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To the authors of the draft consultation document, 

 
Chapter 14 – Waste 
 
R14.1 The Ministry for the Environment should ensure that, in its project to collect better waste 
data in New Zealand, emissions-related data is included so as to reduce the very large 
uncertainty regarding waste emissions, and to identify opportunities to reduce emissions in 
the future.  
 
Agree. Implement the ‘Waste Data Framework’ to all managed fills, consented waste 
disposal sites and then farm dumps. (the framework has been in development since 2014. 
Slow progress). 
 
R14.2 The Government should amend the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 so that the waste 
disposal levy is applied to all known, consented waste disposal facilities.  
 
Agree. (the only reliable data about waste that the Ministry for the Environment has access 
to, comes from the 45 levied waste disposal facilities. These facilities receive an estimated 
30% of New Zealand’s total waste disposed to the land. The Ministry does not have access to 
data from the remaining estimated 70% of waste disposed at 381 known, consented landfills 
or at uncontrolled environments like farm dumps. (Ministry for the Environment, 2017o, p. 54). 
The co-benefits of applying the Waste disposal levy to all known disposal sites i.e. it 
will allow for further opportunities to reduce emissions through either funding 
alternative treatment systems or disincentives to landfilling.   
 
R14.3 As part of its work to extend the waste disposal levy, the Ministry for the Environment 
should investigate, for all 426 sites subject to the levy, both increasing the levy rate via a 
graduated process, and introducing a differentiated levy rate where organic waste is charged 
at a higher rate than non-organic waste.  
 
Agree. Would support Queenstown Lakes District Councils Waste Minimisation and 
Management Plan 2018 plan to minimise organic waste disposal to landfill and move 
towards zero waste.  
 



R14.4 Local government should be better supported, as needed, to develop effective bylaws 
or consenting requirements for farm dumps and other, unknown, waste disposal sites, through 
an overarching regulatory framework for wastes such as agricultural waste. The Ministry for 
the Environment should investigate whether a national environmental standard relating to 
waste is an appropriate mechanism to deliver this framework. 
 
Agree. National guidelines/templates for effective bylaws &/or consenting requirements 
(for currently unmanaged disposal sites) would facilitate the change required to bring 
sites into the data framework and levy scheme. Otago Regional Council stands pretty 
much alone in regards to disposal to land farm dumps being allowed to operate as 
‘permitted activity’. Consequently limited information on the number of sites, volumes, 
types of material and potential harm to the environment is known.  
 
F14.6  Waste-to-energy provides an opportunity to reduce emissions by diverting waste from 
landfill and substituting for fossil fuels. Anaerobic digestion (e.g., at wastewater treatment 
plants) is a current cost-effective approach to reduce emissions, but the potential to incinerate 
waste (especially household waste) is less clear. 
 
Agree. Diverting food waste from landfill has become an increasing priority as food waste is 
expected to increase the global methane production from 3 to 48 Gkg by 2025, contributing to 
global warming. Anaerobic digestion is a technology that is widely recognised as an economic 
and environmentally friendly solution for the management of organic waste streams.  Through 
anaerobic digestion, organic waste is converted to biogas (of which 50-70%  is methane), 
which is converted to electricity and/or heat.  
 
To improve biogas production and the economics of biogas utilization, co-digestion of food 
waste with a substrate of high methane production potential, i.e. grease trap waste has been 
considered an effective, low cost and commercially flexible approach to reduce process 
limitations and improve methane yields.   Previous studies have demonstrated that by adding 
grease trap waste to food waste biogas production can increase by 30% or more when added 
to the anaerobic digester and may allow wastewater treatment plants to meet over 50% of 
their electricity demand if generated on site. 
 
Fundamentally, anaerobic digestion can decrease the hazards produced by food waste and 
decrease the dependence on fossil fuel, as well as mitigate GHG emissions.  
 
For further information see the journal article:- High loading anaerobic co-digestion of food 
waste and grease trap waste: Determination of the limit and lipid /long chain fatty acid 
conversion.  
Li-Ji Wu, Takuro Kobayashi, Hidetoshi Kuramochi, Yu-You li, Kai-Qin Xu, Yongkang Lv 
Chemical Engineering Journal  338 (2018) 422-431 
 
Q16.1 Should the New Zealand Emissions Trading Scheme be extended to cover wastewater 
treatment plants? 
 
QLDC is generally supportive of an introduction of wastewater emissions to the ETS.  We 
agree with the Productivity Commission that, even with technology available today, there are 
investment options available to some wastewater treatment schemes that would reduce 
emissions while still meeting effluent discharge requirements. 
  
We acknowledge that measuring GHG emissions from wastewater treatment is much more 
complex than other sources (such as energy), and depends significantly on the type of 
treatment process being used.  QLDC recently commissioned research on this matter, with 



application to its own two major wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs), which use different 
treatment processes.  It illustrates that, at a “desktop” level, there is a significant estimation 
error involved.  However, this research also shows that there are ways to improve the 
accuracy of estimation, which QLDC will be considering pursuing e.g., online sampling. 
  
We are happy to provide a copy of this research to the Commission. 
  
Despite this, we do not believe uncertainty in emission estimation is an impediment to 
considering a staged introduction of wastewater emissions into the ETS.  Landfills also exhibit 
a range of actual emissions, depending on the chemistry of the landfill (which in turn is a 
function of source waste and environmental factors such as rainfall).  Yet landfills are included 
in the ETS (using a fixed factor established in the Climate Change (Waste) Regulations 
2010).  A similar framework (including establishing a unique site-specific emissions factor with 
associated monitoring and validation) could be used for wastewater treatment.  This may be 
an intermediate phase (perhaps erring on the side of under-estimating WWTP emissions) 
while more robust methods are used to narrow the range around the central estimate of 
emissions. 
  
We accept that there is a risk that adopting approximate factors risks inefficient signalling 
(under or over-estimating the correct externality signal), however, even under-estimating the 
“true” signal is preferable to no signal at all.  QLDC itself faces investment decisions in WWTPs 
that could reduce emissions, the timing of which could be changed by such a signal.  It seems 
appropriate that the ETS signal, for policy effectiveness, has as broad a coverage as practical, 
even if the resulting signal isn’t “perfect”. 
  
We reiterate that, as our research shows, the calculation is not trivial.  Hence any introduction 
of wastewater emissions into the ETS is a positive move, but should be considered carefully, 
and the costs of achieving more accuracy considered.  QLDC would be happy to assist as it 
continues its research into this area." 
 
 
 

Sincerely 

 

 

 
Polly Lambert 
Policy & Performance Programme Manager 
Queenstown Lakes District Council 
 
 


