaki facility. Whilst I agree that other waste transfer/processing sites receive different waste 
streams and have different controls, there are a lot of similarities. Therefore, in my opinion, relative 
comparisons could have been made.  


I am also aware that some of the waste streams received at the current and proposed facility will 
have a high potential to discharge nuisance odours (i.e. the organic wastes). During my site visit to 
the Bromley facility I observed highly odorous waste streams and processes. Whilst the applicant is 
proposing higher levels of control for these waste streams (i.e. enclosing operations and using point 
source extraction to biofilter treatment), there will still be opening and closing doors and it is likely 
that the main building vehicle entrance and exit doors will remain open. This has been identified as a 
fugitive emission point by the applicant. I consider that it is possible that a similar level of odour 
released from other waste processing facilities may be discharged out of these fugitive emission 
points. Therefore, in my opinion, comparison of the prosed facility to other facilities is not 
unreasonable.  


Historically, applications for air discharge consents for waste processing sites in Canterbury, have 
been limited notified. The notification radius has varied based on the proposed site, scale, and 
activities. The receiving environment is also a determining factor. Of note is a recent hearing 
decision1 where the applicant wished to establish a mixed use commercial development 430 m from 
the Waste Management East Tamaki site. The mixed use development included a pre-school. This 
application was declined in part due to the potential for reverse sensitivity effects and risks of air 
discharges from the Waste Management facility. Waste Management opposed this application and 


                                                           
1 Drinkrow Industrial Eastates application for a landuse consent Auckland Council application number 
LUC60292029 







stated concerns about odour effects and toxic gas releases under unset/emergency conditions which 
could result in an evacuation radius of 800 m.  


During my site visit, myself and CRC staff all expressed concerns that the proposed facility would 
have adverse off-site effects, given the receiving environment, proximity of receptors and nature of 
the proposed activities.  


My observations of the operation at Bromley were that the applicant, in general, was undertaking 
good practice controls, and is seeking to improve the level of control over potential air discharges 
associated with the processes on-site. However, it is not possible to completely eliminate odour 
emissions from the site and therefore it is my opinion that there is a potential for off-site effects 
from an operation of this nature and scale. 


With regards to potential discharges of other toxic air pollutants from the site, as discussed earlier I 
think that the applicant has not provided enough information to assess the potential level of effect 
or for that matter the correct level of assessment. Depending on the level and toxicity of the other 
discharges that I consider are possible for the site, it may be that adverse effects could occur some 
distance from the site. There are no proposed limits for the processing of any of the proposed waste 
streams and therefore the scale or magnitude of the discharge has not been defined and as such, the 
potential for off-site effect is also unclear. 


Whether the conclusions regarding the level of effects are reasonable  
I disagree that the potential for off-site odour effects on the neighbouring sensitive receptors will be 
less than minor. I consider that, in particular, the four closest receptors (R1 -R4) outlined in the 
applicant’s figure in Appendix C of the s92 response are potentially affected parties based on the 
assessment of effects which has been supplied. These receptors are likely to be highly sensitive to 
discharges to air which could occur from the site. All of these are within ~100 m of the site boundary 
and not much further from the proposed discharge points. 


My concerns appear to be shared by the Canterbury District Health Board whom considers that the 
wider community and even the Prebbleton township may need to be consulted. CDHB suggests that 
there should be community consultation to discuss potential residential concerns. 


There are published recommended air quality related separation or buffer distances for facilities 
similar to that proposed, these include: 


 1,000 m for recycling, recovery, reuse or disposal: Hazardous materials storage or treatment 
– Auckland Regional Plan ALW (now replaced by the Auckland Unitary Plan). 


 500 m for a ‘Prescribed industrial waste treatment facility’ – EPA Victoria Publication 1518 
(2013) 


 400 m Biosolids depot, 300 m other waste or recycling depots – EPA South Australia 
Guidelines for separation distances (2007) 


 Used tyre recycling 500 – 1000 m – Western Australia EPA Separation Distances between 
Industrial and Sensitive Land Uses (2005) Note that the separation distance for industrial 
liquid waste disposal is ‘case by case’ in this guide. 


 


These published separation distances are designed to be used as a screening level assessment. 
Where a sensitive receptor is outside the published separation distance it is expected that there is a 
low potential for effect. If there are receptors within the separation distance a more detailed 
assessment is required. 







With regards to potential discharges of other toxic chemicals from the site, I do not think that the 
applicant has supplied enough information for a robust conclusion to be made on the potential 
effects from these discharges.  


What are the cumulative effects of the activity given the surrounding 
discharge environment? 
The applicant has discussed the potential for cumulative effects from the proposed activity and 
neighbouring existing discharges (Section 3 of the AEE). Given the distance of other consented 
emissions to air from the site, I consider that there is a low potential for cumulative effects from 
these distant air discharges.  


The adjacent WMNZ waste transfer station and storage yard is only for recyclables, according to 
verbal communications with the applicant. Therefore, there is a limited potential for cumulative 
effects from this facility. Based on my observations during the site visit this adjacent process appears 
to be a mostly enclosed operation.  


Therefore, I consider that the potential for cumulative effects from the existing environment are 
limited.  


Anything else the applicant should have considered in their 
application, or any further information that should have been 
included in their application? 
This was primarily addressed in earlier communications and the S92 request. As discussed above, in 
my opinion the applicant has not provided all of the additional information requested and as such 
there are still gaps in the assessment. 


