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Introduction 

This Waste Assessment establishes the planning foundations for a Waste Minimisation and 
Management Plan (WMMP) for the Kaikōura District by describing the waste situation, setting the 
vision, goals, objectives and targets for the district, and developing options for meeting future 
demand. Some of the key information presented in this Waste Assessment will be summarised in the 
final WMMP.  

This Waste Assessment contains three parts: 

• Part 1 – where are we now? 

This covers policy context, the current waste situation, including waste flows, waste 
infrastructure and services, and forecast of future demand. This will be summarised in the 
WMMP.  

• Part 2 – where do we want to be? 

Part 2 includes the vision, goals, objectives and targets for the waste assessment, which will 
form part the WMMP.  

• Part 3 – how are we going to get there? 

Part 3 identifies options and assesses the suitability of each option (as required by Section 51 
of the Waste Management Act 2008 (WMA) and includes a summary of the outcome of 
consultation with the Medical Officer of Health. The preferred options from the Part 3 
assessment will be presented in the WMMP. 

 

Purpose of the Waste Assessment 

This draft Waste Assessment and associated draft WMMP summarises the current situation for waste 
minimisation and management in the Kaikōura District. It sets out how the Council will progress 
efficient and effective waste management and minimisation. The document paves the way forward, 
considering current policy and the legal framework and Kaikōura District Council’s (KDC’s) vision for 
waste minimisation and management, with an overarching suite of guiding goals and objectives.   

This Waste Assessment and WMMP documents fulfil KDC's obligations under the Waste Minimisation 
Act (WMA) (2008). Section 51(3)(c) of WMA recognises that the information presented in Waste 
Assessments should have regard to the resources of the particular local authority, and in the case of 
KDC – the second smallest district by population in NZ – those resources are very limited. The Council 
does not employ any staff dedicated to the management of waste. 

Accordingly the intention is that these documents are fit for purpose rather than attempting to be 
‘best practice’ and are based upon use of the ‘traditional’ waste hierarchy shown in Figure 1 as a guide 
to prioritising activity, with most of the activities of Council focussed on waste diversion. 

It is however increasing recognised that such activities are in effect only an ‘ambulance at the foot of 
the cliff’ in respect of waste minimisation and that greater progress requires a stronger focus on waste 
reduction and avoidance along the lines of that shown in Figure 2. 

Further central government action, such as putting controls on the use of some hard to recycle plastics 
and establishment of mandatory product stewardship schemes which put responsibility for a 
product’s life-cycle and waste management on manufacturers, importers, retailers and users rather 
than councils and communities are considered to be essential if further progress is to be made. 
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Figure 1 The Traditional Waste Hierarchy 

 
Figure2 Suggested Improved Waste Hierarchy 

Waste Assessment Scope 

This Waste Assessment and the associated WMMP covers solid waste generated in the Kaikōura 
District.  The focus is primarily on materials entering the waste management system (collection, 
processing and disposal) operated by KDC.  Other materials that are relevant but not specifically 
addressed include wastewater treatment solids, industrial by-products and materials re-used on site. 
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PART 1 - THE WASTE SITUATION 

 

1.0  Policy context 
This strategy overarches the policy framework shown in Figure 2 below. 

 
Figure 2: Policy framework for waste minimisation and management in New ZealandError! Bookmark not defined. 

There is a wide range of statutory documents and associated policies that impact waste minimisation 
and management in the Kaikōura District, which are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1 Relevant policy for waste in the Kaikōura District 

National Kaikōura 

Waste Minimisation Act 2008 Kaikōura Long Term Plan 2024-2034 

Health Act 1956  

Hazardous Substances and New 
Organisms Act 1996 

 

Resource Management Act 1991 Kaikōura District Plan 2008 

Local Government Act 2002 Kaikōura Annual Plan 2019/20 

Climate Change Response Act 
2002 

Previous Zero Waste Minimisation Plan 
(adopted 2009) 

NZ Waste and Resource Efficiency 
Strategy 2025 

 

NZ Emissions Trading Scheme  

1.1 Statutory Requirements 

This Waste Assessment establishes the planning foundations for the Kaikōura WMMP by describing 
the waste situation, setting the vision, goals, objectives and targets for the district, and developing 
options for meeting future demand. 
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A WMMP must contain a summary of the Council’s objectives, policies and targets for waste 
management and minimisation. The plan should clearly communicate how the Council will deliver on 
these objectives.  

Section 43 of the WMA states that a WMMP must provide:  
a objectives and policies for achieving effective and efficient waste management and 

minimisation within the territorial authority’s district  
b methods for achieving effective and efficient waste management and minimisation within 

the territorial authority’s district, including -  
i collection, recovery, recycling, treatment, and disposal services for the district to 

meet its current and future waste management and minimisation needs (whether 
provided by the territorial authority or otherwise); and  

ii any waste management and minimisation facilities provided, or to be provided, by 
the territorial authority; and 

iii any waste management and minimisation activities, including any educational or 
public awareness activities, provided, or to be provided, by the territorial authority  

c how implementing the plan is to be funded  
d if the territorial authority wishes to make grants or advances of money in accordance with 

section 47, the framework for doing so.  

A WMMP must have regard to the waste hierarchy, the New Zealand Waste Strategy, and a Council’s 
most recent Waste Assessment. 

 

1.2 National policy 

1.2.1 Waste Minimisation Act 2008 

The Waste Minimisation Act 2008 (WMA) sets a framework to encourage a reduction in the amount 
of waste generated and disposed of in New Zealand, minimising the environmental harm of waste and 
providing economic, social and cultural benefits for New Zealand.  

The main elements of this Act include: 

• A levy imposed on all waste that is landfilled. 
• Product stewardship schemes for businesses and organisations. 
• Allows local authorities to create bylaws relating to waste management and minimisation. 
• Requires waste operators to undertake waste reporting. 
• Establishes a Waste Advisory Board to give independent advice to the Minister for the 

Environment on related issues. 

Territorial authorities, such as Kaikōura District Council, are required by the WMA (2008) to promote 
waste management and minimisation within the territorial authority’s district. Part of this 
responsibility involves the creation and adoption of a WMMP, updated every six years, which details 
current and planned objectives and policies, methods and funding for achieving effective and efficient 
waste management and minimisation. This plan must have regard for the New Zealand Waste Strategy 
(see below).  The Plan must also consider the following methods of waste management and 
minimisation (listed in descending order of importance): 
• Reduction 
• Reuse 
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• Recycling 
• Recovery  
• Treatment; and 
• Disposal. 

 

NZ Waste and Resource Efficiency Strategy 2025 

The NZ Waste and Resource Efficiency Strategy 2025 (replacing the NZ Waste Strategy 2023) briefly 
sets out the outcomes that the government wants to achieve for waste and resource efficiency and 
the tools it will use for achieving those outcomes. The desired outcomes are as follows: 

 
With the intention that these outcomes are achieved through: 

• fit-for-purpose legislation that supports:  
o an efficient market for waste management and recycling  

o optimal investment decisions  

o appropriate responsibilities across the supply chain  

• cost-effective, outcomes-focused investment of the waste disposal levy in infrastructure, 
innovation and local projects  

• working with the sector, business, iwi/Māori, local government and communities to develop 
and implement practical cost-effective solutions  

• where necessary, targeted policy and regulatory measures  

• using the waste hierarchy to guide decision-making, enabling us to keep resources in the 
economy at their highest value where possible. 

 

Underlying this strategy the direction of central government appears to have greater focus on 
extending and strengthening producer responsibility for management of waste, moving from the 
current voluntary product stewardship schemes (which have had mixed success) to mandatory 
application with penalties for non-complying producers. 
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The Waste Minimisation Fund 

The Waste Minimisation Fund manages the revenue gathered through the waste disposal levy.  50% 
of the money collected is allocated to Territorial Local Authorities on a population basis.  The 
remainder, less administration costs, is made available for waste minimisation projects on a 
contestable basis. 

To be eligible projects must be for new activities that promote or achieve waste minimisation over a 
discrete timeframe, not for ongoing support of activities. 

First put in place in 2009, Waste Disposal Levy was initially only applicable to municipal (‘class 1’) 
landfills, with a levy rate of $10 per tonne.  Since 2021 the labour government did however 
progressively expand the levy to include additional landfill types and raised the rate to $60 per tonne 
as of July 2024. 

The current National government has continued this trend of expansion and increase, with levy rates 
for class 1 landfills rising by a further $5 per tonne each year for the next 3 years to 2027. 

As such the level of annual funding available to local authorities will continue to increase. KDC 
currently receives in the order of $90,000 per annum of funding, and this will rise further as the levy 
rate increases. Council would receive an even larger increase of funding if the recent proposal of MfE 
to allocate 20% of the TLA share equally amongst all councils goes ahead. 

Recent comment made by government figures suggests that unlike when the levy was first introduced, 
when councils were only allowed to spend their share of funding on projects, it is now permissible to 
use that funding to provide ongoing support for operational activities that result in the diversion of 
waste. 

A further recent development is the Waste Minimisation (Waste Disposal Levy) Amendment Act 2024, 
amongst which are provisions allowing funding to be used in emergency events and for the purpose 
of remediating contaminated sites, which might potentially include landfills. 

 

Product Stewardship 

While the WMA provides for mandatory product stewardship schemes, to date no compulsory 
schemes have been implemented in New Zealand.  A range of voluntary schemes have been accredited 
by the Ministry for the Environment.  

Many other jurisdictions have implemented container deposit schemes, often with a focus on 
beverage containers.  There is potential to create a deposit scheme using the product stewardship 
aspects of the WMA or provisions relating to setting levies on specific waste materials.   

A government funded ‘co-design’ of a container return scheme for NZ was completed in 2020 and 
consultation regarding this and discussions by government continued until 2023 when an 
announcement was made that further work on a scheme would be deferred because of concerns that 
it would result in an increase of costs to households. Further information regarding this is available at 
https://environment.govt.nz/what-government-is-doing/areas-of-work/waste/container-return-
scheme/. 

There is however continuing pressure on central government to take action, particularly in respect of 
glass, plastic or tetrapack beverage containers. 

If such schemes were introduced a key consideration for KDC would be understanding the impact on 
kerbside and recycling station operations.  Deposits may provide an additional source of revenue but 
may also result in others targeting materials if they have an increased value.  

https://environment.govt.nz/what-government-is-doing/areas-of-work/waste/container-return-scheme/
https://environment.govt.nz/what-government-is-doing/areas-of-work/waste/container-return-scheme/
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In 2020 the Government announced six products to be declared ‘priority products’ for the 
establishment of product stewardship schemes under the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 (WMA). 

These products are: 

• plastic packaging 

• tyres 

• electrical and electronic products (e-waste including large batteries) 

• agrichemicals and their containers 

• refrigerants and other synthetic greenhouse gases 

• farm plastics. 

To date regulations have only been put in place in respect of tyres, but discussions in respect of 
regulations for the other priority materials are continuing. 

1.2.2 Other national policy 

As noted in Table 1, there are several other policy documents of relevance to waste minimisation and 
management in Kaikōura.  These are noted below with content drawn from the MfE Guide for Waste 
Minimisation and Management Planning1. 

1.2.2.1        Local Government Act 2002 

The Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) provides the general framework and powers under which New 
Zealand’s democratically elected and accountable local authorities operate.  

