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SECTION 17A SOLID WASTE SERVICE 

DELIVERY 
 

 

Purpose of Report 

To inform Councillors of the service delivery options for the Solid Waste 
services presently delivered by Council. 

Recommendations 

Officers recommend that the Council: 

1. Receive the information.  

2. That the Council (in collaboration with Masterton District Council and 

Carterton District Council) proceeds with tendering of the Solid Waste 
Service’s contract. 

3. That the service levels relating to kerbside collection be discussed 
and confirmed prior to letting of the new tender. 

1. Executive Summary 

The purpose of this paper is to seek a decision on the service delivery 
options for the Solid Waste services presently delivered by Council. 

Please note that this report and the supporting information will be 
considered by Masterton District Council and has been authored largely by 
David Hopman, Manager Assets and Operations, Masterton District Council. 

It is expected that Carterton District Council will consider the matter during 
the current meeting cycle. 

2. Background 

Following amendment to the legislation in 2014, Council is required to 

conduct reviews of service delivery under section 17A of the Local 
Government Act 2002. 

A service delivery review is a process of determining whether the existing 
means for delivering a service remains the most efficient, effective and 
appropriate means for delivering that service. 



There are two statutory trigger points when a review must be undertaken: 

1. When considering significant changes to service levels (i.e. starting a 

new service, or significantly increasing or decreasing a level of 
service). 

2. Within two years of expiration of a contract or other binding 
agreement to deliver a service. 

It should be noted that the LGA has a transitional provision that requires 

that all services must be reviewed by 8 August 2017. In all cases a review 
of service delivery has a maximum statutory life of six years from the last 

review under section 17A. 

3. Discussion 

3.1 Analysis of options 

Eleven options have been considered for this review as outlined in Section 

17A of the LGA: 
 

Option Description 

1 Governance, funding and delivery by each Council separately 

2 Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a 

Council Controlled Organisation (CCO) wholly owned by each Council 

separately 

3 Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a 

Council Controlled Organisation partly owned by the three local authorities 

4 Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by 

Masterton District Council or other territorial authority 

5 Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a person 

or agency not listed above 

6 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with 

delivery by Masterton District Council or other territorial authority 

7 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with 

delivery by a Council Controlled Organisation wholly owned by Masterton 

District Council 

8 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with 

delivery by a Council Controlled Organisation (CCO) partly owned by 

Masterton District Council and partly owned by other parties 

9 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with 

delivery by another local authority 

10 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with 

delivery by a person or agency not listed above 

11 Governance, funding and delivery by private sector 

 



3.2 Options investigated in detail 

All options were investigated with the following options investigated in detail 

after discounting others. 

A - Maintain Status Quo 

B - Bring service In-house 
C - Stop the provision of the service – leave to private business 
 

Details of the options analysis are contained in the Solid Waste Services 
Delivery Review Report (see Appendix 1). 

 

4. Recommendations 

After consideration around risks, their consequences and probability and 
ease of implementation maintaining the Status Quo (subject to potential 

changes in the level of service) is the recommended option given: 

 Five years satisfactory experience with the model for the three 

councils. 

 The perceived risk is considered to be least. 

 The ability to retain management of the waste stream and associated 

initiatives. 

 The ability to prescribe levels of service that the communities require 

and prepared to fund. 

 That residents could be provided with a wider range of services.  The 

Communication Strategy would be consistently delivered, resulting in 
a community that is more aware of options and engaged in the waste 

management process.  Collection services would not be provided as 
of right to rural dwellings (these may or may not have access to 
urban service). 

 Modelling shows that this option has a significant impact on the 
amount of waste diverted; reduces the future demand for landfill 

significantly and reduces reliance on recycling drop-off points; and 
increases the future demand for recycling and organic waste services 

and processing.  Improvements to recycling processing facilities may 
be required.   

  



5. Proposal 

It is proposed that the 3 Councils prepare shared services tender for solid 
waste services with the procurement objective being:  Minimising waste to 

landfill while ensuring cost effective rubbish and recycling services for 
ratepayers and minimising financial risks to the Councils. 

The base tender will be for current levels of service but will include potential 

changes as contract add-in options of: 

 Wheelie bins for recycling 

 Wheelie bins for rubbish 

 Food waste collection 

 Resource Recovery centre  

 Extended rural services 

 

6. Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Solid Waste Services Delivery Review Report 

 

 

 

 

Contact Officer: Bill Sloan, Projects Programme Manager 

Reviewed by: Mark Allingham, Group Manager Infrastructure and Services 
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1. Solid Waste Service Delivery Review – Overview    
 
1.1 Purpose  
This review evaluates options for governance, funding and delivery for waste management services of the 
three Wairarapa Councils: Masterton (MDC), Carterton (CDC) and South Wairarapa (SWDC) as required by 
section 17A of the Local Government Act 2002.  
 
