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Clause 

Which region are you currently residing in within New Zealand? 
Position  

Wellington/Te Whanga-nui-a-Tara  
Notes 
Clause 

Question 1: Do you think the current situation of increasing waste to landfill and poor availability of 
waste data needs to change? 

Position  
Yes  

Notes 
Absolutely. However there is potential contradiction in specifying the situation of largest waste per 
capita when also admitting poor data that could undermine efforts. But yes, we need facts.  

Clause 
Question 2: Do you have any comments on the preliminary review of the effectiveness of the waste 
disposal levy outlined in appendix A? If so, please specify 

Position  
Yes  

Notes 
There are still gaping holes regarding private landfills where the levy is not applied. We therefore 
suspect the actual quantities of waste are likely far greater. However based upon given figures it 
would appear the current levy is not supporting meeting the target of reduced waste.  

Clause 
Question 3: Do you think the landfill levy needs to be progressively increased to higher rates in the 
future (beyond 2023)? 

Position  
Unsure  

Notes 
While we are inclined to say yes, simply hitting companies with higher costs will not work without a 
concerted effort involving multi-agencies, education, and alternative options for processing and 
diverting waste. The only likely outcome would be increased costs to the end user including home-
buyers. People need to know of other ways to both reduce their waste and process it in the right way 
at actual end-of-life. Education has a key role to play and here the Ministry for Education needs to 
play a part in encouraging sustainability as compulsory in schools. this could feed through all later 
educational practices into tertiary where architect graduates and skilled trades people look for 
alternative ways to design and build.  

Clause 
Question 4: Do you support expanding the landfill levy to the following landfills? 

Position 1 
iii. contaminated soils and inert materials (class 3 and 4) (whether requiring restrictions on future use 
of site or not)  

Position 2 

mailto:info@economate.co.nz


ii. non-hazardous construction and demolition waste (e.g. rubble/concrete/plasterboard/timber) 
(class 2)  

Position 3 
i. waste disposed of at industrial monofills (class 1)  

Notes 
There needs to be better education at the point of tipping/skipping, including separating waste types 
so that wasters take responsibility for their own actions. This also needs to be considered with higher 
fines for fly-tipping which could increase as a result - again multi-agency approach (here considering 
law-enforcement) is required to anticipate how people will react.  

Clause 
Question 5: Do you think that some activities, sites, or types of waste should be excluded from the 
landfill levy? 

Notes 
Absolutely no exclusions. Even cleanfill contributes towards space being used for landfill. Inert 
materials, when mixed are essentially still changing the landscape from its natural form which cannot 
then be used for other purposes for decades.  

Clause 
Question 6: Do you have any views on how sites that are not intended to be subject to a levy should 
be defined (e.g. remediation sites, subdivision works)? 

Position  
Yes (please specify below)  

Notes 
It is produces waste, takes up space in landfill then it is contributing to the problem. Therefore needs 
considering as such.  

Clause 
Question 7: Which of the following proposed rates for municipal (class 1) landfills do you prefer? 

Position  
ii. $60 per tonne  

Notes 
But only as long as increased funds are reinvested into solutions to further address eg waste 
minimisation fund.  

Clause 
Question 8: Do you think that the levy rate should be the same for all waste types?: 

Position  
No  

Notes 
Should be higher rates for materials that cause great harm to the environment or peoples, or require 
specialist processing eg asbestos. Also impose higher levies for mateirals where other solutions are 
readily available ie people being lazy instead of using alternative ways eg recycle or reuse facilities. An 
example might be volumes of paper or plastic.  

Clause 
Question 8i: Should the levy be highest for municipal landfills (class 1)? 

Position  
Unsure  

Notes 
Again only if supported with education around other ways to get rid of waste so that people can make 
informed decisions around their actions. It is important to catch the 'everyday person' so that change 
infiltrates through all culture, not just those involved in waste or construction industries.  

Clause 
Question 8ii: Should the levy be lower for industrial monofills (class 1) than municipal landfills (class 
1)? 