The LGA contains various provisions that may apply to Councils when preparing their WMMPs, 
including consultation and bylaw provisions. For example, Part 6 of the LGA refers to planning and 
decision-making requirements to promote accountability between local authorities and their 
communities, and a long-term focus for the decisions and activities of the local authority. This part of 
the Act includes requirements for information to be included in the long-term plan (LTP), including 
summary information about the WMMP. 

1.2.2.2      Resource Management Act 1991 

The Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) promotes sustainable management of natural and 
physical resources. Although it does not specifically define ‘waste’, the RMA addresses waste 
minimisation and management through controls on the environmental effects of waste minimisation 
and management activities and facilities through national, regional and local policy, standards, plans 
and consent procedures. In this role, the RMA exercises considerable influence over facilities for waste 
disposal and recycling, recovery, treatment and others in terms of the potential impacts of these 
facilities on the environment. 

Under Section 31 of the RMA, local authority responsibilities include controlling the effects of land-
use activities that have the potential to create adverse effects on the natural and physical resources 
of their district. Facilities involved in the disposal, treatment or use of waste or recoverable materials 
may carry this potential. Permitted, controlled, discretionary, non-complying and prohibited activities, 
and their controls, are specified in district planning documents, thereby defining further land-use-
related resource consent requirements for waste-related facilities.  

In addition, the RMA provides for the development of National Policy Statements (NPS) and for the 
setting of National Environmental Standards (NES). There is currently one enacted NES that directly 

 
1 Waste Assessments and Waste Management and Minimisation Planning – A Guide for Territorial Authorities, MfE 2015. 
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influences the management of waste in New Zealand – the Resource Management (National 
Environmental Standards for Air Quality) Regulations 2004. This NES requires certain landfills (e.g., 
those with a capacity of more than 1 million tonnes of waste) to collect landfill gases and either flare 
them or use them as fuel for generating electricity. Unless exemption criteria are met, the NES for Air 
Quality also prohibits the lighting of fires and burning of wastes at landfills, the burning of tyres, 
bitumen burning for road maintenance, burning coated wire or oil, and operating high-temperature 
hazardous waste incinerators. These prohibitions aim to protect air quality. 

   

1.3.1 Council’s Long Term and Annual Plans 

Councils are required by the Local Government Act 2002 to prepare Long Term and Annual Plans. Long 
Term Plans (LTP) covering a period of ten years must be reviewed every three years.  Council’s current 
Long Term Plan covers the 2024 to 2034 period, and contains the following in respect of refuse, 
recycling and waste minimisation services: 

• The rationale for providing the services; this is currently ‘to reduce the potential for accumulations of 
waste on private and public properties that could result in the creation of conditions that pose risks to 
the health and safety of individuals, and damage to the environment.’ 
 

• How these services and activities contribute to Council’s Community Outcomes, in particular the 
community, services and environment outcomes below: 

 

• Summary details of proposed services and works, major issues regarding them, performance 
measures, targets and funding for the next 10 years and details of assumption made regarding 
them 
 

Council’s Annual Plan that produces similar information for the forthcoming 12 months, and an Annual 
Report that details achievement against this plan. 

The Long Term and Annual Plans represent formal commitments by Council and are typically guided 
(rather than directed) by the WMMP. 
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1.3.2 Council’s District Plan 

Council’s District Plan provides a framework to regulate environmental effects of activities under the 
Resource Management Act 1991. It includes provisions relating to hazardous wastes and also 
promotes waste minimisation. 
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2 Waste infrastructure and services  

2.1 Service Providers 

Innovative Waste Kaikōura Limited (IWK) is a Council Controlled Organisation, 100% owned by the 
Kaikōura District Council.  IWK manages and delivers waste services on behalf of Council. These 
services include operation of the Kaikōura Resource Recovery Centre – ‘RRC’ - (which now includes a 
refuse transfer station), 3 small rural recycling stations and provision of kerbside refuse and recycling  
services within the Kaikōura Community. 

KK Bins are a private company that also provides waste and recycling collection services for some 
households and businesses in Kaikōura. The exact number of premises which receive these private 
services is not known. Materials collected by this business does however then come through council 
service channels for disposal or recycling. 

 

2.2 Council Services 

2.2.1 Kerbside Collections 

Council provides a kerbside collection service for recycling of the government specified standard 
materials in the Kaikōura urban area only, which includes South Bay and Ocean Ridge. 

People in the areas outside the town are reliant on having transport to enable them to come to 
Kaikōura or other larger centres outside of the District for essential supplies, and as such they are 
considered to have the means to take their refuse and recycling to central collection points. 

This rationale is supported by the fact that when kerbside recycling collections were previously 
conducted for small coastal communities south and north of Kaikōura, very little material was 
received. 

Until recently - and probably because of its previous strong focus on ‘Zero Waste’ principles and its 
desire to discourage waste disposal - Council did not provide any kerbside refuse collection services 
and any parties who wished to have kerbside services for refuse had to obtain them from KK Bins. 

In 2020 strong signals were however received from the community that a Council operated kerbside 
refuse collection service should be provided in Kaikoura and Council responded by implementing such 
a fortnightly service using pre-paid rubbish bags. 

Despite the strong community support expressed for a kerbside refuse service, the level of utilisation 
of that service has been low, with the majority of bagged domestic refuse instead continuing to be 
delivered directly to the Kaikōura Resource Recovery Centre. 

Food scraps are also collected separately at the kerbside, for use as feed into a composting process. 
The level of the use of this service is however again very low, with the majority of this material instead 
being delivered directly to the RRC by customers. 

 

2.2.2 Kaikōura Resource Recovery Centre 

The Resource Recovery Centre (RRC) is located off Scarborough Street in Kaikōura and operated by 
IWK is the central hub for all council’s solid waste activities. 

The RRC is on the site of the former Kaikōura landfill, which ceased operation in 2022 and for which a 
process towards final closure is currently underway. 
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The closure of the landfill was driven by it approaching the limit of its capacity with some associated 
adverse environmental effects becoming apparent. Both Environment Canterbury and KDC felt that 
landfilling should cease for these reasons. 

Because of the very substantial costs and other challenges associated with establishing a new local 
landfill to modern standards refuse is now instead transported out of the District for disposal. 

 

Refuse Transfer Station 

Following the closure of the Kaikōura landfill a refuse transfer station is now operated at the RRC with 
refuse compacted into capsules and transported by road to the Kate Valley regional landfill near 
Waipara for disposal. 

User pays charges for the receipt of refuse (measured via a weighbridge) at the RRC are set at a level 
which covers all associated costs, and this level of charges is significantly higher than what was in place 
when the Kaikōura landfill was in operation. 

Such higher charges are likely to encourage minimisation of waste. 

 

Receipt of Recyclables, Food Waste  

The same standardised range of recyclables as is accepted for the kerbside collection, together with 
food waste, can also be deposited at the RRC free of charge. 

In addition to those materials that are accepted at kerbside larger clean metal objects and relatively 
small quantities of oil, paint and some other hazardous substances are also accepted at the RRC free 
of charge. 

 

Receipt of other Items for which fees are applicable 

Additional items are accepted for recycling or resource recovery or specialist disposal subject to 
payment of relevant fees. The range of such items may change but at the time of preparing this waste 
assessment was as follows: 

• TVs 
• Computers and computer monitors 
• Printers 
• Fridges and freezers 
• Microwave ovens 
• Other whiteware 
• Other electronics 
• Oil Filters 
• Fire Extinguishers 
• LPG Bottles 

 

Receipt and Processing of Green Waste 

Green (garden) waste is accepted subject to user pays charges. The received waste is shredded and 
composted with the resultant compost sold. 
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Re-Use Shop and Yard 

Items judged likely to be re-used are accepted free of charge and subsequently on-sold. The fully 
enclosed recycling shop markets clothing and a broad range of small household items, whilst the open 
yard and a variety of semi-enclosed sheds hold a wide variety of other items including furniture, 
building materials and hardware. 

The re-use services are well managed, with a good range of products offered at very reasonable prices 
and are accordingly very well utilised by the community. 

 

2.2.3 Rural Recycling Stations 

Small unmanned rural recycling stations where the standard recyclable materials may be deposited 
in containers are operated at the following three relatively remote locations in the district as 
follows: 

• Lynton Downs Primary School, Inland Road 
• Clarence, off SH1 
• Kekerengu, off SH1 

 

2.2.4 Street Litter Bins 

Approximately 40 street litter bins are provided in Kaikōura for collection of street litter. These are 
serviced by IWK with emptying generally on a daily basis, but this increases to a twice daily during the 
peak tourism season. 

Whilst some of these bins had initially been installed with the intention of collecting recyclable 
materials these have been frequently and extensively contaminated with refuse. 

Because the street litter bins are mainly used by tourists and other visitors rather than local people it 
is very difficult to change behaviours and currently the material collected from all bins is treated as 
being refuse. 

Use of street litter bins for dumping of domestic refuse (or that produced by travellers in motor 
homes) is also an issue and bin openings are restricted in an attempt to prevent this.  

 

2.2.5 Clean Fill 

With the closure of the Kaikōura landfill council no longer provides a dedicated service for the disposal 
of clean fill. Any clean fill delivered to the RRC will be treated as refuse. 

There is however at least one private site in the district which is consented to receive clean fill to which 
it is understood local construction wastes are taken subject to agreement with the site owner. 

It is considered desirable for Council to offer a service for the disposal of clean fill that does not result 
in class 1 landfill capacity being used, and it is believed that it might be possible to accept such material 
to fill a gully to the north of the RRC site. 

Operating such a new clean fill site would however require a resource consent and it is believed that 
in the interests of reducing complexity this should not be explored further until the final closure and 
rehabilitation of the landfill site is completed, together with associated consenting of the RRC. 
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2.2.6 Business waste 

Waste (both refuse and recycling) from commercial and industrial premises in Kaikōura District must  
be separated in accordance with District Plan requirements. IWK accepts modest quantities of 
business recycling free of charge at the IWK site. IWK also provide a recycling collection for businesses 
which operates twice weekly or as an on-demand service on a cost recovery basis. KK Bins also provide 
waste and recycling collections for businesses with materials delivered to IWK. 

Where materials collected are not recyclable they incur a collection and disposal charge. Waste 
materials taken to the RRC incur a disposal fee. Disposal charges are on a weight basis.  

Skips are available to hire from IWK for business use. IWK also offer recycling services during and post 
public events.  

No data is currently available about materials collected for recycling, treatment or disposal outside of 
the District that do not go through the Council services.  Some national businesses with a local 
presence have comprehensive waste management and recycling systems in place, for example 
Foodstuffs Ltd (New World) operate waste management systems where some material is recovered 
and recycled (paper and cardboard) and organic material (food waste) is diverted with only residual 
waste disposed of at landfill.   

 

2.2.7 Agricultural Waste 

The majority of agricultural activity within the district is dry stock and dairy farming. Bale wrap, feed 
and fertiliser bags and agrichemicals and their containers and are likely to be the most significant 
associated inorganic wastes from farming activities, though information is not available on the 
quantities involved. 

Services are available through Agrecovery for disposal or recycling of most of these products, with 
local farm suppliers acting as collection points for smaller quantities of items. 

Despite the availability of such services there is likely to be some on-farm disposal through burial or 
burning, but again the extent of this is unknown and the regulation of such matters lies with the 
regional council rather than KDC. 

