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Matakore
Apologies
1.

Matakore / Apologies

Leave of Absence: The Board may grant a member leave of absence following an application
from that member. Leave of absences will be held in the Public Excluded section of the meeting.
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Whakatakoto Kaupapa Whānui, Whakaaturanga hoki

Open Forum and Presentations
2.

Whakatakoto Kaupapa Whānui, Whakaaturanga hoki / Open Forum and
Presentations

The Council has set aside time for members of the public to speak in the public forum at the
commencement of each Council, Committee and Community Board meeting (up to 10 minutes per
person/organisation) when these meetings are open to the public. Permission of the Mayor or
Chairperson is required for any person wishing to speak at the public forum.
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Ngā Menīti Komiti
Committee Minutes
To

Policy and Strategy Committee

Date

27 April 2022

Subject

Policy and Strategy Committee – 7 March 2022

3

(This report shall not be construed as policy until adopted by full Council)

Whakarāpopoto Kāhui Kahika / Execu�ve Summary
1.

The Policy and Strategy Committee met on 7 March 2022. The Committee is being asked to
confirm their minutes from 7 March 2022 as a true and correct record.

2.

There were two recommendations within the minutes for the Council to consider.

3.

The Policy and Strategy Committee moved a recommendation 18/22 PS that the Council
adopts the amendments to the Kerbside Collection Policy and notes that the amendments
made to the Policy do not require public consultation.

4.

The Policy and Strategy Committee moved a recommendation 19/22 PS that the Council
adopts the Water Supply Agreements Policy.

5.

The Council adopted recommendations 18/21 PS and 19/22 PS at its Ordinary Council
meeting on 4 April 2022.

Taunakitanga / Recommenda�on
THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee adopts the minutes from the meeting held on 7 March
2022 as a true and correct record.
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Menīti
Minutes
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Ngā Menīti take o te Komiti Kaupapa Here me te Rautaki
Policy and Strategy Committee
Council Chamber, Albion Street, Hāwera on Monday 7 March 2022 at 1.02 pm

Kanohi Kitea / Present:
In Person:
Online:

Mayor Phil Nixon, Councillors Andy Beccard, Diana Reid, Bryan Roach
and Brian Rook.
Deputy Mayor Robert Northcott, Councillors Mark Bellringer, Gary
Brown, Aarun Langton and Jack Rangiwahia.

Ngā Taenga-Ā-Tinana /
In Attendance / Present:
In Person
Waid Crockett (Chief Executive), Marianne Archibald (Group
Manager Corporate Services), Darleena Christie (Governance and
Support Team Leader), one member of the public and one media.
Online:

Wayne Bigham (Te Hāwera Community Board Representative), Karen
Cave (Eltham-Kaponga Community Board Representative), Jacq Dwyer
(Pātea Community Board Representative), Fiona Aitken (Group
Manager Community and Infrastructure), Liam Dagg (Group Manager
Environmental Services), Steve Broome (Strategic Assets Manager),
Herbert Denton (Works Delivery Manager), Becky Wolland (Policy and
Governance Manager) and two members of the public.

Matakore / Apologies:

Councillors Steffy Mackay, Celine Filbee, Chris Young due to technical
issues and Andy Whitehead.

RESOLUTION
16/22 PS

(Cr Rangiwahia/Cr Rook)

THAT the apologies from Councillors Steffy Mackay, Celine Filbee, Chris Young and
Taranaki Coastal Community Board Chair Andy Whitehead be received.
CARRIED

1.

Whakatakoto Kaupapa Whanui, Whakaaturanga hoki / Open Forum and
Presentations
1.1

Grant Stables – Turuturu Road Walking Track

Mr Stables commented that he was Hāwera born and bred, his wife was a teacher and that
their family was well established in the community.
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They built a house six years ago and would like the Council, as part of their community
future planning, to include a walkway along Turuturu Road. Some 215 signatures had been
collected from residents, which comprised of 58 different households, where positive
support was received.
There had been a huge build-up of housing on Turuturu Road, therefore an increase in
population over the last 15 years. The area used to be farmland and then a development
occurred on the far right hand side, followed by multiple small subdivisions along the left
of the road and soon there would be 215 new sections at the Longview Subdivision.
Even though there had been a decrease in speed limit for Turuturu Road from 100km to
80km, there was now a large volume of traffic using the road and no verge for pedestrians
to walk and run safely. It was noted that the Council recently installed a walkway down
Denby, Glover and Ketemarae Roads and since the town was expanding, it seemed natural
that Turuturu Road would be next on the list.
Two options to create a walkway were presented to the Council for consideration:
a)
Option 1 (Turuturu Road only) – A walkway the full length of Turuturu Road from
where the footpath currently ends (just before the railway line) to the end of the
road (where it turns left onto Austin Road).
b)
Option 2 (Loop Walkway) – A walkway the full length of Turuturu Road, plus part of
Ōhangai Road and Tawhiti Road into town. This would form a loop track for runners,
walkers and cyclists.
Mayor Nixon thanked Mr Stables for his time and appreciated him presenting the two
options for a walkway. The need for a walkway along Turuturu Road had previously been
brought to the Council’s attention in the Long Term Plan process. The options provided
today complimented those already given and it was noted that loop walkways tended to
be more popular. The timing of the presentation was good as the Council intended holding
a workshop on pathways and walkways, of which the two options would be included in
the discussion.
In response to clarification on whether it was a footpath or a walkway being requested,
Mr Stables noted a walkway which could potentially be a 7km loop.
The surface material preference would be for something that people could walk, run and
cycle on. Councillor Beccard commented that most walkways had been done with a chip
seal surface and a lot of people liked to have lime fine, however the product was not for
everyone.
In response to what the Council’s priorities were for walkways, it was noted that the
priorities would be reviewed at a workshop. However, there was a list, and these were
reprioritised each time a workshop was held. It was important to note that Hāwera was
one small part of the District and footpaths, pathways and cycleways were looked at for
the whole District. Ms Aitken commented that a date was being set for a workshop in April.
1.2

Andrew Brock and Marcia Millard - Bishop’s Action Foundation

Mr Brock commented that the vision for the Wheelhouse was to have “empowered
community organisations” with the purpose to develop strong sustainable community
organisations through improved governance and leadership.
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The Wheelhouse had four key themes for their strategic objectives, to inform, educate,
support and collaborate. These objectives were supported by their operating values;
Manaakitanga, innovation, accessibility and future focus.
It was highlighted that the Wheelhouse had partnerships with Bishops Action Foundation,
the three local authorities, Sport Taranaki, Department of Internal Affairs, Te Puni Kōkiri
and Tui Ora. Since the last presentation there had been a shift with TSB which was now
TOI Foundation and had moved from being a partner to a funder. The TOI Foundation had
a change in strategic direction and there was a reduction in the amount of funding.
The Wheelhouse website was bolstered by New Plymouth District Council (NPDC) and any
changes were undertaken by NPDC. Once the structure of the website was configured, the
size of the site would be worked on and transformed in the next four to six weeks to
provide a more friendly interface. The website would provide information about funding
which was a key component and provide access to have face-to-face chat. The website had
an average of 1,200 hits a month and highlighted key times where there was an increase
in hits, in particular during lockdown.
Other highlights across Taranaki for the 2021 year included 31 workshops held, 310
attendances, 248 people and 133 organisations (seven workshops were delivered in South
Taranaki with 75 attendees).

2.

Whakaae i Ngā Mēniti / Confirmation of Minutes
2.1

Policy and Strategy Committee held on 31 January 2022.

An amendment to the date of the New Zealand Settlements Act from 1963 to 1863 was
requested, as confiscations of land had begun by 1865.
RESOLUTION
17/22 PS

(Cr Beccard/Cr Roach)

THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee adopts the minutes from the meeting held on
31 January 2022 as a true and correct record.
CARRIED

3.

