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General Submission 
 
The Waimakariri District Council welcomes the opportunity to submit to the Productivity 
Commission in response to the Inquiry into how New Zealand can maximise the opportunities 
and minimise the costs and risks of transitioning to a low net-emissions economy.  The 
Commission’s Terms of Reference and draft report have been read with interest and the 
following general comments are offered.  
 
General comments  
 
The findings and recommendations in the draft report are generally supported by this Council, 
and the Productivity Commission’s key recommendation for a credible and efficient market in 
emissions units, rather than replace the ETS with a carbon tax, is supported. 

Because of New Zealand’s significantly decarbonized energy sector, its large share of land 
sector emissions, and its large forestry sector, this Council acknowledges that moving to a 
low-emissions economy will involve a significant departure from the technologies and 
practices commonplace in New Zealand today.  Local governments are faced with planning in 
the long-term for their communities, and the need to plan for many of these disruptive 
technologies.   

The Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) Leaders’ Climate Change declaration (2017) 
supports an ambitious transition plan towards a low carbon and resilient New Zealand, and a 
more ambitious national schedule of climate change mitigation. 

The recommendations in the draft report generally provide a framework for this more ambitious 
national schedule. 

The following comments are offered on some of the recommendations in the draft report. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Recommendation R4.1 to reform the Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) rather than replace it 
with a carbon tax is fully supported.  The original concept and architecture of New Zealand’s 
ETS is sound, and it is abundantly clear that it has failed because the true environmental costs 
of carbon emissions have not been factored into the scheme.  This Council supports the 
development of a credible and efficient market in emissions units. 
 
Recommendation R5.1 to phase out all subsidies that support ongoing production and use of 
fossil fuel is supported. 
 
Recommendation R7.1 to use the United Kingdom (UK) Climate Change Act as a basis for 
the design of a Zero Carbon Bill is supported.  This Council supports the conclusions of the 
Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment (March 2018) that the “cornerstone of any 
new legislation will be the enactment of a long-term emissions reduction target”, and that the 
UK legislation not only sets a target, but makes those targets legally binding domestically. 
 
Recommendation R7.2 to seek to achieve broad political support and consensus for the Zero 
Carbon Bill is vital in achieving broad-scale public support and the social involvement that is 
necessary to make the transition to a low-emissions economy.  Again this was expressed by 
the outgoing Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, Dr Jan Wright, on page 4 
Stepping Stones to Paris and Beyond (2017), and reiterated by the incoming Parliamentary 
Commissioner, Mr Simon Upton on page 6 of A Zero Carbon Act for New Zealand (2018). 
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Recommendations R7.7 to R7.10, to establish a Climate Change Commission as an advisory 
and independent Crown Entity, are supported. 
 
Recommendation R8.1 to establish separate targets for long-lived and short-lived gases is 
fully supported and is consistent with Upton (2017) page 16.  A sensible and balanced policy 
response is to account for methane and nitrous oxide separately to carbon dioxide. This will 
be a major contributor to the agricultural sector’s acceptance of an ETS with realistic price 
signals, and is consistent with seeking to achieve the broad scale support and consensus 
outlined in Recommendation R7.2 above.  Similarly Recommendation R10.3 to fully include 
agricultural emissions in the ETS within an overall all-gases target is supported, if the above 
two-baskets approach is adopted. 

 
Recommendation R10.1 to examine practical options to transition permanent exotic forests to 
native forests is supported.  Although the exotic conifer pinus radiata plays a major role in 
sequestering large amounts of carbon dioxide, it does nothing to enhance or improve New 
Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity.  Carbon sequestration should be developed as an option 
that is in keeping with enhancing New Zealand’s indigenous biodiversity (see LGNZ think-
piece on Addressing New Zealand’s Biodiversity Challenge (August 2017)). 
 
Recommendation R11.1 to introduce CO2 emissions standards for light vehicles is fully 
supported, as is recommendation R11.2 for a price feebate scheme for entry vehicles.  The 
feebate scheme should replace Road User Charge exemptions for electric vehicles (EVs). 
 