 

2.2.8 Litter and other illegal disposal 
The extent of littering or illegal dumping in the district appears to be relatively small, with most issues 
generally found around street litter bins. 
Council’s road maintenance contractor conducts weekly sweeping of the central business area and 
substantial quantities of litter are seldom found. 

There is also evidence of materials being burnt on individual properties (farms and in the township) 
but the extent of this is unclear and the control of such activities lies with the regional council rather 
than KDC. 
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2.2.9 Changes to Services 

Changes to International markets, combined with the relatively small quantities of some recyclable 
material that come from the District has in the past resulted variations in the recycling services offered 
by IWK, which has potentially created undesirable confusion for customers. 

In this context the recent government requirement for standardisation of local authority recycling 
services to include only materials for which well-developed re-processing markets exist is considered 
to be a positive step. 

 

2.3 Costs for waste management 

2.3.1 Council funding 

Council’s 2024-2027 Long Term Plan sets the budgets for the waste management activities with 
provision to make amendments if required through the Annual Plan process.   

Operational funding is sourced through a combination of general rates, targeted rates, user pays 
charges and revenue from re-use services and sale of compost. 

Operation of services for recycling of standard materials, disposal of small quantities of hazardous 
wastes and base operating costs of refuse services are funded through rates whilst user-pays charges 
are applied to recover the variable (quantity dependent) costs of refuse disposal, and the processing 
of green waste and a range of larger items for potential recycling or recovery. 

Capital projects are typically funded through debt or from the monies allocated to Council as its share 
of the Waste Levy.   

When the Kaikōura Landfill was in operation it was difficult to accurately assess the true costs of the 
various services being offered because of the tight integration of refuse, recycling, recovery and re-
use services on the site, with the likelihood that revenue from the former were subsidising the others. 

With the closure of the Kaikōura Landfill greater clarity has been achieved regarding the true cost of 
the various services and Council has resolved that recovery of the costs of refuse disposal should to 
the greatest extent possible be recovered through user-pays charges. 

2.3.2 User charges 

Current charges at the RRC are detailed in Table 2. 

Charges for refuse are relatively high, but this reflects the costs of those services being elevated by 
significant (and increasing) refuse disposal fees at Kate Valley, refuse compaction and transport costs 
(it is 130 kilometres from Kaikōura to Kate Valley) and other substantial fixed costs, in particular 
transfer station labour. 

The small scale of Kaikōura contributes to these high costs because the fixed costs of operating a 
transfer facility have to be recovered from charges for a relatively small quantity of refuse. 
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Table 2 : Kaikōura rubbish & recycling - fees & charges at the RRC 

 

2.3.3 Waste Minimisation Funding 

The annual funding received by Council from the local authority share of the Waste Levy has 
progressively increased and was approximately $90,000 in the 2024/25 year. 

To date Council has spent little of this funding, instead holding it in readiness to potentially meet costs 
associated with the reconfiguration of the RRC and waste services following the closure of the 
Kaikōura Landfill. 

The development of the current WMMP provides an opportunity to determine how these funds will 
be used. 

 

2.3.4 Overall Service Economics 

When it was in operation the Kaikōura Landfill provided a very inexpensive means of refuse disposal, 
albeit one that would not meet current expectations in terms of environmental effects. 

This low operating cost enabled the revenue from moderate user-pays charges for refuse disposal to 
both cover the relatively small costs of operating the landfill and provide significant subsidy of waste 
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diversion activities such as recycling and resource recovery, though this was not formally recognised 
at that time. 

When the previous WMMP was prepared it was however decided that that clearer ‘user pays’ 
principles should be applied and that cross-subsidy of diversion activities from refuse charges should 
cease. 

It also appeared – based on prices that contractors had tendered - that if strict user pays principles 
were applied the closure of the Kaikōura landfill could potentially result in charges for refuse disposal 
being reduced. 

Council did however also decide that charges for the disposal of refuse should include a $100 per 
tonne component for the recovery of the costs incurred in the construction of the transfer station 
following the landfill closure, which would have the effect of preventing an overall decrease of those 
charges. 

In reality the increase in charges caused by levying of this cost recovery component has been further 
compounded by the following factors: 

• Increasing refuse disposal costs at Kate Valley, caused by a combination of the increasing 
landfill levy and general inflationary pressures following Covid 19. 
 

• IWK’s tendered price for operation of the transfer station proved to be insufficient to cover 
costs, resulting in agreement to a substantial increase of payments 

The combined effect of these factors is that user pays charges for refuse have been increased by 65% 
relative to what was charged whilst the Kaikōura landfill was operating. 

With the previous source of subsidy for diversion activities removed IWK is also now finding the 
delivery of the rates-funded activities to be financially challenging within the available budgets. 

An unfortunate reality is also that the operational financial challenge would be further worsened if 
the already relatively small quantity of refuse going through the transfer station was further reduced, 
since this would reduce revenue whilst significant elements of cost – in particular labour and 
equipment hire or ownership costs – remain fixed. 

In this context there could be potential for a vicious circle of declining refuse quantities and increasing 
unit charges to encourage burning of refuse, fly tipping or other inappropriate disposal practices in 
the community. 

In addition to this Council is facing additional costs for the capital works to put in place the final closed 
form of the landfill and to bring other activities conducted on the site (in particular processing of green 
waste) up to standards that meet the environmental requirements of Environment Canterbury. 

Council and its community currently face a number of other financial challenges and Council will 
therefore be reluctant to significantly increase rates for waste services on a community whose annual 
incomes are well below the national average. 

In this context it is hoped that the support which Council receives from its allocated share of the Waste 
Levy may be key to addressing the financial challenges of both the necessary capital works on on-
going operating costs of waste diversion activities. 

Council is encouraged by a recent proposal presented by the Ministry of the Environment suggesting 
a change to the form of allocation of local authorities 50% share of Landfill Levy revenue, moving away 
from the current waste quantity based proportional allocation to one where  20% of the 50% would 
be shared equally amongst all local authorities, with the remaining 80% (of the 50%) being allocated 
in proportion to population. 
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If given effect this would result in a substantial increase of the funding that KDC receives which could 
be used to address the aforementioned financial challenges. 

 

2.4 Other Impacts of Kaikōura Landfill Closure 

The Kaikōura landfill was closed in 2022 in response to concerns of KDC and Environment Canterbury 
regarding its potential environmental effects. 

The landfill, which had been in operation since the 1960’s, was a relatively primitive facility without 
the engineering to control emissions that is found in more modern sites and was approaching the 
limits of its capacity. 

Because of the high costs of constructing landfills to meet modern standards, the small scale and 
isolation of the Kaikōura community and other challenges posed by the form of the district it was 
always apparent that it would not be practical to establish a new local landfill, and that closure of the 
landfill would be followed by out-of-district disposal of refuse. 

The closure of the Kaikōura landfill and the transition to disposal of refuse at Kate Valley has however 
had a number of significant impacts on services, in addition to the previously mentioned increase in 
charges for refuse. 

These changes include the following: 

1. Kate Valley has strict controls on the types of material it will receive as general refuse. 
Materials such as expanded polystyrene and offal, which were accepted at the Kaikōura 
Landfill, are not currently accepted at the RRC. 
 

2. Council no longer has a site for disposal of cleanfill and such material brought to the Resource 
Recovery Centre will be treated as refuse and charged accordingly. 
 

3. The final works to close the landfill and manage its long-term effects on the environment may 
have a significant cost. These works will however have to be completed to meet the 
requirements of Environment Canterbury. 
 

4. Greater environmental protection measures are likely to be required if composting of organic 
waste is to continue at the former landfill site, which again may have significant cost. 
 

Potential responses to these changes are discussed later in the options section of this document. 
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3 Waste Quantity and Composition 

  

Waste quantities would be expected to be related to population, and recent census estimates of the 
Kaikōura District’s permanent resident population are shown in Table 3 below. 

Census Year Resident 
Population 

2023 4215 

2018 4060 

2013 3640 

2006 3720 

2001 3580 

1996 3590 

Table 3: District Census Population 

 

Since 2013 there has been an acceleration of growth after many years of relative stagnation.    

In Council’s 2024 to 2034 Long Term Plan an assumption was made of average population growth of 
1.5% per annum over this period was made, which was reflective of the rate observed over the 
preceding 10 years. 

Long term projections produced by Statistics NZ are however less optimistic, with average medium 
regional population growth not expected to exceed 1% per annum in any area, as shown in Figure 4  

 
Figure 4 – Projected Regional Population Changes 
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Associated recent projections of the Kaikōura District’s population growth are presented in Figure 5 

 

 
Figure 5: Projected population (high, medium and low growth) 

 

It should however also be noted that a further significant feature that has occurred over the last 10 to 
15 years is that the number of dwellings in the district has increased at a significantly greater rate than 
the resident population. 

This presumably reflects an increasing proportion of dwellings being used as holiday homes or for 
other forms of temporary accommodation. 

It would therefore be expected that the growth of demand for solid waste services may exceed the 
growth in census population, though by what margin is difficult to estimate, and at this time it appears 
very unlikely that this will cause demand to exceed the capacity of current services in the foreseeable 
future. 

 

3.2 Waste Composition 

Waste composition audits provide information about the make-up of a waste stream and can help 
identify materials that make up large or disproportionate parts of the waste stream.  These can be 
targeted when forming waste management and minimisation strategies.   

There is however difficulty in accurately assessing the composition of all elements of the local refuse 
stream, as not all waste goes through the services operated by Council and information is not available 
about waste that goes through other channels. 

Furthermore significant effort is required to generate accurate analysis of all the components of the 
waste stream that do come through council’s services, in particular to reliably determine the average 
composition of ‘bulk’ refuse. 

For this Waste Assessment, analyses have been undertaken of both bagged (typically domestic) waste 
and bulk waste delivered to council services, but the latter was considered only loosely indicative. 
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The results of these analyses and some associated conclusions are presented in Appendix A. 

General conclusions reached included the following: 

• Though bagged refuse only makes up around 10% of the total waste stream by weight its 
composition is considered to be a useful barometer of the community’s attitude towards 
waste minimisation. 

• The composition of local bagged waste appears to be similar to that from many other districts, 
with food waste making up around half by weight. 

• Relatively small quantities of easily recyclable materials were present, suggesting that the 
existing recycling services are being well used. 

• It appeared that in the order of 12% of bagged refuse might be diverted through existing 
recycling services if the community was strongly motivated to do so. 

• Food waste appeared to remain as the key target if a more significant reduction of waste is to 
be achieved. 

Conclusions from the analysis of other bulk refuse (the results of which are also shown in Table 4) 
were less clear, but included: 

• Various types of non-recyclable plastics the most common and substantial component. 
• Low proportion of garden waste, suggesting the community is effectively using the green 

waste service. 

In the previous (2020) Waste Assessment an assumption was made that the overall composition of 
landfilled waste produced within the Kaikōura District is similar to national averages, and at this time 
there do not appear to be any strong reasons to believe that this assumption should be changed. 

Composition results of the recent Kaikōura waste analyses and some national data for comparison are 
presented in Table 4. 