Pūrongo / Reports
3.1

Kerbside Collection Policy Review

The report proposed minor amendments to the Kerbside Collection Policy, and provided
further clarification on the repair and replacement obligations of the containers (collection
bins) and further clarified the responsibilities of the customers for green waste.
Mr Denton advised that minor changes were made and the Solid Waste Tender documents
were being processed. However, depending on the options that were being decided on,
the Policy would then change to reflect those decisions.
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In response to clarification sought on the new changes in clause 5.2 and 5.3 of the Policy
and whether this referred to people who had greenwaste bins, if the bin was lost, did they
then replace the bin themselves. It was noted that with regard to clause 5.3 the
greenwaste bins were not given out as part of the contract, the bins were actually
purchased by the customer, therefore they would be required to replace the bins if they
were over five years.
To change a 240 litre bin to a greenwaste bin all that was required was the purchase of a
greenwaste sticker to put on the bin. Customers new to the service, or their bin was
damaged or broken, were to pay for the replacement. Most people replaced their bin, the
cost was $75 and the bin would normally last five years depending on the usage.
If damage to the greenwaste bin occurred as a result of the collection, the bin would be
repaired by the Council.
The greenwaste bin options would be reviewed as part of the contract as the Council did
not repair the bins that had to be sourced. The other receptacles/bins were owned by the
contractor.
It was noted that paragraphs 5.3 and 6.2 of the Policy contradicted each other and a
request was made to provide more clarification in paragraph 6.2 with the following
amendment; “…to use an approved greenwaste container purchased from the Council”.
In response to whether the replacement bins would be the same size at 240 litres, it was
noted yes. The Council recycled the bins once they were no longer used.
In terms of the Council’s responsibility, where it must have regard to the Waste
Minimisation Act (the Act), and must have regard to “… promote effective and efficient
waste management and minimisation within its District”. Clarification was sought on
where the Council was at with trying to minimise the waste streams and was it time to
look at the collection frequency. Mr Herbert noted that this would be looked at when the
tender document was reviewed, for example, with waste minimisation there might be a
fortnightly general waste collection and the Council might increase the recycle bin size and
undertake fortnightly collections as well that could all be included in the tender document.
In response to whether there would be a major education programme in place should the
recycle bins be increased and the collection frequency changed, Mr Herbert noted yes
there would be communication and education undertaken with users.
A request was made to change the wording in paragraph 3.1 of the Policy to read “…
provided with one set of approved containers” and paragraph 3.2.1 to read “… supplied
with one set of approved containers”.
RECOMMENDATION
18/22 PS

(Cr Brown/Cr Rangiwahia)

THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee recommends that the Council;
a)

Adopts the amendments to the Kerbside Collection Policy, thereby renewing the
Policy.

b)

Notes that the amendments made to the Policy do not require public consultation.
CARRIED
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3.2

3

Water Supply Agreements Policy

The report sought approval from the Council to adopt the proposed Water Supply
Agreements Policy (the Policy).
Mr Broome provided background on the Water Supply Agreements Policy which aligned
with the Water Supply Bylaw (the Bylaw) to enable the Council to have more control to
stop untoward use of water. In particular, use that would damage the Council pipe
networks and enable the Council to enforce the Bylaw better. The Policy also contained a
sustainability element, whereby if there were water restrictions the Council could carry
this over to other users.
It was highlighted that Taumata Arowai had not been referenced through the Policy, this
would now be included in the Policy and the Bylaw to align it to the regulations and give
effect to Taumata Arowai.
In response to clarification sought on large water suppliers and whether the 50 cubic
metres consumed per calendar day was averaged per day or averaged over the whole year,
Mr Broome commented yes. It was averaged per year to define a large customer. It was
noted that the paragraph would be looked at to see if it could be worded better rather
than waiting a whole year to define a large customer.
Council officers were commended for including in the Policy ways for addressing pressure
spikes and restricting supply to high users when abstraction limits were required as part
of consents.
In response to whether it was compulsory for commercial businesses to have a meter, it
was advised that it was included as part of the Water Supply Bylaw. However, a request
was made to have it referenced in the Policy as well.
Feedback had been received that there were a number of farmers that would like to access
their water meter digitally online and there were a lot of companies that currently
provided that service. In response to whether the Council was investigating an online
water meter service for use in the future, Mr Broome noted that an enquiry had been
received from a large representative of the digital meter technology and discussions were
currently taking place with them.
RECOMMENDATION
19/22 PS

(Cr Roach/Cr Langton)

THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee recommends that the Council adopts the Water
Supply Agreements Policy.
CARRIED

4.

Nga Tōkeketanga kia noho tῡmatanui kore / Resolution to Exclude the Public
RESOLUTION

20/22 PS

(Cr Roach/Cr Reid)

THAT the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting,
namely:
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The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason
for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds under section
48(1) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing
of this resolution are as follows:
General subject of
each matter to be
considered
1.

Confirmation of
minutes 31
January 2022.

Reason for passing
this resolution in
relation to each
matter
Good reason to
withhold exists under
Section 7.

Ground(s) under section 48(1) for
the passing of this resolution
That the public conduct of the
relevant part of the proceedings of
the meeting would be likely to result
in the disclosure of information for
which good reason for withholding
exists.
Section 48(1)(a)

This resolution is made in reliance on sections 48(1)(a) of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by
section 7 of that Act, which would be prejudiced by the holding of the relevant part of the
proceedings of the meeting in public are as follows:
Item No
1

Interest
Enable any local authority holding the information to carry on,
without prejudice of disadvantage, negotiations (including
commercial and industrial negotiations) (Schedule 7(2)(i)).
CARRIED

5.

Tuwhera anō te Hui / Resume to Open Meeting
RESOLUTION

22/22 PS

(Cr Rangiwahia/Cr Bellringer)

THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee resumes in open meeting.
CARRIED
The meeting concluded at 1.59 pm.
Dated this

day of

2022.

………………………………………….
CHAIRPERSON
89

12

3

Policy and Strategy Committee - Reports

Pūrongo
Report

4

To

Policy and Strategy Committee

From

Kaitātari Whakamahere Tōpūranga / Corporate Planner, Gordon Campbell

Date

27 April 2022

Subject

Earthquake-prone Buildings Assistance
(This report shall not be construed as policy until adopted by full Council)

Whakarāpopoto Kāhui Kahika / Execu�ve Summary
1.

The Council has agreed that its current earthquake-prone buildings assistance to building
owners is not meeting its intended purpose and considered other options at a workshop in
November 2021. This report looks at one of those options in more detail and presents two
possible alternatives.

Taunakitanga / Recommenda�ons
THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee recommends the Council agrees to change its
Earthquake-Prone Buildings (EPBs) assistance package to provide more useful assistance to
building owners by increasing the total assistance per building to $10,000 and including either;
(a)

The following revised component payments:
Component
Resource/building consents
Consultants
Rates relief in accordance with the Council’s Rate
Remission Policy

Max Value
$3000
$2000
$5,000
(over 3 years)

Or
(b)

The following revised component payments:
Component
Building consent granted
Physical work assessed as at least 50% completed

Max Value
$5000
$5000

Kupu Whakamārama / Background
2.

The Council established a fund of $600,000 in its 2015-2025 Long Term Plan for assistance
to the owners of EPBs, to be spent over five years. The assistance package consists of the
following financial contributions:
1
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Component
Resource consents
Building consents
Consultants
Heritage assessments
Rates relief (for three years)
In accordance with the Council’s Rate Remission Policy
Demolition material disposal costs
3.

Max Value
$500
$500
$500
$500
$3,000
(over 3 years)
$1,000

4

The maximum grant per building is $6,000 and to be eligible, a building:
•
•
•

Must be within one of our town centres;
Must be commercial and/or have heritage value (listed in Schedule 1A of District Plan);
and
If located in the Hāwera Central Business District, must be compatible with the
Hāwera Town Centre Strategy and Development Plan.

4.

The assistance package is triggered when a building owner makes the decision to upgrade
their building and applies for the assistance. Only two building owners have applied for and
received grants and one of these applied retrospectively. At least three buildings in central
Hāwera have been strengthened without the owners applying for the Council’s financial
assistance, it is not known whether they were aware or not of the assistance, or whether
they chose not to apply for it.

