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1. Executive Summary  
 
1.1 By way of summary, it is my opinion that the changes sought to the provisions of the new 

Medium Density Residential Zone as detailed in the evidence below are appropriate and 
should be adopted by the Hearings Panel.  

 
1.2 I accept the rejection of the submission point SO203.2 as being out of scope, however 

request that this matter is noted for any subsequent revision of the Residential zone 
provisions. Enviro NZ therefore do not consider it necessary to attend the 18 August hearing 
to speak to this submission point. 

 
1.3 I support the acceptance of Submission Point SO203.1 which seeks an amendment to include 

“rubbish and recycling storage and collection areas” in the list of information required to be 
submitted with an application for resource consent. 

 
1.4 Under the Medium Density Residential Zone provisions, I support the acceptance of 

Submission Point SO203.3.   
 

1.5 I accept the rejection of the submission point SO203.4. The recommended amendment to 
MRZ-O2(g) in response to the submission point from Enviro NZ and MoE, is to clarify the 
intent of the clause to refer to development infrastructure only, where (g) states “integrates 
with existing and planned development infrastructure”. The reporting planner also proposes 
to include the definition of development infrastructure, with the same wording as in the 
NPSUD. In consideration of the recommended amendments to MRZ-P3, I am satisfied that 
waste infrastructure will be considered for any built development within the zone. 

 
1.6 For Policy MRZ-P3, Enviro NZ sought an amendment to add a sub-point regarding the 

provision of waste storage and waste collection (SO203.5). I do not agree with the s42A 
report that the PNCC drafting is entirely fit for purpose, and consider that the word 
“adequate” does not convey sufficient direction for the decision makers of an application to 
make an informed decision on the size, location and accessibility of waste storage areas. I 
consider that the word “sufficient” refers to the size of the space better than the word 
adequate. The sub-point should also refer to the collection of waste where the main element 
is the accessibility by users and collection vehicles. I would therefore prefer a hybrid drafting 
of the sub-point as follows: 
 
Site layouts provide sufficient, screened adequate rubbish and recycling collection and 
storage facilities with accessible and safe collection; 
 

1.7 I accept the rejection of submission point SO203.6 referring to an amendment of MRZ-P4(1) 
to include a reference to safe kerbside waste collection. Provided the issue of proliferation 
of individual bins on the road frontage is addressed with the addition of a sub-point within 
S19 as outlined at paragraph 7.25, any non-compliances with this sub-point of the standard 
can then be assessed under the “safety effects on the land transport network and 
pedestrians” matter of discretion. 
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1.8 For MRZ-R9 - Addition or alteration of buildings and structures (excluding accessory 
buildings), I do not agree with the recommended amendments to this rule to remove 
compliance with a number of standards including S19 On-site Rubbish and Recycling Storage 
and Collection.  In my view, the rationale that the rule should focus on matters most likely 
to result in a neighbour’s amenity, also includes waste storage. Larger additions could easily 
impact the location of waste storage and therefore compliance with this standard should 
remain. 
 

1.9 I support the submission point SO203.7 to require compliance with MRZ-Standard 19 for 
accessory buildings under Rule MRZ-R11. I do not agree with the assessment in the S42A 
report that the potential monitoring and compliance burden associated with applying the 
standard as sought is disproportionate to the potential level of effect. As intensified sites are 
very tight in layout, all the urban design elements needing careful planning to ensure that 
good design and functionality results. Even a shed may impact the location of all these 
elements. 

 
1.10 Enviro NZ sought to require that visitor accommodation comply with relevant parts of the 

S19-On-site rubbish and recycling storage and collection standard (SO203.8). I consider that 
sub-points (2) and (3) should apply to ensure that these minimum screening and accessibility 
standards for storage areas apply to any visitor accommodation proposed. 

 
1.11 For MRZ – S19 On-site Rubbish and Recycling Storage and Collection, Enviro NZ sought some 

amendments to this standard to be fit for purpose both now and in the future (SO203.9). I 
consider the re-drafted recommended text for the standard is generally acceptable but 
consider some further inclusions of text from the submission are required to screen waste 
storage areas from adjoining sites and prevent encroachment into outdoor living areas, 
along with having a bin kerbside width criteria for each residential unit.  

 
1.12 The amended recommended text for the standard is as follows: 

 
1. Each residential unit must have access to a screened rubbish and recycling storage area 

(which may be individual or communal) with a minimum area of 1.5m2 and a minimum 
dimension of 1m in any direction which is sized to accommodate one 240l wheelie bin 
and one recycling crate.  