 

Primary Category National -
Direct to 
landfill 

Kaikoura 
Bulk Refuse 
2025* 

Kaikoura 
Bagged 
Refuse 2025 

Paper and Cardboard 9% 17.6% 12% 

Plastic 12% 24.9% 13.2% 

Nappies & Sanitary 6% 1.3% 6.1% 

Glass 3% 7.7% 2.9% 

Putrescibles 31% 4.6% 49% 

Textiles 6% 18.2% 7.8% 

Potential Hazardous 5% 0.3% 0.7% 

Ferrous Metals 3% 
 

3.9 3.9% 
Non-Ferrous Metals 

Rubber 1% 1.4% 1.5% 

Timber 14% 13.9% 0.2% 

Rubble 10% 6.1% 2.5% 

 
Table 4 Waste Composition2 

 
*Bulk refuse data based on visual inspection only of limited quantities of waste. Not reliable indicator of overall 
composition of waste stream 
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3.3 Waste Quantities 

3.3.1 MfE Quantity Data 

Estimated quantities of landfilled and diverted waste going through Councils services in the 2024/25 
financial year in the form submitted to the Ministry of the Environment are presented in Table 4 
below. Figures were based on quantities recorded just before the end of the year, extrapolated to a 
full year. 

 

 
The following should be noted regarding this information:  

• Shop calculated as per Waiuku calculation at approx $575 per tonne (1m3 = 125Kg) 
• General refuse is total less KK Bins general refuse total 

MfE Reporting - (Gross Tonnage)
Unspecified Rubble Unspecified
General Refuse 699.36 Cleanfill 0.00 689.90
Landfill Out -9.46

Commercial Organic Commercial and industrial
Business General 665.14 Greenwaste 498.01 746.70
Skip Weights 81.56 Food scraps 52.08

Construction and demolition
Residential Kerbside Ferrous 107.08
Kerbside blue bags collection 21.10 Whiteware 0.00

Kerbside collection
Construction / Demolition Non-Ferrous 448.47
Demolition 107.08 Metal 138.11

Aliminium 7.98 Landscape waste
Copper 0.00 498.01
Lead 0.00
Brass 0.00 Residential
Scrap Metal Casual Sales 0.68 399.20

E-Waste Special waste 
TV's 0.25 14.17
Computer 0.00

Gross Tonnage received 
Timber 2925.85
Wood 0.00

Paper
Cardboard 118.81
Paper 7.82

Rubber
Tyres 8.04

Unspecified
Shop 192.30

Plastic
Milk Bottles 2.00
PET Clear drink bottles 16.52
Type 5 3.80
Glass
Glass 282.22

Potent
HazWasteOilBatteryPaint 14.17

Total Tonnes Landfilled 1564.78 Total Tonnes Diverted 1342.81

Assumed  Population 4230 Recovery 45.9%

Annual Landfill Per Capita 369.92 kg

Estimated Landfill/Diversion for 2024/25

Tonnes to Landfill Tonnes Recycled
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• Wood out calculated at an average weight of 5Kg's per unit as per average sales indications 
• Scrap metal casual sales calculated at an average weight of 5Kg's per unit as per average sales 

indications 
• Windscreens calculated at an average weight of 10Kg's per unit 
• Landfill out' is the recovery of items/diversion of items paid for 

              and weighed through as general waste that we are re-using, recycling or selling 
• Mfe Gross Tonnage reporting 
• Unspecified = General Refuse less landfill out  
• Commercial = all Commercial 
• Construction and demolition = All C & D plus Cleanfill 
• Kerbside Collection = Glass and recycling (cardboard/Plastic) 
• Landscape Waste = Greenwaste 
• Residential = Shop + metal + tyres + food 
• Special waste = offal + potent 
• Zero diversion figure for plastics as materials only periodically sent to recycler after large quantity has 

been accumulated and baled. 

Higher level annual quantity data submitted by IWK to the MfE for the past 5 years is presented in 
Table 5 and Figure 5 below. 

 
 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 
Unspecified 1073 796 942 1196 679 
Commercial and industrial 581 384 445 330 708 
Construction and demolition 596 120 153 68 112 
Kerbside collection 544 413 510 447 485 
Landscape waste 477 496 516 532 488 
Residential 592 543 532 431 391 
Special waste  19 8 8 7 14 
Total 3883 2760 3105 3011 2895 

 

 
Table 5 and Figure 5: Waste Stream Quantities reported to MFE 
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Whilst kerbside and residential quantities show some consistency (or at least some form of apparent 
trends) there are larger irregular variations in other components, in particular those associated with 
construction or demolition work or commercial or industrial activities. 

The Kaikōura earthquake and subsequent demolition and construction had a very significant effect on 
waste quantities that extended through to 2019. Substantial quantities of earthquake related wastes 
(much of which was clean fill) resulted in elevated diversion proportions during that period. 

In recent times there have been small but steady decreases of per-capita landfill quantities. At the 
time of preparing the previous WMMP the per capita annual landfill quantity was 440kg, but it is 
now slightly under the target of less than 380kg that was set at that time. 

 

3.3.2 Unquantified waste 

There are several waste streams that are known to exist but are difficult to quantify.  Examples include 
rural waste managed on farms, materials captured as part of commercial activity (e.g. scrap metal, 
industrial by-products, construction waste), and waste materials managed within manufacturing 
operations (e.g. waste from food processing, sawdust or shavings from wood processing).  This means 
that both waste disposed to landfill and waste diverted/recovered are likely to be underestimated. 

 

3.4 System Diversion Performance 

Combining the waste composition data with data on the quantity of waste disposed of to landfill and 
recycled provides a basis for determining the capture of various materials ‘available’ in the waste 
stream3.  A summary assessment drawing on estimated quantities and composition for the 2024/25 
year is presented in Table 6, which includes comparative figures from the 2019/20 year. 

It is stressed that this assessment is based upon a number of quite broad assumptions, and as such its 
reliability is uncertain. 

 

 
 

Table 6: Kaikōura waste management system performance 2024/25 

 

 

 
 

National landfill data 
%

Assumed 
annual tonnage 

in KDC refuse

Estimated 
annual KDC 

tonnage 
diverted

2024/25 
Estimated 

Diversion % Comments

Comparative 
Diversion % 

2019/20
Paper & Cardboard 9% 141 126 47% 56%
Plastics 12% 188 10 5% But high diversion of readily recycled items 8%
Garden waste
Food Scraps
Metal 3% 47 147 76% 76%
Glass 3% 47 282 86% 91%

Textiles (including leather, carpets) 6% 94 Unknown Unknown
Many clothes etc go through re-use shop, 
but not individually recorded

Not 
Comparable

Rubble, concrete, rocks etc * 10% 156 0 0% 0.50%
Timber 14% 219 0 0% 0.50%
Rubber 1% 16 8 34% 27%

Overall (all materials) 45.9% 48%

31% 485 550 53% 46%
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Some comments on these performance figures are as follows: 

• The 2019/20 and 2024/25 diversion figures are not directly comparable because the national 
landfill composition data, used to estimate the quantities of materials present in KDC waste, 
were different between those years. 

• It is suspected that the decrease in the recovery paper and cardboard (if it is real) may be due 
to residents now understanding that paper can again be recycled, after a number of years when 
this service was not offered due to the absence of a viable recycling market for this product. 
Education may address this decline. 

• Overall plastic recovery is low but is likely to reflect a realistic recovery rate given challenging 
markets for many plastic items.  The recent waste analysis revealed very few readily recyclable 
type 1,2 or 5 plastic items (bottles etc) in kerbside refuse, suggesting that these items are being 
very effectively recycled. 

• Organic (putrescible) waste recovery is probably under-estimated (there are no estimates for 
material composted at home), but there is clearly a substantial amount of material that could 
be targeted.   

• Metal recovery is likely to be under-estimated, (there is no information on scrap dealer 
recovery), but the data suggests there may be a limited amount of material available for 
recovery in waste passing through the transfer station. 

• Glass recovery is at a good level, and the material is now colour sorted and recycled rather than 
being crushed and used as cover material in the landfill, when that was operating.  

• Though some recovery of textiles occurs through re-use services quantities are not recorded, 
and hence diversion cannot be reliably reported. 

• Recovery of timber is low and there may be potential to increase this at the transfer station. 

As stated in section 3.3.1 recovery via the RRC has been assessed at 45.9%.  This is a good recovery 
percentage with many Councils in the 20-40% range.   

Waste from certain sources can also present challenges or opportunities and is worthy of 
consideration.  Examples include: 
 
• Rural waste - waste from the business of farming including agricultural plastics (wrap and 

chemical containers), unwanted chemicals, timber and machinery (including maintenance 
related waste like used oil). 

• Mixed waste from commercial activity - examples include packaging (pallet wrap, broken 
pallets) and containers (cleaners, ingredients, oil). 

3.5 Waste Data Issues and Constraints 

While there is some information available about the quantity and composition of waste generated in 
the Kaikōura District, the data is incomplete.  The available data needs to be interpreted considering 
that: 
• There is a mix of volume-based estimates, measured weights and in the case of the reuse shop, 

a very rough weight estimate based on shop sales revenue. 
• The lack of specific reliable bulk waste composition data means that the potential for additional 

recovery is based on typical waste composition figures. 
• The recycling rate for kerbside collections is high, but household refuse does not comprise the 

majority of material going to landfill from the district 
• The assumed quantities and composition of landfill materials suggests the most promising 

targets for increased diversion are food waste, timber and rubble (for diversion to a cleanfill) 
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• The data regarding the quantity of waste collected or processed is not complete.  For example 
no data is available for:  
− The quantity of waste collected from commercial premises and directly transported out 

of Kaikōura for recycling. 
− The quantity of waste generated on rural properties and processed or disposed of on 

site. 
Though these limitations in data are not ideal, it is doubted that having more comprehensive data 
would significantly alter KDC’s practical ability to influence the generation of waste within the 
District, given the limited resources and powers that it has. 
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4 Forecast of Future Demand  

Forecasts of waste ‘generated’ have been developed using population projections, historic waste 
quantities and recent or likely near future changes to waste generating activities. In this context, waste 
generation refers to material entering the waste management system i.e. collected or taken to 
transfer stations. 

There are several factors which create significant uncertainty in the forecasts and these need to be 
considered in any decisions made based on the forecast demands.  These factors include: 
• The management of waste on individual properties e.g. burning household waste, farm dumps 

and burning farm waste, for which quantities are not known, and for which no attempt is made 
to include them in this forecast. 

• The impact of the current (regional and national) focus on rural waste.  It is possible there will 
be a resultant significant increase in commercial quantities of rural waste such as plastic wrap, 
chemical containers and treated timber (fencing/construction) making their way to the RRC. 

• The impact of varying economic activity, tourism, dairy, sheep and beef, small scale 
manufacturing.  This variability is demonstrated in Figure 6 by the significant peaks in waste 
volumes in 2016 and 2017 following the earthquake, and to a lesser extent in 2018, 2019 and 
2020 associated with the subsequent rebuild programme.  

6 also provides a forecast of future waste generation.  This includes material collected and disposed 
of to landfill and material collected for recycling or composting and is based on maintaining current 
levels of service.  If current services and performance are maintained and linked to population and 
household numbers, then waste generation would increase at around 1.5% per annum. 

 
Figure 6: Past and Forecast waste quantities (tonnes per year) 

This forecast is based on a number of assumptions regarding the current state, which may change, in 
particular further central government intervention (increased landfill levy, container deposit and 
packaging regulation) may cause change in waste generation behaviours. 