5.

The Building Act 2004 (the Act) deals with EPBs and requires local authorities to identify
priority buildings and priority routes. After consulting on the issue of priority building areas
and receiving a strong response from the community, the Council resolved that there are
no earthquake-prone priority building areas for the Hāwera, Eltham and Ōpunakē town
centres and no priority routes that could be affected by falling buildings. This does not mean
there are no EPBs in those areas, but it means building owners have 25 years to carry out
remedial work.

6.

The lack of applications for assistance suggests that the current assistance package is not a
useful way of assisting the District’s commercial building owners. The Council resolved in
October 2019 to review the package and held a workshop in November 2021 to consider
options.

Ngā Kōwhiringa / Options – Identification and analysis
7.

Having made the decision that there are no priority buildings in the District, the Council must
identify potentially EPBs by 30 June 2027, using the EPBs Methodology issued by the
Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE).

8.

The Building Control team carried out visual inspections in each of the South Taranaki
Districts towns in 2009/10 and compiled a list of potentially EPBs, to get an indication of the
number of buildings that may be involved. They looked at buildings in all of the town centres
and produced the following numbers:

2
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Town
Waverley
Pātea
Hāwera
Eltham
Kaponga
Manaia
Ōpunakē
District-wide

High
2
2
3
1
1
0
0
9

Moderate
8
5
18
42
9
5
10
97

Total
10
7
21
43
10
5
10
106

4

9.

Some apparent gaps and inaccurate assessments in the 2009/10 work suggest it would be
desirable to redo the preliminary inspections of all qualifying buildings in the District, to identify
those that may potentially be earthquake-prone.

10.

The Act states that if a territorial authority identifies a building as earthquake-prone, it must
request the owner to provide an engineering assessment. The request must be made
promptly but the Act does not stipulate a time within which the request must be made.

11.

Once a building owner is asked to provide a seismic assessment report, either an Initial
Seismic Assessment (ISA) or Detailed Seismic Assessment (DSA), ‘the clock starts ticking’ –
the owner has 12 months to provide the report. However, they can apply for one extension
of 12 months if they are unable to provide the report because of, for example, a shortage
of qualified people. If the building proves to be earthquake-prone the owner has 25 years
to undertake remedial work, which can include demolition. If the owner does not provide
the report within 12 months or an extension period, the Council must consider the building
is earthquake-prone and issue an earthquake-prone notice for the building. The notice must
be displayed on the building and the owner has 25 years to take remedial action.

Options available
12.

During the workshop in November 2021 the Council considered several options:
•
•
•

•

•

Option One: Retain the status quo. This is not favoured because, as noted earlier, the
package has remained almost unused after six years;
Option Two: Change the package so building owners can apply for financial assistance
to get ISAs/DSAs, with the Council’s contribution of, say, $10,000, funded from the
current assistance fund;
Option Three: Change the package so the Council co-ordinates ISAs/DSAs for all
buildings identified as potentially earthquake-prone by appointing a suitably qualified
and experienced engineer as a staff member on a fixed term contract or engaging
consultants to carry out the work, funded from the current assistance package;
Option Four: Change the package so that a building owner can come to the Council
with a proposal to upgrade their building, including an estimated cost and once a predetermined quantum of work has been completed, they automatically receive a
payment of, say, $15,000. This was suggested by one of the owners who applied for
retrospective funding, as a simple way of providing financial assistance to owners who
are prepared to bring their buildings up to standard; and
Option 5: Change the package so the building owner receives $3,000 in advance
towards the cost of a DSA and then a further amount once a quantum of work has
been completed.

3
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13.

At the workshop elected members agreed that consideration should be given to increasing
the assistance package to $10,000 per application and they favoured the retention of
allocating that amount to components of work. As noted above, the current components
are:
Component
Resource consents
Building consents
Consultants
Heritage assessments
Rates relief (for three years)
In accordance with the Council’s Rate Remission Policy
Demolition material disposal costs

Max Value
$500
$500
$500
$500
$3,000
(over 3 years)
$1,000

14.

One issue with this list is that not all components may be applicable. For example, the work
involved in the recent retrospective application did not require a resource consent or
heritage assessment, so the applicant received $5,000 rather than the full $6,000.

15.

Revised components, assuming a total of $10,000, could be:
Component
Resource/building consents
Consultants
Rates relief in accordance with the Council’s Rate
Remission Policy

Max Value
$3,000
$2,000
$5,000
(over 3 years)

16.

These components would apply to every eligible project, so each successful applicant would
receive the full $10,000.

17.

An alternative could be:
Component
Building consent granted
Physical work assessed as being least 50% completed

18.

Max Value
$5000
$5000

It is suggested that the eligibility criteria should be changed as follows:
•
•
•

Must be within one of our town centres.
Must be commercial and/or have heritage value (listed in Schedule 1A of District Plan).
If located in the Hāwera one of our town CBDs, must be compatible with the relevant
Town Centre Master Plan or Hāwera Town Centre Strategy and Development Plan.

Risks
19.

As noted in an earlier report, “There is a risk that lack of action and buy-in from building
owners could also result in action being taken by the Council. This could result in the Council
being forced to cordon off footpaths or streets where a serious risk has been determined to
exist from falling masonry, or legal action to enable work to be carried out to remove a
danger, with costs attached to the land.”

4
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20.

21.

Changing the assistance package so building owners can apply for funding towards the cost
of obtaining ISAs/DSAs is unlikely to encourage most building owners to get ISAs/DSAs and
therefore the fund is likely to remain largely unused. Concern was raised about ownership
of the reports. It was noted that a building owner may sell a building and give the Council
funded or assisted report to the new owner. It is suggested that this need not be a concern,
as the report will still relate to the building, irrespective of its owner.
There is also a risk that a building owner may receive the Council subsidised DSA and not
proceed with upgrading. This risk exists for several of the options, and it still enables the
owner to make an informed decision. As noted by a building owner, DSA reports can help
with making decisions about buying properties. It has been suggested that a building owner
could be required to repay the Council contribution if they receive the report and decide
not to proceed. Again, the assistance will enable them to make an informed decision, which
may be to proceed or not proceed, or to sell the property.

Whaiwhakaaro me ngā aromatawai / Considerations and Assessments
Assessment of Significance and Engagement
22.

The Council’s general approach to determining the level of “significance” is to consider:
Criteria
Degree

Measure
The number of residents and ratepayers
affected and the degree to which they are
affected by the decision or proposal.

LOS

The achievement of, or ability to achieve, the
Council’s stated levels of service as set out in
the Long Term Plan.
Whether this type of decision, proposal or
issue has a history of generating wide public
interest within South Taranaki.

Decision

Financial

The impact of the decision or proposal on the
Council’s overall budget or included in an
approved Long Term Plan and its ability to
carry out its existing or proposed functions
and activities now and in the future.
Reversible
The degree to which the decision or proposal
is reversible.
Environment The degree of impact the decision will have
on the environment.
23.

Assessment
The number of residents
and ratepayers affected by
a change to the assistance
package will be small.
Changes to the assistance
package would have no
effect on levels of service.
A previous decision about
earthquake-prone buildings
assistance did not generate
interest
in
the
any
community.
Any changes to the package
will not affect Council
budgets as the funding is
already provided in the
Long Term Pan.
A decision to change the
package can be reversed.
Changing the package
would have no impact on
the environment.

In terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy this matter is of low
significance and the level of consultation would be to inform ratepayers and residents
through meeting minutes and targeted notification for building owners.

5
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Legislative Considerations
24.

Subpart 6A of the Building Act 2004 relates to EPBs and section 133AA (1) lists those
buildings to which subpart 6A does not apply, for example, residential buildings, farm
buildings, bridges, tunnels and dams. However, section 133AA (2) states that a building used
wholly or mainly for residential purposes that comprises two or more storeys and is a hostel,
boarding house, or other specialised accommodation, or contains three or more household
units, is included. The list of exclusions means that all other buildings, such as commercial
and industrial buildings, halls, churches, educational buildings and sports facilities, are
included.