2. Communal rRubbish and recycling storage areas must be screened or located so as not 
to be visible from a public road, shared accessway or communal area and/or adjacent 
sites, and must not be located in outdoor living spaces.  

3. Where on-site rubbish and recycling collection is used:  
a. the storage area must be accessible for the collection vehicle to service the rubbish 

storage area and  
b. where the site fronts an Arterial or Collector Road, on-site turning for trucks is 

required.  
4. Where there are more than 20 residential units on one site, and the site fronts an 

Arterial or Collector Road, on-site turning for trucks is required. 
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4.    Where kerbside collection is employed, a kerbside space of 1m per residential unit is 
available without impeding the public footpath. 

1.13 I accept the rejection of submission point SO203.10 relating to SUB-MRZ-P1. On balance, by 
including a standard to limit bin numbers accessing the kerb, I accept the rejection of the 
amendment given the likely limited number of new streets enabled by the subdivision rules. 

 

 
2. Introduction 
 
2.1 My full name is Kaaren Adriana Rosser.  
 
2.2 I am an Environmental Planner with Enviro NZ Services Limited (Enviro NZ). My qualifications 

and experience are detailed at Appendix 1.   
 
2.3 My evidence is given on behalf of Enviro NZ in relation to those matters to be heard under 

Plan Change I of the Palmerston North District Plan. Within my evidence I have addressed 
the matters relating to the provision of waste collection, treatment and disposal relevant to 
the residential intensification provisions proposed in the Plan Change. 

 
2.4 I have reviewed the Section 42A Technical Report Planning (“S42A”) completed for the 

Council by Sarah Jenkin, and the relevant S42A Hearing Reports for other specialist 
disciplines. I have reviewed the S32 Report for the Plan Change, and the Summary of 
Submissions document where relevant. 

 
2.5 I am generally familiar with the Palmerston North area. 

 
 
Code of Conduct 

 
2.6 While this matter is being heard at Council level, I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses, contained in the Environment Court Consolidated Practice Note (2023) and I 
agree to comply with it (as if I was presenting to the Environment Court).  I can confirm that 
the issues addressed in this statement are within my area of expertise and that in preparing 
my evidence, I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 
detract from the opinions expressed. 

 

3. Scope of Evidence 
 
3.1 This statement of evidence will, in the context of Enviro NZ’s submission, address the 

following matters: 
 

(a) The background and reasons for the submission;  
(b) Comment on the Hearing Reports in terms of the waste management for the Medium 

Density Residential Zone, Subdivision and consequential changes to the District Plan. 
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4. Background and Reasons for Submission 
 
4.1 In general, the submitter is generally supportive of the introduction of a Medium Density 

Residential zone and its spatial extent but specifically seeks some inclusion of matters 
pertaining to waste infrastructure within the new residential chapter. 

 
4.2 Compared with other countries, our reuse and recycling rates are poor. For the year of 2021, 

each New Zealander is estimated to have sent nearly 700 kilograms of waste to municipal 
landfills. The Government has been working towards a circular economy and addressing 
waste produced is a key component of that work. Enviro NZ considers that District Plans 
have a key part to play in making sure that consenting processes take account of the need 
for waste management infrastructure and services. 

 
4.3 To enable a circular economy, waste must be separated, collected and sorted and/or 

processed for re-use of the constituent materials. As waste management specialists and 
collectors of waste generated on sites, operators of transfer stations, recycling facilities and 
landfills, Enviro NZ considers that having appropriate standards for the separation of waste 
and the collection of waste is necessary to achieve a circular economy. It also helps to 
achieve climate change directives.  

 
4.4 The Emissions Reduction Plan (Dec 2024) is a requirement of the Climate Change Response 

Act 2002. As waste plays a significant role in climate change (being approximately 5% of 
emissions), this document is relevant to any intensification planning provisions. The 
Emissions Reduction Plan has a particular focus on reducing organic waste disposal. The 
collection of food waste and garden waste as proposed in the Palmerston North Waste 
Management and Minimisation Plan 2024 will help to reduce organic waste disposal but only 
if the size and design of the waste management spaces on sites being developed in the 
Medium Density Residential Zone is fit for the current, but more importantly, the future 
kerbside waste collections. 

 
4.5 Against this context, I consider the provision of an effective and efficient waste management 

system is a vital component to any town or district, which also ensures the safe and effective 
delivery of a quality built and a well-functioning urban environment as directed by the 
National Policy Statement on Urban Development. 