Recommendation R11.3 to provide financial support for charging infrastructure is supported.  
Already Local Government in Canterbury have shown leadership in already providing charging 
infrastructure in Kaikoura, Hurunui, Christchurch, Ashburton and Waimate, however Central 
Government subsidies for this infrastructure is a worthwhile use to incentivise a national 
network of charging infrastructure stations.  In the Waimakariri District EV charging stations 
are already in place at the Warehouse and Mainpower. 
 
Recommendation R13.1 to shift the primary mandate of the Energy Efficiency and 
Conservation Authority (EECA) from conserving energy to lowering emissions is fully 
supported. 
 
Recommendation R14.2 to amend the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 to apply the waste 
disposal levy to all known and consented waste disposal facilities is supported, subject to an 
assessment of the costs to residents.  This Council agrees that the waste disposal levy of $10 
per tonne is too low, and does not reflect the true costs of emissions from this source.  This 
Council agrees with the MfE conclusion that “gradually increasing the levy will drive the 
message that waste disposal is unviable and will provide the necessary signals to industry to 
prepare for this change well in advance”. 
 
Recommendation R14.4 to require farm dumps to have a resource consent is fully supported.  
Local Government currently have the general powers of competence to make bylaws in this 
arena, however a National Environmental Standard relating to waste is a more effective tool 
to achieve national consistency. 
 
Recommendation R14.5 to consider a partial waste disposal levy is supported because raising 
both ETS charges and a landfill levy would be a significant cost burden to residents.  Local 
Government could use any increases in the levy to assist with the cost of diverting organic 
wastes from landfill.  
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Recommendations R15.1 and 15.2 to review the Building Code is supported particularly 
relating to more stringent energy efficient standards, but these recommendations could go 
further.  As Building Consent Authorities, Local Government innovation to improve energy 
efficiency or conserve water are often frustrated by the need for compliance with minimum 
standards of the Building Code.  To achieve zero emissions by 2050, large scale and sweeping 
reform of the Building Code will be necessary.   
 
Comments on Questions asked in the draft Report 
 
The following responses are offered to some of the questions asked in the draft report. 
 
Question 10.1 In relation to the point of obligation for agricultural emissions, this Council 
favours the option of full farm level assessments, and only including farms above a minimum 
size threshold.  As with the Canterbury Regional Land and Water Plan, the requirement to 
calculate nitrate-nitrogen loss applies only to holdings greater than 10 hectares, and a 
consistent minimum size for a point of obligation for agricultural emissions would be helpful. 
 
Question 10.2   Small areas of planting (including riparian planting) within the NZ ETS would 
be useful in not only contributing to carbon sequestration, but also contributing to surface water 
quality improvements and biodiversity enhancement, however this would have to be done 
within the context of international carbon accounting rules allowing riparian plantings of less 
than 30 metres to be counted as carbon credits. 
 
Question 11.1   Phasing out fossil fuel vehicles by some specified future date is supported. 
The lead of UK and France in phasing out fossil fuel vehicles by 2030 is too early for New 
Zealand, but this notion is supported in-principle for some specified future date. 
 
Question 11.2   A price feebate scheme applying to heavy vehicles, as well as light vehicles 
entering the NZ fleet, is supported. 
 
Question 12.1  It is not so much the Resource Management Act 1991 that constrains 
investment in renewable electricity generation, particularly wind and hydro generation, but the 
electricity utilities that disadvantage households for supplementing their electricity generation 
with household-level solar panels and household wind turbines.  While other OECD 
jurisdictions pay comparable rates for household renewable generation to contribute to the 
grid, this is not the case in New Zealand. 
 
Question 13.1   Providing Fonterra with discretion to refuse milk supplies, where this would 
lead to inefficient land use and/or a significant increase in GHG emissions, would be a sensible 
reform in the long-term. 
 
Questions 13.2 to 13.4    Amending NZ cement standards to permit greater use of lower carbon 
components is supported, although this is likely to occur anyway with a higher carbon price. 
 
Questions 16.1   The ETS could be extended to cover wastewater treatment plants, although 
this Council has not quantified the costs of this proposal. Although not contributing a large 
percentage amount to the national emissions profile, it would not be a good example to 
exclude this source of emissions that are in the main a local government utility. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit to the Inquiry’s draft report. 
 