25.

The above buildings to which subpart 6A applies are included in the definition of priority
buildings and this definition also includes:
•

•

26.

Any part of an unreinforced masonry building that could—
(i)
fall from the building in an earthquake (for example, a parapet, an external wall,
or a veranda); and
(ii)
fall onto any part of a public road, footpath, or other thoroughfare that a
territorial authority has identified under section 133AF(2)(a):
A building that a territorial authority has identified under section 133AF(2)(b) as
having the potential to impede a transport route of strategic importance (in terms of
an emergency response) if the building were to collapse in an earthquake.

The definition of priority buildings also includes:
•
•
•

Hospital buildings that are likely to be needed to provide emergency medical and
ancillary services in an emergency;
Buildings that are likely to be needed as an emergency shelter or an emergency centre
in an emergency; or that enable emergency response services to carry out their jobs
in an emergency; and
Buildings that are used for education purposes that are regularly occupied by at least
20 people.

27.

Section 133AG of the Act requires the Council to report to the chief executive of MBIE every
two years on its progress in identifying potentially earthquake-prone buildings.

28.

Section 133AO allows the owners of certain heritage buildings to apply for an extension of
up to ten years to complete seismic work.

Financial/Budget Considerations
29.

As the EPBs assistance package is already included in the Long Term Plan, changes to the
package will have no impact on budgets.

Local Government Purpose
30.

Section 10 (1) of the Local Government Act 2002 states that the purpose of local government
is to (a) enable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf of,
communities; and (b) to promote the social, economic, environmental, and cultural wellbeing of communities in the present and for the future.
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31.

A change to the assistance package would promote the District’s social and economic wellbeings.

4

Environmental Sustainability
32.

Changes to the assistance package would have neither positive nor negative impacts on
environmental outcomes.

Consistency with Plans/Policies/Community Outcomes
33.

Nothing in this report is inconsistent with any Council policy, plan or strategy.

34.

Changes to the assistance package would contribute to the following community outcomes:
•
•

Together South Taranaki – Social well-being
Prosperous South Taranaki – Economic well-being

Impact on Māori/Iwi
35.

Any proposal to change the EPBs assistance package will potentially have the same impact
on Māori/Iwi, as building owners, as others in the population. However, it is noted that
subpart 6A of the Act includes marae, as they are not in the list of exclusions.

Affected Parties Consultation
36.

Owners of buildings covered by subpart 6A of the Act are the parties who would be affected
by changes to the Council’s EPBs assistance package, but only if they apply for assistance. If
changes are made, it would be advisable to undertake a publicity campaign targeting all
building owners, to ensure they are aware of the assistance package.

Whakakapia / Conclusion
37.

As the current EPBs assistance package is clearly not meeting its intended purpose, it is
recommended that the amount of assistance per building is increased from $6,000 to
$10,000 and changes are made to the components that qualify for assistance as well as the
eligibility criteria.

Gordon Campbell

Kaitātari Whakamahere Tōpūranga /
Corporate Planner

[Seen by]
Becky Wolland

Policy and Governance Manager /
Kaihautū Kaupapa Here me te Whaitikanga
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Pūrongo
Report

4

To

Policy and Strategy Committee

From

Kaihautū Whakaea / Works Delivery Manager, Herbert Denton

Date

27 April 2022

Subject

Regional Waste Disposal – Review of Central Landfill Feasibility
(This report shall not be construed as policy until adopted by full Council)

Whakarāpopoto Kāhui Kahika / Execu�ve Summary
1.

As required under the Central Landfill Joint Committee Agreement (CLJCA), a review of the
feasibility of the Central Landfill has been undertaken prior to the first renewal of the Bonny
Glen waste disposal contract on 30 June 2024.

2.

In the three years since the financial feasibility of the Central Landfill compared to alternative
disposal at Bonny Glen Landfill was undertaken, there have been some key changes which
may influence the total cost of, out of region disposal options, principally related to climate
change response and waste disposal volumes.

3.

A preliminary financial analysis shows that after updating the financial model to reflect the
current situation, there would still be savings of $7 million over 35 years for councils by using
Bonny Glen Landfill. However, due to higher waste disposal volumes and Emissions Trading
Scheme costs, these savings would be reduced, compared to what was modelled in 2018
(savings of $11 million).

4.

Sensitivity analysis indicates that the net present cost of the Midwest Disposal Ltd offer
continues to be more cost effective unless there is a significant ongoing increase in transport
costs and ongoing increases in waste volumes (8% per year).

5.

Given the future policy changes planned at the national level as well as significant investment
in local infrastructure planned in Taranaki (commercial waste sorting facility and organic
waste processing), the likelihood of ongoing high waste volumes continuing is low.

6.

Based on this, it is recommended that each council should continue to dispose of waste at
Bonny Glen Landfill, review the need for a Joint Committee Agreement in light of this decision
and update the Regional Waste Services Management Agreement (RWSMA) to reflect the
current regional approach to waste services.

Taunakitanga / Recommenda�on(s)
THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee recommends the Council;
1)

Notes that the results of the preliminary feasibility review and updated sensitivity analysis
indicates that the Bonny Glen Landfill remains the most cost effective option.
1
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2)

Notes the endorsement of the recommendation by the Central Landfill Joint Committee.

3)

Approves the continued disposal of waste to Bonny Glen Landfill under the existing contract
with Midwest Disposal Ltd.

4)

Authorises the Administering Authority to review the Central Landfill Joint Agreement and
update the Regional Waste Management Agreement to reflect decisions by the three councils
on this matter.

5)

Notes that should the Central Landfill Joint Agreement need to be terminated, it would
require further approval by all three Councils.

Kupu Whakamārama / Background
7.

New Plymouth District Council (NPDC), Stratford District Council (SDC) and South Taranaki
District Council (STDC) are obligated to manage waste disposal by the RWSMA 2008. This
agreement was amended through a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) signed in
December 2016 and a CLJCA established to develop, own and operate the Central Landfill.
The CLJCA was signed on 20 December 2017 and construction for the Central Landfill began
in 2017. The CLJCA assigned NPDC as the Administering Authority for the Central Landfill.

8.

Following the resolution by each District Council (the Councils) in November 2018, to
transport Taranaki waste to Bonny Glen Landfill, construction of the Central Landfill ceased
and the CLJCA was updated to incorporate a holding period during the first five years of the
Bonny Glen Landfill contract with Midwest Disposal Ltd.

9.

The first five yearly contract renewal date in the Bonny Glen waste disposal contract is 30 June
2024.

10.

With the lapse date for the Central Landfill resource consents extended to 2025, there was
the potential for the Central Landfill to be developed within the next three years.

11.

The Administering Authority has reviewed the feasibility of the Central Landfill in accordance
with the timeline outlined in the CLJCA:
Milestone
Undertake cost-benefit analysis of Bonny Glen vs Central Landfill,
including updated landfill construction cost estimate
Decision by three councils whether to proceed with Central
Landfill
Payment of Initial Instalments
Review and confirm landfill design
Tender and construct landfill (two construction seasons – allows
time to confirm leachate disposal option)

12.

Date Required By
July 2021
December 2021
February 2022
June 2022
July 2022 to June
2024

If a decision to proceed with the Central Landfill was made, the Central Landfill would need
to be able to accept waste on 1 July 2024.
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Next Steps
13.

If the decision by all three councils is made for the councils to continue (or not continue) with
the Bonny Glen Waste disposal contract for the second term, the councils will inform Midwest
Disposal Limited by 31 December 2023.

14.

The Administering Authority will then need to review and confirm if changes are required to
update the CLJCA to reflect the role of the Joint Committee and Administering Authority going
forward, including whether termination of the agreement is required. Termination of the
CLJCA would require further approval by all three councils.

15.

The RWSMA will also need to be reviewed and updated to reflect recent decisions. This can
be undertaken in conjunction with the review of the CLJCA.

Ngā Kōwhiringa / Options – Identification and analysis
Feasibility Review Criteria
16.