 
4.6 As stated in the submission, to ensure a quality-built environment at greater densities, 

providing for waste (rubbish) storage and collection needs to be carefully planned to ensure 
that waste is able to be managed and minimised easily and effectively, with accessible and 
safe collection. Monitoring in Auckland for multi-unit developments has shown that the 
spatial and operational requirements for waste management need to be designed at the 
start of the design process.  In not having a clear standard defining minimum standards for 
waste storage and collection there was a disparity in the commitment to waste management 
in processing the resource consents, and therefore often a lack of implementation of locating 
suitable facilities on site.  Therefore, ensuring that this Medium Density Residential zone 
appropriately provides for waste facilities allows that waste can be separated on site, stored 
in a healthy manner that is visually appropriate, and provides for safe collection of waste 
materials. 
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5.0 Out of Scope Submission Point 

 
5.1 Submission point SO203.2 of the Enviro NZ submission requested Rule R10.6.3.3 for the 

Residential Zone be amended to update the waste management assessment criteria. This 
was to strengthen the Rule to include waste space and accessibility considerations.  
 

5.2 Enviro NZ accepts the rejection of the submission point as being out of scope, however 
request that this matter is noted for any subsequent revision of the Residential zone 
provisions. 

  
6.0 Consequential Amendments 

 
6.1 I support the acceptance of Submission Point SO203.1 which seeks an amendment to the list 

of information required to be submitted with an application for resource consent. The 
recommended text to include ‘rubbish and recycling storage and collection areas’ will be 
appropriate to enable assessment of the on-site rubbish storage and collection standard. 
 

7.0 Medium Density Residential Zone provisions 
 
7.1 Introduction – Enviro NZ sought an amendment to the Introduction wording to add having 

appropriate waste and waste recycling space for denser residential development. I support 
the acceptance of the submission point SO203.3 by the reporting planner, where 
incorporating space for waste and waste recycling helps to lower greenhouse gas emissions 
by separating waste to enable landfill diversion. 
 

7.2 Objective MRZ-O2 – Enviro NZ sought an amendment to objective MRZ-O2 (g) (SO203.4) to 
include waste storage and collection, as waste storage and collection, in my opinion, is 
essential infrastructure required for any urban environment.  

 
7.3 The reporting planner has put forward an amendment in response to the submission point 

from Enviro NZ and MoE, to clarify the intent of the clause to refer to development 
infrastructure only. She also proposes to include the definition of development 
infrastructure as the same in the NPSUD.  

 
7.4 While I agree with the intent of this clause to encompass development infrastructure, which 

has a broader meaning that the definition of infrastructure in the RMA, the proposed 
definition for development infrastructure under the NPSUD will only refer to Council 
controlled kerbside collection and will not include collections undertaken by private 
companies. The definition outlines a broader problem of how waste infrastructure is 
considered in the national context. However, in consideration of the recommended 
amendments to MRZ-P3, I am satisfied that waste infrastructure will be considered for any 
built development within the zone. I therefore accept the rejection of the submission point. 

 
7.5 Policy MRZ-P3 – Enviro NZ sought an amendment to the Policy to add a clause regarding the 

provision of waste storage and waste collection. The proposed amendment is as follows: 
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Site layouts incorporate sufficient, screened rubbish storage areas that allow for waste 
separation and accessible and safe collection. 

 
7.6 This amendment is recommended to be partially accepted with the following drafting from 

PNCC: 
 
Site layouts provide adequate rubbish recycling collection and storage facilities; 

 
7.7 I do not agree with the s42A report that the PNCC drafting is entirely fit for purpose. I do not 

consider that the word “adequate” conveys sufficient direction for the decision makers of 
an application to make an informed decision on the size, location and accessibility of waste 
storage areas. I consider that the word “sufficient” refers to the size of the space better than 
the word adequate. The clause should also refer to the collection of waste where the main 
element is the accessibility by users and collection vehicles. The rationale for this is explained 
at 7.16 below. I would therefore prefer a hybrid drafting of the clause as follows: 
 
Site layouts provide sufficient, screened adequate rubbish recycling collection and storage 
facilities with accessible and safe collection; 
 

7.8 Policy MRZ-P4 – I accept the rejection of submission point SO203.6 referring to an 
amendment of the policy to include a reference to safe kerbside waste collection under (1).  
While the issue of proliferation of individual bins on the road frontage does fall under the 
‘safety and efficiency of the transport network’, the issue will go unnoticed unless the On-
site Rubbish and Recycling Storage and Collection Standard is altered to minimise this issue. 
I therefore support some amendments to the Standard as detailed below at paragraph 7.25. 
Any non-compliances with the standard can then be assessed under the “safety effects on 
the land transport network and pedestrians” matter of discretion. 
 