1.2 Background 
Local authorities are required to manage waste under the Local Government and Waste Minimisation Acts: 

 a territorial authority must promote effective and efficient waste management and    
         minimisation within its district1; and 

 solid waste collection and disposal is a core council service2 
 
Shared waste management services include kerbside collection, recycling and waste minimisation education 
programs. Waste management services are delivered by a competitively tendered competitive contract for all 
three Districts. This contract was let in 2010 to Earthcare Environmental Ltd. The types of solid waste services 
provided by each Council via this contract include: 
 

Carterton District 
Council 

Weekly kerbside refuse and recycling collection, and promotion of waste 
minimisation recycling.  
 
 Management and operational services for the Transfer Station, 
recycling depot and the weekly kerb-side collection. Street litter bin 
servicing is undertaken by own forces outside of  Earthcare 
Environmental Ltd contract 

Masterton 
District Council 

 Weekly kerb-side recycling and kerb-side rubbish collection, transfer 
station operations, gate fee collection, composting and recycling. 
 
 Management and operational services for the Transfer Station, 
recycling depots and the weekly kerbside collection. Street services.3  
Street litter bin services are provided separately 

South Wairarapa 
District Council 

 Weekly kerb-side refuse, recycling collection and management and 
operational services for the Transfer Station, 
 
Litter bin servicing is undertaken via a separate contract with City Care 
Services. 

 
The three Wairarapa councils operate 10 public waste management facilities: 
 
South Wairarapa District Council 

 Martinborough 

 Greytown 

 Featherston 

 Pirinoa 

 Hinakura 

 Ngawi 
 

                                                
1
 Refer section 42 of the Waste Minimisation Act  

2
 Refer section 11A c of the Local Government Act 2002  

3
 Solid Waste Asset Management Plan 2014-2044 (2014), Masterton District Council, page 13 
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Carterton District Council 

 Dalefield Rd 
 
Masterton District Council 

 Nursery Road 

 Riversdale 

 Castlepoint 
 
All facilities are located on top of or adjacent to closed landfills. 
 
The three Wairarapa District Council’s involvement in Solid Waste Management is supported by the Local 
Government Act 2002, Waste Minimisation Act 2008, Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 and Health Act 
1956.  The Councils’ have both general and specific discretionary powers under these acts. 
 
Community Outcomes 
Each Council has a key community outcome that Solid Waste Management contributes to, namely: 
 

 
 
Waste Management Wairarapa Strategy and Governance 
Waste Management Wairarapa (a joint informal committee of three Wairarapa Councils) produced a 
Wairarapa Waste Plan in September 2000 and further updated it in February 2005. The Wairarapa Waste Plan 
continues to be the base document for ongoing combined work of the three Councils. The Waste Management 
Wairarapa Strategy was superseded by the Waste Management and Minimisation Plan in 2008. 
 
Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2011-2017 
The Councils of the Wellington region4 developed a Waste Management and Minimisation Plan (WMMP) 
which is a requirement of the Waste Minimisation Act 2008. The purpose of the WMMP is to5: 

 describe a collective vision to achieve long-term goals; 

 set strategies, objectives, policies, activities and monitoring requirements; and  

 describe funding mechanisms and legal requirements.  
 
The overall vision of the WMMP is to provide residents and ratepayers with highly effective, efficient and safe 
waste management and minimisation services in order to protect the environment from harm, and provide 
environmental, social, economic, and cultural benefits.6  

                                                
4
 Carterton District Council, Hutt City Council, Kapiti Coast District Council, Masterton District Council, Porirua City Council, South 

Wairarapa District Council, Upper Hutt City Council, Wellington City Council   
5
 Waste Management and Minimisation Plan (2012), Combined Councils of the Wellington Region, page 11 

6
 Waste Management and Minimisation Plan (2012), Combined Councils of the Wellington Region, page 23 
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As part of the WMMP, each council of the Wellington region developed individual council action plans that 
outline a programme for achieving the vision, goals, objectives and outcomes of the wider plan (see Appendix 
B for Action Plan for Masterton, Carterton and South Wairarapa District Councils).   This plan and individual 
actions are currently under review and is expected to be completed early in 2017. 
 
 
1.3 Present Arrangements 
 
1.3.1 Service Delivery 
Solid Waste services are governed and funded separately by each of the three Wairarapa Councils with 
combined funding arrangements. The funding structure for solid waste is a combination of a contribution of 
user pays for waste and rates for recycling.  
 
Solid Waste Governance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Waste is currently freighted and disposed at the Bonny Glen landfill site in Marton that is owned by several 
waste management companies. This disposal arrangement remains in place until 2018.  
 
The Wairarapa Councils collectively contract service delivery to Earthcare Environmental for a period of five 
years with two one year rights of renewal. Earthcare Environmental were contracted to provide the following 
solid waste services: kerbside recycling, kerbside rubbish collection, street litter bin collection, transfer station 
operations, gate fee collection, composting and recycling services.  
 
1.3.2 Governance 
There is currently no governance structure in place although the entity known as Waste Management 
Wairarapa (WMW) did provide a governance function during the early to late 2000’s. 
 
WMW was an ‘ad-hoc’ committee of the three councils meaning: 
- It had no formal constitution; 
- It had no decision-making powers - nor any other powers;  
- It had no budget or authority to commit funds. 
 