The CLJCA outlines the requirement to determine the viability of the Central Landfill
considering:
•
•

•
•
•
•

the performance of the Bonny Glen waste disposal contract;
comparison with initial waste disposal modelling assumptions using the identified
triggers: Total cost of disposal exceeding Long Term Plan (LTP) budget; waste volume
growth exceeding LTP expected volume; waste minimisation progress less than
modelled in 2018;
the ability to extend all relevant Central Landfill consents for an extended period, or at
least five years;
the capital required to maintain the consents and the Central Landfill site;
any options to future proof the landfill site including purchasing neighbouring land if
required; and
any changes to landfill best practices, government policy and implementation of Waste
Management and Minimisation Plan actions.

17.

The initial feasibility work that informed the previous decision to stop developing the Central
Landfill was based on a number of assumptions and a risk assessment undertaken in 2018.

18.

The Bonny Glen contract has now been operating for two years, consent lapse dates have
been extended to December 2025 and there have been some changes at the national level
that may affect assumptions from the initial feasibility modelling.

19.

To assess the significance of these changes, a preliminary review has been completed to
briefly test previous assumptions and determine if a more in-depth investigation is required.

Performance of Bonny Glen contract
20.

The Bonny Glen contract has now been operating for two years in accordance with the
contract terms. All aspects of the contract have been fulfilled and performance is as expected
with no issues experienced in relation to service delivery.

3
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What has changed since the previous feasibility study?
21.

There have been a number of changes over the last three years that may impact the viability
of the Central Landfill principally in relation to government policy.
a.

An increase in the landfill waste levy was introduced on 1 July from $10 to $20 per
tonne, with further increases up to $60 over the next three years. This will affect both
landfill options equally so does not have any impact on landfill viability.

b.

Amendments to the ETS which has involved the increase in the price of carbon credits,
with spot prices now $76 per unit and further forecast increases likely. Savings on ETS
costs can be achieved through landfill gas capture which will be present at both landfills.
However, greater cost savings can be realised at Central Landfill compared to Bonny
Glen where only a portion of the savings is passed through to councils under the terms
of the disposal agreement.

c.

Introduction of the Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Amendment Act 2019 to
enable the transition to a low emission economy will likely impact transport costs, as
well as facilitate the transition to alternative transport technology for long haul trucks
(ie. electric or hydrogen). There is also increasing awareness in the community about
the transport of waste long distances and the impact this is having on our carbon
emissions.

d.

The region’s progress on waste reduction through council waste management and
minimisation plans has been less than expected, despite the introduction of a new food
scraps service in New Plymouth and more coordinated and targeted education around
waste minimisation and recycling regionally. This can be attributed to:
i.
ii.
iii.

A worldwide pandemic has resulted in increased waste disposal post lockdowns
in New Zealand.
A significant downturn in the recycling market both nationally and
internationally.
An increase in commercial waste disposal via council transfer stations following
the closure of the Colson Road Landfill (particularly in South Taranaki).

e.

These events have had a significant impact on the waste sector, some negative (ie.
higher waste disposal volumes) and some positive (generation of local markets for
recycling processing, improved recycling infrastructure and greater awareness in the
community about waste and recycling).

f.

The government has responded to some of the international changes by developing a
comprehensive work programme that will involve a review of the Waste Minimisation
Act and New Zealand Waste Strategy as well as the development of mandatory product
stewardship schemes and the container return scheme amongst other things. These
future changes will likely result in further progress toward Zero Waste at the local level.

g.

Special waste disposal was a key risk identified in 2018, which has been largely
addressed through the provision of special waste disposal at the Colson Road Landfill
for a year, allowing the commercial sector to set in place infrastructure and transport
solutions to other landfills.
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Maintenance of Central Landfill consents
22.

After successfully extending the lapse dates on the resource consents for Central Landfill to
align with the Council land use consent, further extensions of the lapse dates are very unlikely
to be granted.

23.

While retaining the land should a landfill be required in future could be considered, it should
be noted that based on recent resource consenting processes for other landfills in New
Zealand, it will likely be very difficult to gain new consents for a landfill in the future and the
costs of this are likely to be significant.

24.

In addition, the upcoming replacement of the Resource Management Act and the recent
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management will also affect the ability to establish
new landfills in the future, increasing the cost and risk of investment.

25.

As such, this is the last opportunity to secure the ability to construct, open and operate a
landfill within Taranaki.

Financial analysis
26.

A preliminary financial analysis has been undertaken to model the cost of the continued
development of the Central Landfill and use of Bonny Glen Landfill, comparing 2018
assumptions with actuals and/or updated assumptions in 2021. This analysis has been
undertaken on a whole of life cost basis in order to establish the Net Present Cost using a
discount factor of 5.25% 1.

27.

The analysis has been limited to council controlled waste. Capital costs for the construction
of a Central Landfill and the full cost accounting model have not been updated.

28.

Changes in landfill modelling assumptions from 2018 and 2021 are summarised in Table 1.
Most assumptions have remained similar to that modelled in 2018. The key changes have
related to waste disposal volumes and ETS costs.
Table 1: Changes in landfill modelling assumptions between 2018 and 2021

Inflation
Transport cost increases
Waste volume growth
Emissions trading scheme
(default emissions factor
and spot carbon price)
Waste levy

29.

1

Unit
Per year
Per year

2018
2%
2%

2021
2%
2%

Comments

Per year
Tonnes per
year
$ per tonne

0.3%
34,300

8%
37,300

$17

$35

Forecast to increase significantly
in future.

$ per tonne

$10

$20

Increasing to $60 over the next
three years, but applies equally
to both landfills.

May see a greater increase as a
result of the Zero Carbon Act.
Covid has impacted waste
volumes.

Table 2 summarises the difference in costs between the two disposal options for each of the
individual councils and all councils combined with the model reflecting the current situation
at the time of the modelling (2018) and now (modelling was undertaken in late 2021).

Discount rate applied in accordance with 2018 Council procedures for Net Present Value analysis
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Table 2: Net present cost of waste disposal for councils over 35 years based on 2018 current situation and
2021 current situation

Difference in Net Present Cost ($millions)
between Central and Bonny Glen Landfills
2018
2021
NPDC
General waste
Special waste
Net saving
SDC
General waste
Special waste
Net saving
STDC
General waste
Special waste
Net saving
All Councils net saving
Red text indicates the Central Landfill is more cost effective

$7.97
-$1.30
$6.67

$5.30
-$2.30
$2.99

$0.66
-$0.08
$0.58

$2.19
-$0.14
$2.05

$4.14
-$0.17
$3.97
$11.22

$2.26
-$0.30
$1.97
$7.01

30.

The comparison indicates that if the current situation were to continue for 35 years, there
would still be savings for councils by using Bonny Glen Landfill, but due to higher waste
disposal volumes and ETS costs, these savings would be reduced.

31.

Sensitivity analysis on assumptions was undertaken in 2018 (Appendix 1) and was repeated
based on the updated assumptions in Table 1.
Table 3: Sensitivity analysis for comparison of the Central Landfill and Bonny Glen over 35 years based on
updated assumptions in 2021.

NPDC
General waste
Special waste
Net saving
SDC
General waste
Special waste
Net saving
STDC
General waste
Special waste
Net saving
All Councils net saving

Difference in Net Present Cost ($millions)
between Central and Bonny Glen Landfills
Low1
Mid2
High3
-$19.02
-$6.02
-$25.04

$5.30
-$2.30
$2.99

$7.39
-$0.90
$6.49

-$0.13
-$0.36
-$0.49

$2.19
-$0.14
$2.05

$1.64
-$0.05
$1.58

-$27.38
-$0.78
-$28.16
-$53.69

$2.26
-$0.30
$1.97
$7.01

$5.38
-$0.12
$5.26
$13.33

Red text indicates the Central Landfill is more cost-effective; low, med and high scenarios are based on
sensitivity analysis of assumptions in relation to 1lowest difference (transport 4% increase per year, waste
volumes increase 8% per year), 2current situation and 3reduction in waste due to successful waste
minimisation initiatives (highest difference).
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32.