7.9 MRZ-R9 - Addition or alteration of buildings and structures (excluding accessory buildings) – 
I do not agree with the recommended amendments to this rule to remove compliance with 
a number of standards including S19 On-site Rubbish and Recycling Storage and Collection 
for which no specific submission point requested its removal.  In my view, the rationale that 
the rule should focus on matters most likely to result in a neighbour’s amenity, should 
include waste storage. Insufficient or unscreened waste storage can lead to flying waste 
debris, odour, and be visually dominating to neighbours. Larger additions could easily impact 
the size and location of waste storage and therefore compliance with this standard should 
remain. 

 
7.10 MRZ-R11 – construction of, alteration or additions to accessory buildings – Enviro NZ 

requested under submission point SO203.7 that construction or alteration and addition to 
accessory buildings be required to comply with the rubbish and recycling storage and 
collection standard.  This was to ensure that waste storage areas are still able to be provided 
if an altered site layout relocates waste storage areas to alternative areas on site. 

 
7.11 While the reporting planner acknowledges the Enviro NZ concern that an accessory building 

may alter rubbish storage areas, they consider the potential monitoring and compliance 
burden associated with applying the standard as sought is disproportionate to the potential 
level of effect. I do not agree with this assessment as intensified sites are very tight in layout, 
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with all the urban design elements needing careful planning to ensure that good design and 
functionality results. Even a shed may impact the location of all these elements. I therefore 
support the submission point to require compliance with Standard 19. 

 
7.12 MRZ-R14- Visitor Accommodation – Enviro NZ sought to require that visitor accommodation 

comply with relevant parts of the S19-On-site rubbish and recycling storage and collection 
standard (SO203.8). Those aspects of waste storage and collection relevant to visitor 
accommodation were that the storage area be screened and that on-site collection be 
accessible for the collection vehicle. 

 
7.13 I do not agree with the s42A report that the standard only applies to residential units. Sub-

points 2 and 3 can be applied without sub-points 1 and 4 applying (these refer to residential 
units). Inclusion of these two sub-points will ensure that these minimum screening and 
accessibility standards apply to any visitor accommodation proposed. I agree that the 
volume and type of waste produced by visitor accommodation should not comply with the 
other clauses of the standard. 

 
7.14 Therefore, given the proposed amended standard as below, Rule 14 should be amended to: 

 
1. Activity status: Permitted  

Where:  
 …… 
 b. Compliance with the following standards is achieved: 

     ….. 
    viii. MRZ-S19(2)&(3) - On-site rubbish and recycling storage and collection 

 
7.15 MRZ – S19 On-site rubbish and recycling storage and collection - Enviro NZ sought some 

amendments to this standard to be fit for purpose both now and in the future (SO203.9). At 
p170 of the s42A report the amendments proposed by Enviro NZ are discussed and accepted 
in part. The submission point proposed amendments as follows:  

1. Each residential unit must have access to a screened rubbish storage area which is sized 
to accommodate one 240l wheelie bin and one recycling crate with a minimum area of 
1.5m2 and a minimum dimension of 1 metre in any direction, except:  

2. a. where cCommunal rubbish storage areas are provided. 
2. The location of any storage area must be screened or located so as not to be visible from 

a public road and/or adjacent sites, and must not encroach into driveways, manoeuvring 
areas, parking and outdoor living spaces.  

3. Bins must be accessible for residents to get to the kerb. 
4. Where kerbside collection is employed, a kerbside space of 1m per dwelling is available 

without impeding the public footpath. 
53. Where on-site waste collection is used:  

 a. the space must be accessible for the collection vehicle. 
b. where there are more than 20 residential units on one site, and the site fronts an 
Arterial or Collector Road, on-site turning for trucks is required.  

 
Matters of discretion where the standard is infringed:  
1. Safety effects on the land transport network and pedestrians;  
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4. Location and size of rubbish storage area. 
 