Existing services have the capacity to meet this expected demand without any difficulty. 
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5 Where do we want to be? 

   

The preparation of this Waste Assessment has included a review of the Vision - Goals - Objectives 
framework set out in the previous Waste Minimisation and Management Plan.  The relationship 
between Vision, Goals and Objectives is illustrated in Figure 74 and defined in Table 74.  

 
Figure 7:  Vision, goals, objectives and targets 

 

Table 7:  Definitions for vision, goals, objectives and targets (adapted from MfE 2015) 

 

 

 
4 Sourced from Waste Assessments and Waste Management and Minimisation Planning – A Guide for Territorial 
Authorities, MfE 2015. 

Vision The aspirational outcome for the Kaikōura District - providing an overall direction and focus. 

Goal What the Council wants to achieve through the WMMP. The goal is not aspirational; it is 
achievable. It is a major step in achieving Council’s vision for the WMMP. 

Objective The specific strategies and policies to support the achievement of the goals. Objectives are 
‘SMART’ (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and timely).  

Target A clear and measurable way to determine how well the Council is achieving its goals. Targets 
should also be SMART.  
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5.2 Vision, Objectives, Goals and Targets  

Council’s vision for waste management is: 

Our community has effective, efficient and affordable means of managing solid waste  

Table 8 provides a summary of the proposed Objectives, Goals and Targets supporting this vision.  

The majority of these are proposed to remain unchanged from what was in place previously, but the 
‘Services are Cost Efficient’ objective has been modified to ‘Services are Cost Efficient and Affordable’ 
with targets focussed on optimising funding rather than achieving particular unit costs. 

This change has been made because with the closure of the Kaikōura landfill and the government- 
imposed standardisation of recycling services Council now has less control over costs and is basically 
a taker of market prices. 

Also, as mentioned in section 2.3.4 Council now faces the challenge that increased diversion of waste 
is likely to result in a need to further increase charges for the disposal of refuse as the economies of 
scale for that activity are further diminished. 

With the current and further potential increases of cost that have followed the closure of the landfill 
a key focus is now to ensure that the existing services remain affordable for the community, and the 
most practical means of achieving this currently appears to be through optimising use of external 
funding, in particular that from the government’s Waste Levy, to support and maintain existing 
diversion activities.  

Whilst there is still a desire to reduce waste quantities to landfill, it is believed that ensuring existing 
services remain affordable for the community must take precedence at the present time, and that if 
greater diversion is to be sought it needs to generally be achieved through improving the utilisation 
of existing (or landfill closure pre-existing) services rather than adding additional entirely new services. 

It is also recognised that people value convenience, and as such may not strongly support waste 
minimisation actions that compromise this. Recent expressions of support for the re-establishment of 
a kerbside refuse collection is an example of this. Objective 7, ‘General community satisfaction with 
Council solid waste levels of service‘ reflects the need for services to align with community desires, 
even if that does not necessarily support waste minimisation. 
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Table 8: Vision - Goals - Objectives - Targets 

Vision: Our community has effective, efficient and affordable means of managing solid waste 

Objective Relevant Goal(s) Target(s) 
1. Essential waste 

management services are 
available 

 

Ensure that services are available for the disposal of solid 
waste to prevent potential development of unsanitary 
conditions. 
 

1.1 Annual number of residential properties classified as unsanitary under 
the Health Act 1952 because of a lack of available refuse disposal 
services. 
 
Target: 0 

  

2. Waste quantities are 
reduced 

 

 

 

 

That the community is made aware of and encouraged to 
adopt practices that will reduce waste generation at 
source. 

Advocacy is conducted with central government for 
measures to reduce waste generation at source. 

Recycling, reuse and resource recovery services are 
provided where these offer cost efficiency similar to or 
better than that for disposal of the material as refuse. 

 
2.1 To reduce the total quantity of waste disposed of to landfill from 

Kaikōura on a district per capita basis.  The current figure is 370 kg per 
person per year. 
Target: < 350 kg per person per year 

3. Services are efficient and 
affordable 

Operate waste management services in an efficient 
manner that are affordable for the community  

3.1 >50% of funding received by Council from the government’s landfill 
levy is used to offset costs to the community of operating existing 
waste diversion activities 
 

4. User pays principles are 
applied in funding solid 
waste services 

Whenever possible, costs of providing waste management 
services are recovered from users of those services in 
proportion to their use of those services. 

 

4.1 >80% of KDC costs for KDC refuse collection and disposal activities 
(excluding those for street litter bins and clean-up of illegal dumping) 
are recovered on a user pays basis. 
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Vision: Our community has effective, efficient and affordable means of managing solid waste 

Objective Relevant Goal(s) Target(s) 
5. Council solid waste 

services are used 
appropriately to 
maximise efficiency 

Users deposit only the relevant appropriately presented 
materials to particular Council services. 

 

Street litter bins are used for street litter only. 

 

Materials for recycling, resource recovery or re-use are 
not contaminated with other substances. 

 
5.1  Less than 75 reported incidents per year of street litter bins being used 
for grossly inappropriate purposes. 
 
5.2  Less than 5% of materials by weight deposited to recycling, resource 
recovery or re-use services are contaminated to the extent they have to be 
treated as refuse.  

6. Adverse local 
environmental effects of 
KDC solid waste services 
are minimised 
 

Operation of Council’s refuse disposal, resource recovery, 
reuse and recycling activities are conducted in a way that 
adverse effects on the local environment are no more 
than minor. 

6.1 Full compliance is achieved with all conditions of regional council 
Resource Consents Council’s solid waste activities, including the 
monitoring and management of closed landfills. 
 

6.2 Number of complaints per year received regarding the environmental 
effects associated with the Resource Recovery Centre. Target: 0  

7. General community 
satisfaction with Council 
solid waste levels of 
service 

A majority of customers prefer status quo levels of service 
(LoS) for Council solid waste activities over other feasible 
alternatives.  
 

7.1 Less than 10% of recipients of a three-yearly survey of solid waste LoS 
options (that also contains estimated rates or charge impacts of those 
options) express desire for change from the status quo.  
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5.3 Council’s Intended Role  

Council will continue to adopt a mixed user pays and public good funding approach to the delivery of 
essential waste transfer and disposal services in the District. 

Whilst Council favours adopting user pays principles, it recognises that there are services with a public 
good component where Council should provide funding in whole or in part.  Particular examples 
include ensuring availability of refuse disposal services, servicing of litter bins, and cleaning up illegal 
dumping.   

Council will continue to own and support the operation of key infrastructure for waste management 
in the District, in particular the RRC.  

Council will provide information on waste minimisation and management to the community and make 
appropriately skilled persons available for education purposes.  Council will also work closely with 
other promoters of effective waste minimisation and management. 

 

5.4 Protecting Public Health  

Waste, particularly putrescible and hazardous waste, has the potential to be detrimental to health.  
Therefore, a key objective of any waste minimisation and management system is to protect public 
health.  The risk of public health impacts can be significantly reduced by avoiding, where possible, and 
carefully managing, where not, contact with waste.  In practice this means: 

• Ensuring services are available for waste disposal to prevent accumulations on occupied 
properties. 

• Containing waste effectively, including: 
− Providing or otherwise ensuring the availability of appropriate containers for storing 

waste prior to collection 
− Providing dedicated public drop off areas at the RRC. 
− Regular kerbside collection and disposal in key urban areas. 
− Suitable collection and transport vehicles. 
− Disposal of waste at a well-constructed and operated landfill including provision of 

appropriate barrier systems such as base liner and adequate daily, intermediate and final 
cover. 

• Excluding as far as possible vermin that may spread waste or associated contaminants. 
• Effectively managing hazardous wastes such as agrichemicals, household chemicals, e-waste 

and asbestos. 
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6 Options Identification and Analysis 

  

Section 51 of the WMA requires that a Waste Assessment contain a statement of options available to 
meet the forecast demands of the district with an assessment of the suitability of each option.  

6.2 Identifying options 

Effective waste minimisation and management relies on a combination of infrastructure (including 
collection), education/information, and regulation or policy with the right data informing strategic and 
operational decision making.   

 
 
Infrastructure 
• Providing collection services - collection of waste (by Council or others), recyclable materials (at 

kerbside or transfer station), organic waste and/or bulky items, litter bins. 
• Providing physical infrastructure - fixed location or mobile drop off facilities, waste sorting, 

waste processing and/or disposal facilities. 
• Managing the negative impacts of waste - litter/illegal dumping clean-up, closed landfills.  

Education 
• Changing behaviour - education programmes targeting schools, businesses and/or households. 
• Supporting infrastructure - information on how to use collection and drop-off services to 

maximise recovery and maintain the quality of recovered materials (to maximise their value). 
• Contributing to national education/information programmes. 

Policy 
• Implementation of licensing provisions drawing on by-laws developed elsewhere (for example 

provisions relating to funding, service levels, litter or data provision). 
• Data collection via licensing of waste operators (as above). 
• Targeted data collection, for example waste surveys. 
• Making information on waste issues and opportunities available. 
• Grant co-funding for projects that deliver on the goals and objectives for waste minimisation 

and management. 
• Working with local authorities and other stakeholders to progress national debate on waste 

issues and policy. 

The right data at the right time 

Infrastructure 

Policy Education 

- Physical infrastructure 
- Collections 
- Addressing illegal dumping/litter  
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6.2.1 Collection Options  
 

Refuse Collection 

Until 2020 KDC had not provided any kerbside refuse collection service. 

This had been based upon a strong focus on ‘Zero Waste’ principles and a belief that making it less 
easy to dispose of refuse will encourage use of diversion services such as recycling. This approach did 
however perhaps overlook the fact that not having a kerbside refuse service creates other forms of 
wastage, in particular the wastage of fuel and residents time associated with having to take their own 
refuse to the RRC. 

As such it was arguable that the environmental benefit of not having a kerbside refuse service is at 
best relatively small. 

A 2020 petition requesting a kerbside refuse collection gained a significant number of signatures and 
whilst the petition request was of an aspirational nature and not grounded in fact or robust analysis, 
the apparent support for it did suggest that many in the community were placing a greater value on 
convenience than on traditional approaches to waste minimisation. 

In response to the petition council introduced a weekly kerbside collection for pre-paid bags of refuse 
in Kaikōura. 

The main issue with the current service is that despite the very strong support initially expressed for 
such a service the level of utilisation has however been very low – typically only around 100 bags per 
fortnightly collection, representing less than 15% of bagged domestic refuse passing through the RRC, 
and only around 1.5% of total refuse. Being so little used the economic efficiency of the service is poor.  

Despite this it is however recognised that the kerbside service is valuable to people who are unable to 
bring their refuse to the RRC and don’t wish to meet the cost of a private refuse collection. 

Some options and their alignment with KDC’s solid waste objectives are outlined in Table 9. 

 

Recycling collection 

To date, KDC’s recycling and other waste diversion services have been rates funded, but whilst the 
Kaikōura Landfill was in operation some financial support was also available from refuse revenue. 

A change that was made in 2020 was to cease provision of kerbside recycling services to the small 
southern coastal communities of Peketa, Goose Bay and Oaro and the northern settlement of Hapuku. 