33.

The sensitivity analysis indicates that in a worst case, if waste disposal volumes and transport
costs continue to significantly increase year on year, the Central Landfill is the most cost
effective option. However, if the current situation continues (mid scenario in Table 3), or we
are successful in reducing waste to landfill (high scenario in Table 3), Bonny Glen Landfill
continues to be the most cost effective option.
Given the future policy changes planned at the national level as well as significant investment
in local infrastructure planned in Taranaki (commercial waste sorting facility and organic
waste processing facility/facilities), the likelihood of ongoing high waste volumes continuing
under the low scenario in Table 3 is low.

Joint Committee recommendation
34.

The feasibility review was presented to the CLJC on 31 August 2021. The CLJC endorsed the
recommendation to continue to use Bonny Glen Landfill for waste disposal.
Central Landfill Joint Committee Resolution:

(Mayor Holdom / Cr Jamieson)

THAT having considered all matters raised in the report the Committee:
a)

Note the results of the preliminary feasibility study and updated sensitivity analysis
indicates Bonny Glen Landfill remains the most cost effective option.

b)

Provide a recommendation to each council that they:
i)
ii)
iii)

Continue to dispose of waste to Bonny Glen Landfill under the contract with
Midwest Disposal Ltd.
Notify Midwest Disposal Ltd of their intention to renew the contract at least six
months prior to the first right of renewal.
Authorise the Administering Authority to review the Joint Committee
Agreement and confirm whether further amendments or termination of the
agreement is required.
CARRIED

Option(s) available
35.

Option One: Based on the preliminary feasibility study, continue to dispose of waste at Bonny
Glen Landfill under the contract with Midwest Disposal Ltd.

36.

Option Two: Undertake a more detailed feasibility study of the Central Landfill to refine the
costs prior to recommending a decision to each Council.

Risks
37.

With Option One, the existing consents held for the Central Landfill would lapse in 2025. Once
the consents lapse, local options for waste disposal would be removed and obtaining new
consents in the future will be difficult and costly.
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38.

There is a risk that transport costs will increase more than has occurred historically. However,
this is largely mitigated in the medium term by fixed cost fluctuations in the waste haulage
contract. In addition, there is likely to be significant progress in low emission options for long
haul vehicles reducing fuel costs and exposure to emissions charges in the longer term.

39.

This option continues to eliminate the risks of securing tonnage to keep the Central Landfill
viable, and operational risks around operating a landfill outlined in previous reports on
regional disposal options.

40.

With Option Two, given the clear results from the preliminary feasibility work, further analysis
is unlikely to change the outcome and will result in unnecessary expenditure and time delays,
potentially impacting the timeline laid out in the CLJCA.

Whaiwhakaaro me ngā aromatawai / Considerations and Assessments
Assessment of Significance and Engagement
41.

In accordance with the Council's Significance and Engagement Policy, this matter has been
assessed as being of some importance. While the Central Landfill is a strategic asset, this
review is simply implementing what has been outlined in the CLJCA and previously approved
by the three councils. The decision to continue to use Bonny Glen Landfill is also consistent
with each Council’s LTP and will continue to provide waste disposal savings for Taranaki
residents.

42.

In considering the recommendation it should be noted that:
a.

The significance of the decision for each individual council will reflect their respective
significance and engagement policies. The significance assessment for each Council is
summarised below.

b.

For the CLJCA to be amended or terminated, this must be approved by all three councils
through council resolutions.
Council
NPDC

Significance
decision
Some
importance

SDC

Medium

STDC

Medium

of

Justification
The recommendation is specifically provided for in
the LTP and continues to enable the Council to meet
its strategic outcomes and in particular, provide the
same level of service for waste disposal to the
community within budget, and realising savings
outlined in previous reports.
While this matter may attract public interest in the
Stratford district, it does not change Council’s level
of service or capacity to provide a service.
While this matter is likely to attract a high level of
public interest in the South Taranaki district,
alternative options for waste disposal are provided
for in the LTP assumptions and the Council will
continue to be able to offer a similar level of service,
with financial benefits for ratepayers.
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43.

South Taranaki District Council’s general approach to determining the level of significance will
be to consider:
Criteria
Degree

Measure
The number of residents and ratepayers
affected and the degree to which they are
affected by the decision or proposal.

LOS

The achievement of, or ability to achieve, the
Council’s stated levels of service as set out in
the Long Term Plan.

Decision

Whether this type of decision, proposal or
issue has a history of generating wide public
interest within South Taranaki.

Financial

The impact of the decision or proposal on the
Council’s overall budget or included in an
approved Long Term Plan and its ability to
carry out its existing or proposed functions
and activities now and in the future.

Reversible

The degree to which the decision or proposal
is reversible.

Environment The degree of impact the decision will have on
the environment.

Assessment
High: Although
the
number
of
people
affected by this decision
is high – this decision is
not
proposing
any
changes from the service
currently being provided.
Low: The Council’s stated
levels of service set out in
the 2021-31 LTP will
remain unchanged.
Moderate: The decision
to transport waste to
Bonny Glen Landfill did
generate some interest
during the development
of the 2018-28 LTP.
Council continues to
work with Iwi/Hapū in
relation
to
waste
minimisation across the
District.
Low: Transporting waste
to Bonny Glen Landfill
remains the most cost
effective decision – there
will be no additional
impacts on the Council’s
overall budget.
Moderate: The decision
to continue transporting
waste to Bonny Glen
Landfill can be reversed –
however investigations
would need to take place
to find an alternative
location.
Low: This decision will
not
impact
the
environment to a greater
degree.
Waste
minimisation is a key
focus of the Environment
and
Sustainability
Strategy
which
the
Council continues to
work towards.
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44.

In terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy this matter is of medium
significance.

45.

The level to which the Council will engage will align with the significance of the decision to be
made and will be at one of the levels shown below:
Level
Inform

Goal
To provide the public with balanced and
objective information to assist them in
understanding the problems, alternatives,
opportunities and/or solutions.

Outcome
The decision will be
made public through
minutes and Council’s
public communications
eg. Facebook, Antenno,
SouthLink.

Legislative Considerations
46.

These options are consistent with the Local Government Act by providing the most cost
effective waste disposal for the community.

47.

Options are consistent with the Waste Minimisation Act.

Financial/Budget Considerations
48.

For Option One, despite the increase in costs associated with transporting the waste out of
the region, all three councils will continue to benefit from a net reduction in the total cost of
disposal due to the significantly reduced gate rate offered by Midwest Disposal Limited.

49.

For the three councils, this option would save the parties to the Joint Committee
approximately $7million (Net Present Cost) over the 35 year term of the contract if the
current situation were to continue.

50.

Transport costs and waste volumes would need to increase significantly and be sustained
throughout the 35 years for the Central Landfill to become the most cost effective option.
This is unlikely given the current political environment nationally.

51.

This option would require legal review of the CLJCA and RWSMA to ensure these are updated
to reflect the councils’ decisions. This could be undertaken within existing budgets.

52.

For Option Two, further work would be required to be undertaken to confirm landfill
development costs and update the full cost accounting model, requiring input from
consultants. This cost has been allowed for in the 2021/22 budget.

Environmental Sustainability
53.

By continuing to utilise Bonny Glen Landfill versus building the Central Landfill, the Council
will save carbon emissions due to the infrastructure, construction and operational emissions
that would be required to complete the construction of the Central Landfill. An analysis of the
two options showed that utilising Bonny Glen saves at least four times but up to 17 times the
emissions created from building and operating a new landfill within the region.
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54.

55.

The lower estimate is based on failing to achieve waste reductions in alignment with our
strategy and goals of working towards zero waste. If the Council achieves near Zero Waste by
2040 via intensive waste reduction programmes, especially removing and recovering organic
waste from landfill at a local facility/facilities, then up to 17 times the emissions can be saved.
However, continuing to transport large volumes of waste to Bonny Glen has significant
ongoing transport emissions implications. The rising cost of carbon in the ETS will continue to
increase, as will the cost of using fossil fuels. These issues could be reduced/minimised by
investigating alternative low-emission haulage options (eg. biofuel, electric or hydrogenpowered haulage vehicles), and ensuring our contractors invest in these alternative options
via our procurement and contract management processes.