Do you think it is reasonable, in terms of the discharges of odour, for 
the applicant to be carrying out some of their waste treatment 
processes (e.g. sludge drying) outside? 
I think that it is reasonable for the applicant to be undertaking low risk activities outside, such as 
hydro vac and street sweepings dewatering. However, I consider that the applicant will need to 
ensure that it has sufficient controls to reduce emissions from this source. Some of the material 
which is proposed to be stored outside can contain fines which can result in dust emissions, 
particularly in hot windy conditions. Furthermore, it appears that the applicant may be seeking to 
store contaminated soils/material outdoors. The controls for limiting the discharge of contaminated 
dust from these sources need to be robust given the elevated potential for off-site effects from this 
source.  


The applicant has confirmed that material associated with this process generally remains damp and 
there are controls regarding tracked materials. Therefore, the risk is minimised.  


Discharges of odour from these processes can/will occur when organic material in these processes 
begins to decompose, particularly if anaerobic decomposition occurs. During our site visit, the 
applicant stated that during seasons when high organic content sweepings were delivered to site, 
more frequent removal of the product off-site occurred. Once again controls which limit anaerobic 
decomposition of product being processed outside will be required to minimise the potential for 







effect. The applicant has confirmed that in general this material is only stored for 3-4 days on-site. I 
agree with the applicant that there is a very limited potential for anaerobic decomposition to occur 
during this very short duration. Therefore there is limited potential for odour discharges from this 
process. 


The proposed outdoor process of Class 3 chemical transfer has been discussed above. I still have 
some residual concerns about this process given there are no limits/restrictions proposed. 


The process of outdoor processing waste oil has been clarified by the applicant in the S92 response. 
The applicant stipulates that there is a low potential for discharge to air associated with this activity 
and has specifically excluded certain higher risk products (such as PCB contaminated oils and 
heavy/light fuel oils). Therefore, I consider risks associated with this outdoor activity are low. 


Also, do you have any comments on an appropriate consent duration 
– with regards to the kind of emissions involved, the kind of 
machinery involved and the rate at which the field is developing and 
improving? 
In my opinion a consent term of 10 – 15 years would be appropriate and consistent with other 
operations of this type and nature.  


  







 


Closure 
Should you have any queries about this review please contact Donovan Van Kekem on 021 329 970. 


 


Yours Sincerely, 


 


Donovan Van Kekem 


Managing Director 


 







 
With regard to dust emissions we have agreed that the proposed on-site controls are sufficient
as most of the material remains damp during transfer and disturbance activities. Whilst this dust
could contain toxic components, adequate controls will reduce the potential for off-site effects.  
 
Overall, the applicant has provided a large amount of information in support of the application,
this does not preclude the fact that the activity involves processing and handling a wide range of
hazardous chemicals and mixtures. Some of these are very odorous. Whilst there are a range of
controls proposed to minimise the emission of these toxic and odorous emissions, they will not
be completely eliminated. There will be some residual emission. Given the proximity and
sensitivity of the receiving environment, it is my opinion that the applicant will need to apply a
very high level of control to potential emissions from the site. The activity needs to be limited to
a manageable scale and size, such that the proposed controls will still be effective at the
proposed scale. Redundancy measures for potential upset conditions are also recommended.
 
Regards,
 
Donovan Van Kekem BSc, PG Dip FORS
Air Quality Consultant
 
Cell: 021 329970
Office: 03 420 1443
Email: donovan@nzair.nz
www.nzair.nz

 

From: Joe Harrison <Joe.Harrison@ecan.govt.nz> 
Sent: Monday, 21 October 2019 11:09 AM
To: Donovan Van Kekem <donovan@nzair.nz>
Subject: FW: WMNZ Application CRC194083 - Further clarification
 
Hi
 
Updated info requested from our last meeting, be good to have a chat once you have read it
over.
 
Joe
 

From: Richard Chilton <RChilton@tonkintaylor.co.nz> 
Sent: Friday, 18 October 2019 4:05 PM
To: Joe Harrison <Joe.Harrison@ecan.govt.nz>
Cc: cberkett@wastemanagement.co.nz

mailto:donovan@nzair.nz
http://www.nzair.nz/
mailto:RChilton@tonkintaylor.co.nz
mailto:Joe.Harrison@ecan.govt.nz
mailto:cberkett@wastemanagement.co.nz


Subject: WMNZ Application CRC194083 - Further clarification
 
Hi Joe,
 
Following from our meeting in September, please find a letter on behalf of WMNZ setting out
further clarification on a number of matters in relation to the air discharge application
(CRC1940843).  Feel free to contact me to discuss this.
 
Regards
Richard
 
Nga Mihi | Kind regards,
Richard Chilton | Senior Air Quality Scientist 
MSc(Hons), BSc, CAQP 
Tonkin + Taylor - Exceptional thinking together 
Level 3, PwC Centre, 60 Cashel Street, West End, Christchurch | PO Box 13055 Christchurch, New
Zealand 
T +6433632449    M +642108446676    www.tonkintaylor.co.nz      

To send me large files you can use my file drop
 

NOTICE: This email together with any attachments is confidential, may be subject to legal
privilege and may contain proprietary information, including information protected by copyright.
If you are not the intended recipient, please do not copy, use or disclose the information in it,
and confidentiality and privilege are not waived. If you have received this in error, please notify
us immediately by return email and delete this email.
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