This was done in response to a combination of the following factors 

• Very low levels of utilisation; the communities are very small and many properties are not 
permanently occupied 

• The complete absence of facilities such as shops in these communities, together a lack of 
public transport options requires any person in these communities to have a vehicle for travel 
to larger centres where refuse and recycling facilities are available 

With Central Government’s recent direction with regard to the provision of recycling services the 
options available regarding the scope of these activities are now more limited than previously.  

Some remaining options and their alignment with KDC’s solid waste objectives are outlined in Table 
10. 
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Organic Waste Collection 

IWK continues to provide a fortnightly kerbside food scraps collection for households in Kaikoura, but 
it is relatively little utilised. As was the case with refuse a large majority of material from the 
community is delivered by people visiting the RRC rather than through kerbside collections. 

Some other approaches and their alignment with KDC’s solid waste objectives are outlined in Table 
11. 

 

Bulky Solid Waste Collection 

A service that Council does not provide is a periodic bulky waste collection from the roadside 
(sometimes termed ‘inorganic collection’). Similar services elsewhere target refuse only or allow for 
recovery of recyclable and/or organic waste materials. 

Bulky solid waste collections are generally rates funded and would not align well with the Council 
objective of applying user pays principles or reducing waste quantities. Such collections are also often 
relatively expensive, with a cost of up to $60 per household per annum, and the benefit that individual 
residents obtain from this service is highly variable. 

 

Collection Extents 

Currently KDC only provides collection services within the Kaikōura urban community, including South 
Bay and Ocean Ridge. 

As discussed in relation to recycling it is not believed that provision of collection services outside of 
Kaikōura is either necessary or justifiable, since availability of a vehicle and ability to travel is essential 
for anybody living outside of the township, and hence they can bring materials to the RRC. 

Population densities in the District are also generally very low outside of the Kaikōura urban area, 
making operation of kerbside services relatively cost inefficient. 
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Table 9:  Refuse Collection Options  - Alignment with Objectives 

Refuse Collection Option Essential 
waste 
management 
services are 
available 

 

Waste 
quantities 
are 
reduced 

 

Services are 
cost efficient 
and 
affordable 

User pays 
principles are 
applied in 
funding solid 
waste services 

Council solid 
waste services 
are used 
appropriately 
to maximise 
efficiency 

Adverse local 
environmental 
effects of KDC 
solid waste 
services are 
minimised 

 

General 
community 
satisfaction 
with Council 
solid waste 
levels of 
service 

RF1:  Provide no kerbside refuse collection, allowing residents to select a private sector 
provider for roadside collection or transport their waste to the RRC.  

Medium High 

 

 

Potentially High High 

(discounting 
recycling cross 
subsidy) 

Medium/High Medium 

(potential for 
illegal dumping) 

Low/Medium? 

RF2:  Current practice of providing user pays bagged collection service within the Kaikōura 
urban area. Refuse bags with collection services provided by Council or a contractor on their 
behalf.  Current charge is $5.00 per bag.  Some Councils provide opt-in wheelie bin collection 
services funded by a variable targeted rate24 or selling bin tags25. 

High Medium/High Potentially High High 

(discounting 
recycling cross 
subsidy) 

Medium Medium 

(potential for 
illegal dumping) 

Medium/ High? 

RF3:  A Council run, targeted rate funded refuse bag service i.e. Council provide bags and 
associated collection service funded by a targeted rate for serviced properties.  There have 
been examples of this approach in New Zealand but rates funded systems have moved to 
wheelie bin based systems to address safety and efficiency issues26.  Similar systems in other 
parts of New Zealand typically cost between $130 qnd $180 per serviced household* 

High Medium/Low Medium Low Medium High Medium? 

RF4:  A Council run, targeted rate funded  refuse wheelie bin service i.e. Council provide a 
refuse wheelie bin collection service funded by a targeted rate for serviced properties.  
Considering similar systems in other parts of New Zealand, a rates funded system of this type 
of service is typically costs around $150 - $200 per serviced household for small bins.* 

High Low Medium Low High High High? 

RF5: Put in place a Solid Waste by-law to limit receptacle size and/or weekly capacity. This 
approach balances the flexibility of a user pays bag service for small households while 
allowing larger households to use a wheelie bin based system if desired. 

Potentially High Increases, but 
depends on 
other factors 

Potentially High Uncertain, 
probably medium 

Uncertain High High 

 

*Charges may significantly vary depending on the size and location of the community served 
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Table 10:  Recycling Collection Options  - Alignment with Objectives 

Recycling Collection Option Essential 
waste 
managemen
t services are 
available 

 

Waste 
quantities 
are 
reduced 

 

Services 
are cost 
efficient 
and 
affordable 

User pays 
principles are 
applied in 
funding solid 
waste services 

Council solid 
waste services 
are used 
appropriately 
to maximise 
efficiency 

Adverse local 
environmental 
effects of KDC 
solid waste 
services are 
minimised 

 

General 
community 
satisfaction 
with Council 
solid waste 
levels of 
service 

RC1:  Continue the existing Council run, targeted rates funded recycle crate service.  
Current costs to Council are around $60 per year for each serviced property.  

High Potentially 
High 

Low Low Medium High Medium? 

RC2:  A Council run, targeted rates funded wheelie bin and recycle crate based 
service.  This is a common approach in New Zealand with paper, cardboard, plastics 
and tins collected in wheelie bins (140-240 L) and glass collected in recycle crates.  
In some cases glass is collected in wheelie bins.  Charges per household are typically 
in the range $70-$140 per household each year, typically levied as a targeted rate. 

High Potentially 
High 

Low Low Medium High Medium/High if 
higher cost is 
accepted? 

RC3:  A Council run, targeted rates funded recycling wheelie bin service.  This is the 
approach adopted in Auckland, Christchurch, Southland and the Bay of Plenty with 
all materials collected in a single 240 L wheelie bin.  Providing this service relies on 
having access to a sorting facility that can handle a fully mixed recyclables stream. 
Charges for this service depend on the specific service configuration but are likely to 
be in the range $100-$140 per household. 

High Potentially 
High 

Low Low Medium/Low High Medium/High if 
higher cost is 
accepted? 
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Table 11:  Organic Waste Collection Options  - Alignment with Objectives 

Organic Waste Collection Option Essential 
waste 
management 
services are 
available 

 

Waste 
quantities 
are 
reduced 

 

Services 
are cost 
efficient 
and 
affordable 

User pays 
principles are 
applied in 
funding solid 
waste services 

Council solid 
waste services 
are used 
appropriately 
to maximise 
efficiency 

Adverse local 
environmental 
effects of KDC 
solid waste 
services are 
minimised 

 

General 
community 
satisfaction 
with Council 
solid waste 
levels of 
service 

O1: Continue with the IWK run, targeted rates funded food scraps collection 
service funded by a targeted rate for serviced properties.   

Low Low/Medium Medium Low ?? Medium Low/Medium?? 

O2: Extend the current food scraps collection to include garden waste, funded by 
a targeted rate.   

Medium High Medium Low ?? Medium Medium 

O3: A Council run, targeted rates funded food and garden waste collection service 
with individual properties able to opt in to the service i.e. Council providing a bag 
or bin based collection service funded by a targeted rate for properties that have 
joined the service.   

Medium High  Medium/High ?? Medium Medium/High 
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6.2.2 Physical infrastructure options  

The physical infrastructure in the Kaikōura District is considered to be adequate to handle the quantity 
of waste generated. Current arrangements are: 

• Disposal of refuse via a transfer station at the Kaikōura Resource Recovery Centre (RRC). 
• 3 small un-manned rural recycle stations. 
• Composting of green waste and food scraps at the RRC. 
• Sorting of kerbside recyclable materials in a hand sort line at the RRC. 
• Re-use facilities for household goods, hardware etc. at the RRC. 
 
A very limited degree of sorting of mixed dry bulk waste loads – mainly to remove large metal or re-
usable items – occurs at the transfer station. The scale of waste activities in Kaikōura is unlikely to be 
sufficient to make more extensive sorting of these materials practical, either by manual or automated 
means.  
 
The closure of the Kaikōura landfill has been accompanied by a reconfiguration of the RRC which has 
addressed a number of deficiencies that previously existed in respect of this site, but has also created 
four significant issues: 
 

i. It is no longer possible to accept material as cleanfill, as was previously done when this was 
incorporated into the landfill. 

 
ii. It is important that general refuse transported to the Kate Valley landfill from the transfer 

station does not contain materials that would cause it to be rejected at the landfill. For this 
reason materials such as expanded polystyrene and offal must not be received in significant 
quantities. 

 
iii. The resource consenting of the reconfigured RRC and closed landfill is likely to require 

substantial and potentially costly upgrading of the composting area, to better manage 
potential leachate generation. 

 
iv. Offal can no longer be accepted both because of it being outside of the acceptance criteria for 

Kate Valley and because the previous practice of disposing to offal holes on the Kaikoura 
landfill site has ceased. 

 

Potential solutions appear available to the first three issues, albeit with additional cost. These 
solutions will be outlined later in this document. 

The issue of the disposal of offal does not however appear to have a solution. 

The previous practice of operating holes on the landfill site for the disposal of offal appears to have 
been an unusual one, not found to be replicated by any other council.   

For offal holes to continue to be provided for community after closure of the landfill would require 
resource consents, since operation of offal holes are only a permitted activity under ECan rules if the 
offal hole is located on the same property that the offal is sourced from, for example on farms. 

Such resource consents are likely to be very difficult and expensive to obtain, particularly on the 
existing site because of its form and proximity to an urban community. 
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Providing offal holes for community use on another site would create a significant challenge because 
that site would need to be supervised, whilst the extent of the activity would be very low, making it 
extremely uneconomic. 

Whilst offal could potentially be disposed of at Kate Valley as a special waste, it would need to be 
delivered there separately form general refuse, and the small quantities involved and the 
impracticality of accumulating such material on the RRC site would again prevent this being an option. 

Those generating offal will therefore need to make their own arrangements for appropriate disposal. 

 

6.2.3 Options to manage the negative impacts of waste 

In the context of waste minimisation and management, it is important to recognise that there are 
negative impacts of waste generation and management.  Some of these are historical (effects of closed 
landfills) and some are related to misuse of existing systems or illegal activity. 

Current issues include 

• Inappropriate use of street litter bins 
• Other occasional (not widespread) dumping of waste 
• Inadequate monitoring of historic closed landfills 
• Possible effects of inappropriate disposal of hazardous wastes despite IWK providing free 

services for the disposal of materials such paint, oil, e-waste and chemicals at the RRC 

The most apparent of these issues are those relating to street litter bins. Some bins are highly utilised 
by tourists or other visitors which can result in the bins becoming points for uncontrolled dumping of 
refuse after they are fully filled. Bin emptying frequencies are increased during the peak tourism 
season in an attempt to manage this. 

Some tourists - in particular those staying at holiday homes or in camper vans - also try to use bins as 
points for bulk refuse disposal rather than street litter, though this has been made more difficult by 
the restriction of bin openings. 

Some other councils with high tourist flows have employed bins whose level of filling is automatically 
monitored and which can compact refuse within them, but it is understood that such bins have not 
always operated well. 
Any illegal dumping that occurs is collected by IWK (or ECan if it is on their land). 