7.16 The rationale for these amendments is demonstrated in the extract from the s32 report for 

the intensification Plan Change 78 for the Auckland Unitary Plan attached at Appendix 2. 
The conclusions from monitoring multi-unit developments is that the spatial and operational 
requirements for waste management need to be designed at the start of the development 
design process. Without minimum standards for waste management storage and collection, 
planners are left to decide what is appropriate, and this has often resulted in poor waste 
management facilities. Complaints from road users (pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles and 
collection trucks), site occupants, and neighbouring properties occur when safety and 
amenity is being impacted from: 

 
• Too many bins blocking the footpath to allow safe pedestrian access; 
• Too many bins along the frontage to allow for safe collection of waste by the 

collection vehicle;  
• Inadequate bin storage on site in terms of physical space provided, leading to bins 

being located in common areas or within outdoor living spaces; 
• Poor on-site location of waste storage requiring negotiation of steep gradients, 

steps, or through buildings, to get bins to the kerb for collection. 
 

7.17 While I agree with the recommended drafting of the proposed S19 Standard in many aspects, 
there are some drafting changes that I disagree with.  
 

7.18 Firstly, I note that there is a discrepancy between the minimum area detailed in the report 
at paragraph 685(a) and the proposed recommended text of the standard. I agree with the 
area being either 1.5m2 or 1.7m x 1.2m. Ensuring the space is big enough to accommodate 
different waste streams in different bins going forward will enable more recycling to be 
undertaken. 

 
7.19 I agree with the recommended changes to sub-point 1. Ensuring a minimum standard for 

‘waste space’ for each residential unit, regardless of whether individual or communal 
collection, will allow for different bin configurations in the future. 

 
7.20 In terms of sub-point 2, I consider the inclusions to screening from shared accessways or 

communal areas to be appropriate however in my opinion screening of waste storage areas 
should also apply to adjoining sites. I also consider that, at the very least, encroachment into 
outdoor living areas should be added to ensure that this issue can be managed. 
Encroachment into driveways and parking areas can be managed via ROW agreements 
however for outdoor living areas, however bins taking up outdoor spaces is found to be 
common from analysis of monitoring multi-unit developments in Auckland1.  This leads to 
poor functionality of outdoor living spaces. 

 

 
1 https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/UnitaryPlanDocuments/pc-79-att-5-section-35-monitoring-b2-3-a-
quailty-built-environment.pdf  

2. Effects on the safe internal site circulation and manoeuvring areas, including for 
pedestrians; and  

3. Accessibility, odour and noise effects of rubbish storage location. 

https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/UnitaryPlanDocuments/pc-79-att-5-section-35-monitoring-b2-3-a-quailty-built-environment.pdf
https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/UnitaryPlanDocuments/pc-79-att-5-section-35-monitoring-b2-3-a-quailty-built-environment.pdf
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7.21 For sub-point 3, I support the recommended text, however I note that sub-point 4 seems to 
be a repeat of Clause 3(b) and would appear unnecessary. 

 
7.22 One of the amendments put forward by Enviro NZ was to require a kerbside space of 1m per 

dwelling to avoid impeding the public footpath with bins. Too many bins on the street has 
led to unsafe street environments when pedestrians and cyclists cannot navigate around 
bins. In the extracts from the s32 report from PC78 of the Auckland Unitary Plan (attached 
at Appendix 2), examples illustrate this issue, along with difficulty for collection vehicles to 
pick up bins from the street in a safe manner.  

 
7.23 Two examples are provided below at Figures 1 -2. 
 

  
Figure 1 and 2 – bin locations forcing pedestrians to the carriageway and/or impeding bus entry and 

exit and waste pickup from collection vehicles  
 
7.24 Enviro NZ’s proposed kerbside bin clause deals with the number of bins between vehicle 

crossings. Long sites may have multiple dwellings for a narrow site width. The proposed sub-
point provides for a 1m kerb width for bins within each household, that would need to be 
picked up on collection day. This allows for both recycling and general rubbish bins, plus an 
organics bin. If the kerb width is insufficient, then on-site collection will be needed and 
assessed through compliance with the communal rubbish storage clauses. The spatial 
requirements on-site would then be re-assessed. 
 

7.25 I therefore support the submission point for a sub-point to manage the amount of bins being 
placed on the kerb. The recommended text of S19 On-site Rubbish and Recycling Storage 
and Collection standard is therefore amended as below in blue to include the points 
discussed: 

 
5. Each residential unit must have access to a screened rubbish and recycling storage area 

(which may be individual or communal) with a minimum area of 1.5m2 and a minimum 
dimension of 1m in any direction which is sized to accommodate one 240l wheelie bin 
and one recycling crate.  
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6. Communal rRubbish and recycling storage areas must be screened or located so as not 
to be visible from a public road, shared accessway or communal area and/or adjacent 
sites, and must not be located in outdoor living spaces.  