Consistency with Plans/Policies/Community Outcomes
56.

Options are consistent with each council’s Long Term Plan.

57.

This matter contributes to the following community outcomes as detailed below:
•
•

Prosperous South Taranaki – Economic well-being
Sustainable South Taranaki – Environmental well-being

Local Government Purpose
58.

Option One, promotes delivery through efficient process and decision making, and
partnerships through the regional approach to waste disposal options

59.

Option Two, promotes partnerships through the regional approach to waste disposal options.

Impact on Māori/Iwi
60.

With Option One, the engagement with Iwi and Hapū to date over the Central Landfill
development indicates this option is likely to be supported by Māori, as landfill development
would cease in the Waingongoro River catchment which has significant cultural values.

61.

As noted in Option One, there has been engagement with Iwi and Hapū to date over the
Central Landfill development. This option would delay a decision on the future of Central
Landfill which may not be supported by Māori.

Affected Parties Consultation
62.

For Option One, community views obtained during the consultation on the councils’ Waste
Management and Minimisation Plans indicates that there would be support for out of region
disposal by some sectors of the community, particularly those that support waste
minimisation initiatives over building a new landfill.

63.

However, there is also a portion of the community that would prefer waste is not transported
long distances, given the potential for greater carbon emissions.

64.

With Option Two, there may be negative feedback on the inefficiency of decision making and
delays with this option.
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Advantages and Disadvantages
65.

Option One allows the councils to make a decision on the future efficiently and frees up
resources to focus on reducing waste to the landfill.

66.

The CLJCA will need to be amended or terminated under this option. However, regional
collaboration on waste management and minimisation will continue through the existing
RWSMA, although this will also need to be updated.

67.

This option will mean there will be no consented landfill options in Taranaki that could be
developed in the foreseeable future.

68.

Option Two would delay the decision, while landfill costs are updated and further analysis is
undertaken.

Whakakapia / Conclusion
69.

Option One allows the councils to make a decision on the future efficiently and frees up
resources to focus on reducing waste to landfill. The CLJCA will need to be amended or
terminated under this option. However, regional collaboration on waste management and
minimisation will continue through the existing RWSMA, although this may also need to be
updated. This option will also mean there will be no consented landfill option in Taranaki that
could be developed in the foreseeable future.

70.

Option Two would delay the decision, while landfill costs are updated and further analysis is
undertaken.

71.

This report recommends Option One, provide a recommendation to each council to continue
to dispose of waste to Bonny Glen Landfill under the contract with Midwest Disposal Ltd for
addressing the matter.

Herbert Denton

Kaihautū Whakaea /
Works Delivery Manager

[Seen By]
Fiona Aitken

Kaiarataki Ratonga Hapori me te Pūhanga /
Group Manager Community and
Infrastructure Services

Attachments:
Appendix 1 - 2018 sensitivity analysis for the comparison of Central Landfill and Bonny Glen Landfill
disposal options.
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Appendix 1
2018 sensitivity analysis for the comparison of Central Landfill and Bonny Glen Landfill disposal
options
Difference in Net Present Cost ($millions)
between Central and Bonny Glen Landfills
Low1
Mid2
High3

NPDC
$6.27
$7.97
$12.44
General waste
-$1.43
-$1.30
-$0.62
Special waste
$4.84
$6.67
$11.83
Net saving
SDC
$0.03
$0.66
$2.63
General waste
-$0.09
-$0.08
-$0.04
Special waste
-$0.05
$0.58
$2.59
Net saving
STDC
$2.20
$4.14
$11.64
General waste
-$0.19
-$0.17
-$0.08
Special waste
$2.02
$3.97
$11.56
Net saving
$6.80
$11.22
$25.97
All Councils net saving
Red text indicates the Central Landfill is more cost effective; low, med and high scenarios are based
on sensitivity analysis of assumptions in relation to 1lowest difference (transport 4% increase per
year), 2current situation and 3reduction in waste due to successful waste minimisation initiatives
(highest difference).
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Pūrongo
Report

4

To

Policy and Strategy Committee

From

Kaihautū Pūtea / Finance Manager, Garry Morris

Date

27 April 2022

Subject

Exemption for Council Controlled Organisation – Novus Contracting
Limited
(This report shall not be construed as policy until adopted by full Council)

Whakarāpopoto Kāhui Kahika / Execu�ve Summary
1.

Every three years the Council is required by Section 7(6) of the Local Government Act 2002
(the Act) to formally exempt Novus Contracting Limited from being a Council Controlled
Organisation and therefore the accountability requirements of the Act.

Taunakitanga / Recommenda�on
THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee recommends the Council approves that Novus
Contracting Limited be exempted as a Council Controlled Organisation in accordance with Section
7(3) of the Local Government Act 2002.

Kupu Whakamārama / Background
2.

Novus Contracting Limited (Novus) ceased to operate on the sale of its business activities
on 1 February 1999. The value of the dormant company on the Council’s balance sheet is
zero however, Novus has not been wound up or disposed of because it retains tax losses of
$1,820,336, which translates to a potential tax effect of $509,694.

3.

The cost of retaining Novus as a dormant company is approximately $3,500 per year, which
includes audit fees and director fees. The cost over the 20 years that the company has been
exempted is around $50,000 - $60,000. Officers consider the potential value of the tax effect
makes Novus worth retaining, especially with the current Government review of local
government, which may bring new opportunities to utilise Novus.

4.

Officers plan to bring a revised Novus company constitution to the Council that considers
removing the need produce annual accounts for Novus, while the company is dormant. This
will remove the requirement to audit accounts on an annual basis.

5.

Currently, it is not necessary to require the directors of Novus to fulfil the accountability
obligations of the Act, such as developing a statement of intent, as the company is dormant.
The Act does require the Council’s approval for Novus to be exempt as a council controlled
organisation. The Council has exempted Novus as a council controlled organisation since the
Act came into force in 2002.
1
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Legislative Considerations
6.

Section 64 of the Act requires that the Council must have a Statement of Intent that
complies with Clause 9 of Schedule 8 for all council controlled organisations; however,
Section 7 of the Act allows the Council, after considering the nature and scope of the
activities and the cost benefits of an exemption, to pass a resolution to exempt a small
organisation from being classed as a council controlled trading organisation. The exemption
provision allows the Council to exempt a non-trading council controlled organisation such
as Novus from going through the extensive exercise that Section 64 would otherwise
require.

Whakakapia / Conclusion
7.

Using the provisions of Section 7 of the Act and exempting Novus from being classified as a
council controlled organisation provides potential benefits to the Council and the
community in terms of reducing the volume and complexity of work required to keep Novus,
while the potential tax effects remain available for any future use. A future report will
examine options for changing the Novus constitution to further reduce administration costs.

Garry Morris

Kaihautū Pūtea /
Finance Manager

[Seen by]
Marianne Archibald

Kaiarataki Topūranga /
Group Manager Corporate Services
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Pūrongo-Whakamārama
Information Report
5
To

Policy and Strategy Committee

From

Kaihautū Toitū te Taiao / Environment and Sustainability Manager, Rebecca Martin

Date

27 April 2022

Subject

Development Waste Management and Minimisation Plan
(This report shall not be construed as policy until adopted by full Council)

Whakarāpopoto Kāhui Kahika / Execu�ve Summary
1.

The purpose of this report is to inform the Policy and Strategy Committee (the Committee) that
Council staff have initiated the process to review and renew the 2018 Waste Management and
Minimisation Plan (WMMP). New Plymouth District Council (NPDC) and Stratford District
Council (SDC) staff are also undertaking this process and where possible, we will be working
regionally on strategic development and regional alignment of the WMMP. As with the
development and delivery of any new statutory plan or strategy, development of the WMMP
will involve extensive co-design with our Elected Members and Iwi/hapū partners, ongoing
community engagement via social, traditional media and communication plans. This will occur
on an ongoing basis over the coming 12 months.