A lesser issue is the inadequate monitoring of historic closed landfill sites. KDC has two such sites in 
the district, in addition to the recently closed Kaikōura landfill. Both of these sites are old, very small 
and at remote locations but there are nevertheless resource consent requirements to monitor the 
sites that have not always be complied with, and this non-compliance is currently being addressed. 

 

6.2.4 Education options 

Providing clear information is an important aspect of successfully implementing a waste minimisation 
and management plan or programme.  Information needs to clearly explain what is required of people 
using waste and recycling services, including visitors to the District.  Communications should also set 
out the costs, benefits and limitations of waste minimisation and management.   

In recent times waste minimisation education efforts in the District have been limited, due to a lack 
of a dedicated waste education person and a reluctance of the schools to provide opportunities for 
such education. 
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Providing effective waste education to the broader community is also considered more challenging 
because the messages are not new and the enthusiasm towards the ‘zero waste’ concept that was 
apparently present the District in the early 2000’s has dissipated. It is believed that most people are 
aware of the waste diversion services available, and the primary challenges are to create the 
motivation to use them more effectively and – ideally – to focus more strongly on reducing waste at 
source. 

To achieve the latter – a fundamental change in the way people view waste – is likely to require high 
quality education supported by genuine passion and is most likely to be effective if delivered early in 
peoples lives through schools.  

It is therefore considered important that a suitable person or organisation is engaged who can 
structure and deliver an effective waste minimisation education programme to the community. 

 

6.2.5 Encouraging a Repair Culture 

An approach not mentioned in the previous Waste Assessment or WMMP is the potential support of 
a ‘repair culture’ in the community, where there is a greater focus on repairing items rather than 
disposing of them. 

There has been an international trend towards this, reflected in the establishment of the ‘Repair Café’ 
movement, which is to have places or events where people can bring broken or damaged objects and 
obtain advice or assistance in their repair from suitably skilled volunteers. 

This movement first came to NZ in 2013 with a national association established in 2019, and there are 
currently 75 ‘repair cafes’ spread throughout the country. 

A repair café is believed to have potential benefits in regard to both waste minimisation and social 
engagement. 

An option could be for council to assist in the establishment of a repair café in Kaikōura through 
provision of a venue and/or some supporting funding. 

An existing vacant shed on Council reserve land adjacent to the RRC could be such a venue. 

 

6.2.6 Policy options 

Providing the right policy framework for effective waste minimisation and management is a critical 
component of Kaikōura District Council’s role.  This includes the Kaikōura District Plan, funding 
initiatives under the Waste Minimisation and Management Plan and potentially introducing 
associated regulation.  This Waste Assessment considers those components. 

 

Funding  
Services for households and businesses are currently funded through user charges (refuse, green 
waste and some other items) and rates (recycling).  As noted in the discussion on collection options, 
there is potential to consider funding of refuse collection services at least in part through targeted 
rates - effectively compulsory user charges recovered through the rating system.  There is also 
potential to fund activities through general rates - current examples in Kaikōura include collection of 
litter and illegally dumped material. 

Rates funding of services provides a guaranteed income to cover anticipated costs, but in most cases, 
this involves a standard charge regardless of how much a business or household uses a particular 
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service, though some New Zealand of Councils have imposed variable targeted rates depending on 
the range and type of services being used.  

Some Councils provide grant funding for waste minimisation activity by community groups and 
businesses.  This provides an opportunity for businesses to test ideas that may be risky or 
commercially unattractive.  It also provides a mechanism for Council to support community action on 
waste minimisation and management. 

As noted in Section 2.3.4 there is potential for a significant increase in waste minimisation funding 
from Central Government.  It is however believed that if such a significant increase does materialise a 
first priority for its use would be to support the continuing delivery of some diversion activities on a 
more affordable basis rather than attempting to broaden the range of these activities or to support 
the activities of others in the waste minimisation space. 

 

Regulation  

There are currently no bylaws in place covering solid waste minimisation and management in the 
Kaikoura district. Some other districts have implemented solid waste bylaws which impose regulation 
or control in respect of matters such as the use of refuse and recycling services, the accumulation, 
storage and ownership of waste, the management of waste from particular events or activities and 
the licensing of private parties or facilities engaged in the collection or disposal of waste. 

In providing feedback on KDC’s previous (2020) Waste Assessment the Canterbury region’s Medical 
Officer of Health recommended that such a bylaw be introduced. 

It is however not believed that the lack of such a bylaw in the Kaikōura district has to date caused any 
significant issues, and the introduction and maintenance of such a bylaw would impose further 
burdens on Council’s small regulatory team. 

For these reasons it is not currently proposed to introduce such a bylaw, but it remains an option. 

 

National policy debate and implementation 

As noted previously, Council will work with other territorial authorities, central government, industry 
and other parties to improve waste minimisation and management in New Zealand, with a particular 
focus on reducing the generation of waste at source.  The continuing strengthening of the central 
government focus on at-source reduction rather than subsequent diversion is considered to be very 
positive. 

Council can play a role in this through engaging in the broader policy debate with central government 
through advocacy and making submissions on matters under consultation and working with industry 
partners and organisations like Local Government New Zealand, the Waste Management Institute of 
New Zealand and the Product Stewardship Council.   

Council can also work with accredited product stewardship schemes to maximise services available to 
Kaikōura businesses and residents.  Schemes available to Kaikōura residents or businesses include 
Resene’s Paintwise (Blenheim or Christchurch), Plasbak, AgRecovery, Re:Mobile (free post or drop off 
at IWK).  Council can support existing services and advocate for the introduction or expansion of 
services in Kaikōura.  
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Actions proposed: 
• Engaging with central government and collaborating with local government organisations, non-

government organisations (NGO) and other key stakeholders to progress national activity on 
waste minimisation and management policy. 

• Maximising opportunities to utilise funding from the landfill levy to contribute to the 
affordability of waste diversion services in the Kaikōura District 

• Continuing regular reporting on progress against the WMMP targets as part of the Kaikōura 
District Annual Report. 
 

6.3 Assessing Options 

Waste management is delivered as a package of component services which are interrelated. As such 
this overall package can take a wide variety of forms, and it is very difficult to establish a fully 
integrated evaluation framework that will determine exactly how that package should be composed.  

Since 2020 issues of affordability and convenience have become more prominent in discussions of 
these services, and in the previous Waste Assessment the cost of particular options for recycling 
different ranges of materials were considered in some detail. 

With central government’s recent requirement for standardisation of recycling services such 
consideration is no longer relevant, and options become largely limited to what can be done to 
enhance the utilisation or efficiency of the existing services. 

Some identified options in this regard are presented in Table 12, together with rough estimates (in 
some cases little more than guesses) of the associated capital and operating costs and potential 
benefits in respect of reducing landfill tonnages. Some further comment on these options are: 

 

Operation of Polystyrene Compaction (Option 1) 

Compacting this material with by compression or melting would address the storage challenge and 
high transport costs that would be incurred if it was transported uncompressed to a recycling market 

 

Composting area upgrade (Option 2) 

Environment Canterbury have indicated that they do not consider the current arrangements 
acceptable from an environmental perspective because of lack of control of potential leachate from 
the composting process. 

Providing a solution to this may require placing an impermeable layer below areas where leachate 
may be generated and installing a collection system to direct the liquid to the sewer system. 
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Food waste service upgrades (options3,4,5 and 6) 

Providing households with dedicated containers for the collection of food waste both in the kitchen 
and outside (for kerbside collection) and/or increasing the frequency of that kerbside collection may 
help address perception of inconvenience and perceived unpleasantness that may be causing the 
current low level of utilisation of this service.  

 

Supporting Home Composting of Food and Garden Waste (option 7) 

Assisting residents to establish a home composting system could provide an alternative means of 
managing food waste that does not require that waste to be stored for extended periods before it is 
collected. 

 

Strengthening the Mechanised Recycling Sorting Line (Option 10) 

The current conveyor-based sorting line is suitable for sorting relatively light materials, but not glass, 
which is instead only roughly hand sorted in skips. Some re-design and strengthening of the structure 
would enable glass to be sorted too. 

 

Improvements to Composting Infrastructure and process (Option 11) 

Composting is current conducted using a relatively primitive channel system and an old tumbling 
screen. It appears that the current process may not reliably generate the heat required to consistently 
produce high quality compost that is free of weeds. Upgrading the infrastructure might help address 
this and would probably strengthen demand for the created compost. 



 

46 
 

KDC WASTE ASSESSMENT – SEPTEMBER 2025 
 

Table 12: Potential Improvement Options* 

 
 

*Costs and possible landfill tonnage reductions are indicative estimates only, in some cases little more than guesses
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6.3.1 Proposed Waste System Configuration  

Based on previous considerations, the proposed configuration of the waste management system is as 
summarised in Table 13. This is largely a retention of the status quo with some minor improvements. 

Table 13:  Suggested Waste Management System Configuration  

 

System Component Suggested Form                                        Potential  Improvements 

Refuse collection (Kaikōura Urban) Fortnightly collection of pre-paid 
refuse bags (status quo) 

 

Recycle collection (Kaikōura Urban) Fortnightly rates funded, crate 
based collection (status quo) 

 

Food scrap collection (Kaik. Urban) Food scrap collection with kerbside 
recycling (status quo) 

Potential provision of 
dedicated food waste 
containers and increase 
collection frequency 
 

Resource Recovery Centre (‘RRC’) 
 
 
Transfer station 

Status quo. 
 
Refuse compacted and transported 
to Kate Valley regional landfill 
(status quo) 

Introduce service for 
expanded polystyrene  

 

Clean Fill Currently no service available, 
treated as refuse 

Explore potential to 
establish clean fill disposal 
site adjacent to RRC 

 
Green Waste 
 

 
Composting service at RRC (Status 
Quo) 

 
Upgrades to site and 
process may be needed to  
meet ECan requirements 

Street Litter Bins 
 
 
Kerbside bulky waste collection 
 
Rural Recycling Centres 
 
 
 
Re-use Services 

Status quo 
 
 
Do not conduct 
 
Basic facilities at Lynton Downs, 
Clarence and Kekerengu (status 
quo) 
 
Retain status quo, perhaps explore      
extending range of materials 
offered for re-use 

Further efforts to address 
contamination of recycling 
bins. Dog waste bin trial 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Potential support of 
‘repair café’  

   Waste Education Increased promotion of waste 
minimisation and research of local 
waste stream 

Employment of a part-
time waste educator, 
advertising budget, 
improvement of on-line 
information on services, 
Improve information on 
local waste stream 
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7 Consultation with the Medical Officer of Health  

In accordance with the requirements of s51(5) (b) of the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 in making 
Waste Assessment Councils are required to consult with the Medical Officer of Health. Feedback from 
that consultation is attached as Appendix B. 
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Appendix A: Waste Analysis – June 2025  
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1.0 Summary 
An analysis of bagged and bulk refuse being disposed of through KDC’s solid waste activities has been 
undertaken. 

The results of the analysis of bagged refuse appear to have general similarity to those obtained from 
other communities and suggests that there is a very high level of utilisation of existing council services 
for recycling of items that do not require substantial effort from users. 

It appears that around 90% of bagged refuse by weight is material for which diversion is either not 
available or requires more effort from customers. 

Dominating this section of the waste stream is food scraps, which were found to comprise just under 
half of all refuse by weight. 