7. Where on-site rubbish and recycling collection is used:  
a. the storage area must be accessible for the collection vehicle to service the rubbish 

storage area and  
b. where the site fronts an Arterial or Collector Road, on-site turning for trucks is 

required.  
8. Where there are more than 20 residential units on one site, and the site fronts an 

Arterial or Collector Road, on-site turning for trucks is required. 

4.    Where kerbside collection is employed, a kerbside space of 1m per residential unit is 
available without impeding the public footpath. 

 
7.26 The amended text to S19 in terms of a Section 32AA analysis is assessed as follows: 

• Effectiveness and efficiency – will achieve better provision for waste storage and 
collection and the necessary separation of waste materials.  

• Costs – Potential for more intensive sites to require on-site waste collection instead 
of kerb collection, however if not employed costs are transferred to the surrounding 
community and on-site residents in terms of safety, health and wellbeing and 
amenity. 

• Benefits – provides minimum thresholds for developers and planners to assess 
applications allowing safer and better quality development that also takes account 
of road users. 

• Risk of acting or not acting -  Risk of accidents in the road corridor and undersized 
waste storage which leads to amenity and health effects. No opportunity to retrofit 
given the intensive nature of development. 

• Decision about provision – the alternative relief is appropriate to achieve the 
purpose of the RMA. 
  

8.0 Subdivision in Medium Density Residential Zone  
 

8.1 SUB-MRZ-P1 - Enviro NZ (SO203.10) sought an addition of “including safe waste kerbside 
collection” to sub-point 4. The reporting planner considers safe kerbside waste collection is 
a land use matter rather than something to be considered during subdivision and 
recommends rejecting the submission point. 
 

8.2 Enviro NZ records that many new intensive subdivisions elsewhere in the country have not 
allowed sufficient space for rubbish collection access and manoeuvring and the pickup of 
bins within the road network, particularly as on-street parking is more prevalent in higher 
intensity developments. This exposes the drivers and other road users to significant health 
and safety risks.  

 
8.3 While I understand that most of the area within Palmerston North to be re-zoned Medium 

Density takes place on existing streets, if any intensive housing developments create new 
streets, then this matter needs to be considered. On balance, by including a standard to limit 
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bin numbers accessing the kerb, I accept the rejection of the amendment given the likely 
limited number of new streets enabled by the subdivision rules. 

 
9.0 Conclusion 
 
9.1 I support those points which have been accepted within the s42A report, and outline the 

reasons where I disagree with the rejection of certain submission points.  
 

9.2 The proposed waste management standard, will in my opinion, ensure that good urban 
design outcomes will result from the increased intensification promoted by the Plan, by 
designing for waste at the beginning of the development design process in accordance with 
minimum standards. Ensuring the standard applies to other development where noted will 
ensure that essential waste management storage and collection can still be carried out in an 
appropriate manner. 

 
9.3 Thank you for your consideration. 

 
 
Kaaren Rosser BSc, Dip Nat Res, NZPI (Asso) 

   Kaaren.rosser@environz.co.nz 
 

 
 
 
 

  

mailto:Kaaren.rosser@environz.co.nz
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Appendix 1 

Qualifications and Experience 

I hold a Bachelor of Science (Earth Sciences) from the University of Waikato and a Post-Graduate 
Diploma in Natural Resources from the University of Canterbury, along with a Certificate of Proficiency 
in Planning from the University of Auckland. I am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning 
Institute. 

I have over 25 years’ experience, which includes both working in local government and the private 
sector. I have undertaken policy analysis and the preparation of submissions for a wide range of clients 
as a consultant planner and I have also written precinct provisions for the Auckland Unitary Plan 
(Clevedon Waterways Precinct). I have advised clients on a wide range of planning matters, but with 
a particular focus on water and air discharge matters relating to industrial sites and airport 
infrastructure. I have also processed complex planning applications for Auckland Council including 
chicken farms and large multi-unit developments. 

I currently specialise in waste management sites and processes, undertaking consenting and policy 
analysis for this specialised sector. 

 

  



14 
 

Appendix 2 

Extracts from the Plan Change 78 – s32 report – Residential and Business Zones (attached) 
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