2.

The WMMP is a statutory document under the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 (the Act) and
Councils are required to review them at least every six years. Technically, the Council do not
have to renew the WMMP until 2024, but our recent mid-term review of the Council’s WMMP 1
recommended aligning the timing of the next WMMP with our SDC and NPDC partners.
Together, we are aiming to publish and enact our new WMMPs in July 2023.

3.

In recent years, there have been significant changes to the waste management framework and
legislation at a national level. More transformational changes are anticipated in the next 6 - 12
months. These changes will all have cost and service delivery implications for the Council’s
Waste Management and Minimisation work programmes. These legislative changes, and the
associated work programmes required, will be reflected in the new WMMP.

Taunakitanga / Recommenda�on
THAT the Policy and Strategy Committee;
1)

Receives the report on the development of the new South Taranaki District Council Waste
Management and Minimisation Plan (WMMP).

2)

Notes that there will be ongoing engagement and co-design with Elected Members, Iwi-hapū
and our communities over the next 12 months, as we develop the new WMMP.

1

The mid-term review of the WMMP was presented to the Policy and Strategy Committee on 14 June 2021.

1
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Kupu Whakamārama / Background
4.

The Act requires Territorial Authorities (TA’s) to review and implement WMMP’s at least every
six years. The WMMP is a statutory document that enables councils to promote and achieve
effective and efficient waste management and minimisation targets within their district.

5.

The WMMP sets out Council’s framework and strategy to deliver an effective, efficient
residential waste management service and waste minimisation activities for the five year
period from 2018 to 2023.

6.

NPDC is due to adopt a revised plan by the end of 2023, while SDC and South Taranaki District
Council need to adopt revised plans by 2024. An action within all three current WMMPs
recommended that the three TA’s align their next plan review processes, so that there will be
improved regional alignment and so that key parts of developing the WMMPs can be
undertaken collaboratively. The Regional Waste Minimisation Officer will co-ordinate the
regional aspects of the project for inclusion in all TA’s individual WMMP’s.

7.

The Council’s WMMP has been active since July 2018, so therefore, now moving towards the
end of the current WMMP. The Environment and Sustainability team carried out a mid-term
review 2 to assess progress to 31 December 2020 against the actions and targets in the WMMP,
and to assess any areas requiring improvement in the next WMMP. This mid-term review also
recommended aligning the timing of the next WMMP with our SDC and NPDC partners. At an
Ordinary Meeting of the South Taranaki District Council held on 28 June 2021, a motion was
passed that “The start date for the Council’s next Waste Management and Minimisation Plan
be 1 July 2023, to allow better alignment with New Plymouth and Stratford District Councils”.

8.

Since the WMMP was adopted in 2018, there has been a raft of legislative changes and
programme reform at a national level in the waste management and minimisation space. These
changes have had and will continue to have, significant impacts on the Councils operational
work programmes (eg. changes to the plastics accepted for recycling in 2020).

9.

Additional large scale transformational changes to waste management in New Zealand are
anticipated in the very near future, including:
a.
b.
c.

d.
10.

2

the national standardisation of Council run kerbside collections;
mandatory inclusion of separate green and food waste bins in Council run kerbside
collections;
nationwide bans and phasing out of problem plastics (including plastic cotton buds,
plastic drink stirrers, oxo - and photo degradable plastic products, certain PVC food trays
and containers (pre-formed and rigid), polystyrene takeaway packaging and expanded
polystyrene food and beverage packaging); and
the initiation of container return deposit schemes for cans and drink bottles, among other
initiatives planned for roll out in the next 6 - 12 months.

In addition, Ministry for the Environment (MfE) have confirmed that the Waste Disposal Levy
(WDL) will increase by an additional $10 per tonne from July 2021 and will continue to increase
each year until 2026 (eventually reaching $60 per tonne). The classes of landfill subject to the
WDL are also being expanded. The WDL provides funding for councils to mobilise waste
minimisation efforts.

The mid-term review of the WMMP was presented to the Policy & Strategy Committee on 14 June 2021.

1
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Due to these changes, the Council can expect to receive an additional $160,000-$180,000
approximately of WDL funding in 2022/23 (from a baseline of $100,835 in 2019/20).
11.

During the mid-term review of the WMMP in 2021, the following key recommendations were
received from Councillors:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

moving forward with a feasibility study that covers options for working with NPDC and
SDC to collectively build/own/operate a commercial composting facility. This feasibility
study will be complete by 30 June 2021, the results of which will soon be workshopped
with Elected Members;
exploring a shift to fortnightly kerbside collections, including separate food waste
collections in the Council’s kerbside collection service when the contract is retendered;
promoting existing reuse and recovery facilities (Op Shops, the Junction etc);
incentivising home composting;
promoting regional illegal dumping campaign and existing whiteware collection services;
considering increased staff time focused on commercial/industrial waste minimisation;
and
continued advocacy at a national level for central government waste minimisation
reform.

Existing Council Policy
12.

The Council adopted their WMMP in 2018 and as per the Act it is required to be reviewed at
least every six years.

13.

As per the requirements of the Act, a Special Consultative Process (SCP) will be run for the final
draft of the WMMP. During this period, the draft WMMP would be available to the public for a
month for submissions and followed by Council hearings and deliberations before final
adoption.

Local Government Purpose
14.

The development of the WMMP fits with the Local Government purpose under the Waste
Minimisation Act 2008 and the Local Government Act 2002.

15.

Reviewing the WMMP is also aligned with the goals and targets in the Council’s Environment
and Sustainability Strategy.

16.

By strategically directing and continuously improving our waste management and minimisation
efforts, the WMMP promotes social, economic, environmental and cultural well-beings for our
community, both now and into the future.

Current Practice
17.

As with the development and delivery of any new statutory plan or strategy, development of
the WMMP will involve extensive co-design with our Elected Members and Iwi/hapū partners,
ongoing community engagement via social and traditional media and detailed communication
plans so that our community is kept informed throughout the process. This will occur on an
ongoing basis over the coming 12 months.

2

37

5

Policy and Strategy Committee - Infromation Report

Legislative Considerations
18.

The Act requires councils to review their WMMP’s at least every six years. It is consistent with
the Local Government Act 2002 and Waste Minimisation Act 2008 and aligns with the
expectations and advice from Central Government, the Office of the Auditor General,
Department of Internal Affairs and Local Government New Zealand around Council’s waste
management and minimisation work programmes and service delivery.

Whakakapia / Conclusion
19.

The purpose of this report is to inform the Council that the development of the new WWMP is
about to begin. There will be extensive engagement and co-design with our Elected Members
and Iwi/hapū partners and ongoing community engagement over the coming 12 months as the
new WMMP is developed.

Rebecca Martin

Kaihautū Toitū te Taiao /
Environmental and Sustainability Manager

[Seen by]
Liam Dagg

Kaiarataki Taiao /
Group Manager Environmental Services
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6.

Whakataunga kia noho tῡmatanui kore / Resolution to Exclude the Public
THAT the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely:
The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for
passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds under section 48(1)
of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this
resolution are as follows:
General subject of each
matter to be considered

Reason for passing this
resolution in relation to
each matter

Ground(s) under section 48(1)
for the passing of this
resolution

1. Confirmation of Policy
and Strategy
Committee minutes
held on 7 March 2022.

Good reason to withhold
exists under Section 7.

That the public conduct of the
relevant
part
of
the
proceedings of the meeting
would be likely to result in the
disclosure of information for
which good reason for
withholding exists. Section
48(1)(a)

This resolution is made in reliance on sections 48(1)(a) of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by section
7 of that Act, which would be prejudiced by the holding of the relevant part of the proceedings
of the meeting in public are as follows:
Item No
1

Interest
Enable any local authority holding the information to carry on, without
prejudice or disadvantage, negotiations (including commercial and
industrial negotiations) (Schedule 7(2)(i)).
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