Conclusions regarding bulk refuse are less clear, but it is believed that whilst this makes up by far the 
largest proportion of total material to landfill (above 90%) the composition of bagged refuse is perhaps 
a more useful barometer of the community’s attitude towards waste minimisation, which is key to 
overall performance. 

It is suspected that if the community is minimising inclusion of divertible materials in their bagged 
refuse they would also be more likely to do so in other components of the waste stream.  

 

2.0 Background and Methodology 
As part of the preparation for a review of councils Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 
(WMMP) an analysis has been attempted of the material being disposed of as refuse from the district 
through Council’s services. 

This analysis took the following form: 

• Manual sorting and measurement of the contents of 50 randomly selected bags of material 
deposited as refuse through the council systems (kerbside collection and direct receipt at the 
Resource Recovery Centre) on multiple days in accordance with the general principles of the 
Solid Waste Analysis Protocol (SWAP) that was developed by the Ministry of the Environment. 
 

• Visual assessments of the approximate proportional composition (in respect of the 12 primary 
SWAP material categories) undertaken by IWK staff of 50 randomly selected weighed loads of 
bulk refuse (excluding any loads containing bagged refuse) that were deposited at the RRC 
over multiple days. 
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It should be recognised that the above strands of analysis have limitations in respect of their ability to 
accurately characterise the material disposed of from the district. These limitations include: 

• Some of the refuse generated in the district may not be disposed of through the systems 
operated by council. 

• The sample sizes for the analysis of both the bagged and bulk refuse are relatively small, and 
data was only collected on the overall composition of all samples together rather than for 
individual samples, and without the latter it is not possible to reliably estimate levels of 
confidence for that data to represent the broader waste streams. 

• Food and other waste types are often so intimately mixed in domestic refuse that they cannot 
practically be separated in a precise way. Attempts are however made to ensure that where 
such contamination occurs it is balanced ‘both ways’ in the assessment. For example if paper 
was in some cases intimately mixed with material assessed as food waste, this should be 
balanced by there sometimes being food waste in material assessed as being paper. 

• The visual assessments conducted of the bulk loads will inevitably be imprecise, and those 
bulk loads are likely to be very variable in respect of both composition and overall weights 

Despite these limitations it is believed that the analysis conducted provides some useful insight into 
the composition of local waste. 

 

3.0 Observations – bagged refuse 
Typical average bag weights 

The 50 bags of refuse had a total weight of 400 kilograms measured at the weighbridge with weights 
of individual bags ranging from 3 to 20 kilograms (the latter being an extreme outlier). 

The average bag weight of 8 kilograms is at the upper end of observations elsewhere in NZ, which 
indicate that average bag weights of between 6 and 8 kilograms are typical. 

The observed average bag weight suggests that the current customer pricing for receipt of bagged 
refuse is adequate to meet the disposal cost (8 kg @ $575 per tonne = $4.60). 

 

Composition 

The refuse was sorted into the 12 primary SWAP categories and weighed using electronic scales. The 
total of these weights was 408kg, and the 8kg difference from the overall weighbridge weight is 
considered negligible. 

The breakdown by weight is shown below, together with the results of three other recent surveys for 
comparison. The selection of these other councils for comparison is primarily based on their having 
presented separate analyses of domestic ‘kerbside’ refuse in addition to assessing the overall 
composition of waste to landfill. 
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The results obtained for Kaikōura appear to have general similarity to most other districts that have 
presented analyses of this component of the waste stream, recognising that significant differences 
may exist between those districts and the form of services offered within them, that makes precise 
comparison unrealistic. 

The following comments are made on the observed results: 

 

Majority of plastic and paper items were not easily recyclable. 

Plastics in refuse were dominated by soft plastic wrappings and non-recyclable containers. The 
recyclable materials present were mainly type 1 food trays and a very few small recyclable bottles.  

Larger recyclable bottles such as those for soft drinks and milk were virtually absent, suggesting a very 
high level of use of the existing recycling services for these items. 

Whilst an attempt at measurement was not made to accurately assess this (and would have been 
difficult because of the contamination that was sometimes present) it is suspected that in the order 
of 30% of the plastics observed might have been potentially recyclable. 

A similar situation existed in respect of paper and cardboard. Relatively little newsprint, office paper 
or clean cardboard was found with much of the material present being things such as tetrapak and 
other liquid paperboard containers, contaminated kitchen towels or tissues and small paper items 
that are unsuitable or more difficult to be recycled.  

IWK accepts liquid paperboard containers for recycling, but this acceptance requires the containers to 
be completely cut open and washed clean, which is likely to require more effort than many people are 
willing to make. 

Whilst perhaps as much as 40% of the paper found could potentially be recycled, significant additional 
effort would be required by the community to do this. 

 

Expected High Proportion of Food Waste 

The 49% proportion of refuse assessed as being food or garden waste appears to be in the mid-range 
of observations from other councils, which were between 30% and 60%. 

MATERIAL TYPES
Kilograms 
measured % of Total Auckland Kapiti Queenstown

Paper & Cardboard 49 12.0% 7.0% 10.9% 6.5%
Plastics 54 13.2% 10.9% 14.4% 9.8%
Garden waste 2 0.5%
Food Scraps 198 48.5%
Metal 16 3.9% 4.6% 2.6% 2.9%
Glass 12 2.9% 2.1% 2.1% 2.7%
Textiles (including leather, carpets) 32 7.8% 3.6% 6.1% 4.6%
Nappies & Sanitary 25 6.1% 12.0% 12.3% 7.2%
Rubble, concrete, rocks etc * 10 2.5% 2.2% 1.9% 2.4%
Timber 1 0.2% 1.6% 0.5% 1.9%
Rubber 6 1.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7%
Potentially Hazardous 3 0.7% 1.4% 1.4% 2.3%

Total 408

KDC Assessment 2025 Some other recent assessments

55.2% 47.5% 59.1%
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As noted previously precise estimation of food waste is difficult because it was often was closely 
intermingled with other materials (typically paper or plastics) in a way that made separation difficult 
and because of this it is suspected that the 48.5% should be taken as just a rough estimate, with the 
real figure being somewhere between 40% and 50%, perhaps towards the lower end of this range, as 
the 50 bags of refuse that were sorted included one extremely heavy bag (just over 20kg) which was 
entirely of food scraps, which would seem very unusual. 

For this reason it is suggested that +/- 3% margins of error should be assumed in respect of paper and 
plastic proportions of the total. 

A difference that exists between KDC and some other councils is the use of bags or wheelie bins for 
refuse, and it is suspected that whilst very little garden waste was found in KDC’s bags, a higher 
proportion might have been recorded if refuse had been collected in wheelie bins where the inclusion 
of bushy or branchy material is much easier. 

It should also be noted that because organic waste typically makes up such a substantial proportion 
of domestic ‘kerbside’ refuse, significant diversion of this material will also have a noticeable effect on 
the percentages of other waste components. As the overall quantity of waste is reduced by such 
diversion the relative proportions of other elements will increase even if their quantities remain 
constant. 

That might in part be why the proportions of paper and plastic for KDC (and Kapiti) are somewhat 
higher than for Auckland and Queenstown, which have significantly higher proportions of organic 
materials. 

 

Relatively High Proportion of Textiles 

At 7.8% the proportion of textiles observed appears to be slightly higher than typical, but it should be 
recognised that this result is based on a small sample and can be easily skewed, and indeed was by 2 
bags of refuse that contained nothing other than clothes. 

Some of the clothes found were in excellent condition with apparent potential for re-use. 

 

Low Proportion of Nappies 

That this proportion is significantly lower that for some other communities is likely reflective of 
Kaikōura’s age demographics being significantly older than the national average. 

 

Metal 

Of the relatively small quantities that were observed, a significant proportion of the total weight was 
from a very small number of relatively heavy household items. 

The balance – probably in the order of 2% of total - was made up of steel and aluminium cans and 
various aluminium foil items. 

Glass 

As was the case with other materials, the amount of the most common readily recyclable materials - 
such as large glass bottles – that was present in refuse was very low. The type of glass materials 
present were instead typically smaller glass jars or bottles, often still containing some material or with 
attached plastic.  
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Potential Further Diversion Opportunities 

Overall it appeared that effective use was being made of the recycling services available since there 
were relatively small amounts of readily recyclable materials were present in bagged refuse. 

That said it is believed that if determined efforts were made by service users some further diversion 
of waste through recycling might be theoretically achievable, perhaps to the following extents: 

Material Estimated Further Proportion Divertible As % of total refuse 

Plastic 30% of 13.2% 4% 

Paper 40% of 12% 4.8% 

Metal 50% of 3.9% 1.95% 

Glass 50% of 2.9% 1.45% 

 Total 12.2% 

 

It is however believed that achieving a similar or greater increase in diversion would be much more 
readily achievable in respect of food waste, and that should be the primary target. 

 

4.0 Observations – bulk refuse 
Load weights 

The 50 loads of refuse inspected had a total weight of 3660 kilograms with weights of individual 
loads ranging from 10  to 360 kilograms. The average load weight was 73 kilograms. 

 

Composition 

Composition of the individual loads was based on a visual estimation by the weighbridge operator of 
what proportions of the 12 primary SWAP material categories were present by weight in the individual 
loads. 

This is a very subjective approach that is only intended to give a rough indication of the composition 
of this ‘bulk’ material. 

The inherent difficulty of accurately determining the composition of bulk refuse does however also 
need to be appreciated, since many of the items – for example furniture or equipment – will have a 
combination of metals, plastic, timber and textiles in them, the exact proportions by weight of which 
could only be established by a painstaking breakdown of the item, which is not considered practical. 

Also, as previously observed, comparison of overall landfilled waste from different districts needs to 
take account of the fundamental differences that may exist between waste generating activities 
(commercial, construction and municipal, such as disposal of wastewater solids) in those districts. 

For these reasons the following presented estimated composition information and comparison of it 
with the national landfill composition averages should be treated with caution. 
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Recognising the previously stated limitations few observations or conclusions will be made regarding 
these results, other than the following: 

 

Widespread presence of plastic 

Plastic is a variety of forms was the most common material by weight and frequency, being present 
in 43 of the 50 inspected loads 

 

Low level of food and garden waste 

This suggests that customers are either disposing of most material through bagged refuse or are 
using the available green and food waste services as alternative to landfilling. 

There are strong financial incentives for doing so now that the cost of landfill disposal has been 
considerably increased. 

 

Substantial amounts of textiles 

Believed due to dumping of materials such as carpets and may not reliably reflect the long term 
trend. 

 

National Landfill Data

MATERIAL TYPES
% of loads in which 
this material present

Kilograms 
Estimated

% of Total by 
Estimated Weight % of Total by Weight

Paper & Cardboard 68% 643 17.6% 9%
Plastics 86% 911 24.9% 12%
Garden waste 8% 154 4.2%
Food Scraps 4% 13 0.4%
Metal 18% 144 3.9% 3%
Glass 18% 282 7.7% 3%
Textiles (including leather, carpets) 26% 665 18.2% 6%
Nappies & Sanitary 12% 49 1.3% 6%
Rubble, concrete, rocks etc * 4% 224 6.1% 10%
Timber 20% 510 13.9% 14%
Rubber 8% 53 1.4% 1%
Potentially Hazardous 2% 12 0.3% 5%

Total 3660

KDC Assessment 2025

31%
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Appendix B: Medical Officer of Health Commentary 
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