Position  
No  

Notes 
Though please see above - while they may provide greater regular volume they need alternatives and 
education.  

Clause 
Question 8iii: Should the levy be lower for construction and demolition sites (class 2) than municipal 
landfills (class 1)? 



Position  
No  

Notes 
As above. Economate is working with this group however we are a small enterprise who modal could 
be scaled  

Clause 
Question 8iv: Should the levy be lowest for contaminated soils and other inert materials (class 3 and 
4)? 

Position  
No  

Notes 
Previous point RE damage to environment creates more negative impact. But again couple this with 
education and alternative ways ot dispose of safely.  

Clause 
Question 8v: Should a lower levy apply for specified by-products of recycling operations? 

Position  
Unsure  

Notes 
Maybe in the meantime if as part of a current 'solution'. This might be one to address later as 
recycling processes improve.  

Clause 
Question 9: Do you support phasing in of changes to the levy? 

Position  
Yes  

Notes 
To support businesses that do not have any current alternative ways to process waste. While we are 
envionmentally-motivated we all must work within current economic systems and businesses should 
not be negatively impacted financially without time to prepare accordingly.  

Clause 
Question 9 (continued): if you support phasing in of changes to the levy, which option do you prefer? 

Position  
expand and increase (option B)  

Notes 
Clause 

Question 10: Do you think any changes are required to the existing ways of measuring waste 
quantities in the Waste Minimisation (Calculation and Payment of Waste Disposal Levy) Regulations 
2009? If so, please specifiy: 

Position  
Unsure  

Notes 
Some greater onus needs to be put on those sending the waste to take accountability for declaring 
what they are sending to waste - merely for recording so as not to act as a deterrent ie big brother.  

Clause 
Question 11: Do you think any changes are required to the definitions in the Waste Minimisation 
(Calculation and Payment of Waste Disposal Levy) Regulations 2009? 

Position  
Unsure  

Notes 
Is this accessible to those not in construction and demolition? Just consider the wider audience if 
relevant. Is tonnage the right way to measure and does this act and a barrier to measuring waste?  

Clause 
Question 12: What do you think about the levy investment plan? 

Notes 
We feel it is taking a very singular view of the issue without relating to wider big picture contributors. 
As mentioned previously - change needs to happen with those entering the industry (education), with 
suppliers of materials (international supply chain), and with community. Otherwise all you are doing is 
imposing higher costs that the consumer will end up footing the bill for.  

Clause 



Question 13: If the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 were to be reviewed in the future, what are the 
changes you would like a review to consider? 

Notes 
Obviously increased funding. Also accountability to those offered funding to show funds used 
effectively. Supporting schemes like Wellington's Climathon (for which we are committee members). 
Also linking funding to education so that behaviour change can be encouraged across wider 
consumers (who ultimately are creators of waste).  

Clause 
Question 14: Do you agree that waste data needs to be improved? 

Position  
Yes  

Notes 
Clause 

Question 15: If the waste data proposals outlined are likely to apply to you or your organisation, can 
you estimate any costs you would expect to incur to collect, store and report such information? What 
challenges might you face in complying with the proposed reporting requirements for waste data? 

Notes 
No negative impacts for us.  

Clause 
Question 16: What are the main costs and benefits for you if the proposals to increase the levy rate 
for municipal landfills, expand the levy to additional sites and improve waste data? 

Notes 
We are here to help those who are affected negatively by offering an alternative to landfill waste. We 
link construction companies with schools to divert safe pre-consumer material so it doesn't go to 
landfill - this ultimately would reduce the amount of levy they are paying and keep material out of 
landfill.  

Clause 
If applicable, please describe parts of your submission that you do not want to be published on the 
Ministry for the Environment website 

Notes 
We are a small social enterprise. However we have potential for growth and a model that works well 
and is scalable. We would be open to discussion with the Ministry around how the Economate model 
could support a shared goal in reducing landfill. See economate.co.nz.  

 