At that time, given the nature of its role and the issues it had been dealing with, this was considered to be 
unsatisfactory.  Apart from having ‘no teeth’ it means that every significant WMW decision that required 
action had to be re-litigated and agreed to by the three Councils.   
 
WMW effectively disbanded in 2007 and no governance structure grouping has been in place since. 
 
1.4 Previous Review/s 
No formal review has been undertaken on Waste Management service delivery matters by any of the three 
Wairarapa Councils.  Governance matters as above were addressed earlier. 
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1.5 Performance 
The effectiveness of solid waste delivery is reflected in performance measures developed by each Council, 
satisfaction surveys, feedback from the community, and any plans or strategies that are adopted and 
implemented.   
 
Satisfaction Surveys  
All three Wairarapa Councils participate in a Communitrak satisfaction survey undertaken by the National 
Research Bureau (NRB). The Communitrak survey provides a means of measuring Council’s effectiveness in 
representing the wishes and viewpoints of its residents.  The survey provides a comparison for Council on 
major issues and on performance relative to peer groups. The section below provides a summary of the latest 
survey results for solid waste for each of the three Wairarapa Councils:  
 
Carterton District Council  
Every three years the CDC participates in the 
Communitrak satisfaction survey. The most 
recent survey was conducted in 2014.   
 
The 2014 survey results showed 90% overall 
satisfaction with refuse collection services, with 
5% dissatisfaction. Those who reported 
dissatisfaction gave the following reasons: cost 
of bags, bags too expensive, and residents felt 
they were ‘paying twice’.  
 
89% of Carterton residents report satisfaction 
with kerbside recycling. The 10% of Carterton 
residents that reported dissatisfaction were for 
reasons such as poor service from contractors 
(3%), contractors left a lot behind (3%), collection 
times too late (2%), and that they don’t take 
everything (2%).7  
 
The 2008, 2011, and 2014 surveys have reflected 
an increase from 85% to 89%.  
 
Masterton District Council 
Since 2001, the MDC has participated in the 
Communitrak satisfaction survey undertaken by the National Research Bureau (NRB). Results for rubbish and 
recycling collection, and refuse disposal has been positive and satisfaction levels maintained.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
7
 Carterton District Council/National Research 2015 



  

7 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The 2015 survey results showed 73% satisfaction with solid waste collection services. This is the same result 
from the previous survey in 2014 (73%). The result is above the baseline of 71% achieved in 2010/11, but 6% 
below the peer group average (79%). Over the last five years, overall satisfaction levels for rubbish and 
recycling collection has continued to increase. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For refuse disposal, the 2015 survey shows 72% satisfaction with refuse disposal services. This is the same 
result from the previous survey in 2014 (72%). The result is above the baseline of 65% achieved in 2010/11, 
but 6% below the peer group average (78%). Over the last five years, overall satisfaction levels for refuse 
disposal have continued to increase. 
 
South Wairarapa District Council  
Every three years the SWDC participates in the Communitrak satisfaction survey. The most recent survey was 
conducted in 2013. In terms of solid waste, the survey looks at the recycling collection service and the rubbish 
collection service. Overall, satisfaction levels for both recycling and rubbish collection has increased since the 
last survey was held in 2010.  

 
The 2013 survey results reflect 77% satisfaction with the 
recycling collection service which is 24% increase compared 
to the 2010 survey (53%).  The 9% of residents dissatisfied 
with the recycling collection service gave reasons such as 
rubbish blows around/needs bins with lids (3%), selective 
about what they take/should recycle more items (2%) and 
collection service could improve (2%).  
 

     

The rubbish collection service received 
an overall satisfaction level of 73% in 
2013, which is an increase of 11% from 
the 2010 survey. Out of the 4% of 
residents who reported dissatisfaction, 
they gave reasons similar to those who 
reported dissatisfaction with the 
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recycling collection. For example, rubbish blows around/needs bins with lids (1%).  
 
 
Long Term Plan – Performance Measures 
 
Carterton District Council - The CDC break waste management down into three measurable components:  
 

How performance is measured Comment 

Expenditure is within approved 
budget 

The performance measure is based on waste management being 
managed at the best possible cost for the required level of service, 
with the measuring system being regular financial reporting to the 
Council. The target is set at 100%. Expenditure was within the 
approved budget in 2014, but the target was not met in 2015. The 
operating expenditure exceeded the budget set in the Annual Plan.  

Urban residents are satisfied with 
refuse collection and with 
kerbside recycling  

The Communitrak NRB satisfaction survey measures satisfaction 
levels for refuse collection and kerbside recycling every three 
years. The last two surveys have met the target of 85%.  

Compliance with resource 
consent conditions including 
compliance monitoring  

Performance is based on adverse effects of waste on the 
environment being minimised, with a target of 100% compliance 
with resource consent conditions. This measure has not been 
achieved in the last two financial years.  

 
 
Masterton District Council - The provision of solid waste management facilities and solutions across MDC is 
measured by the indicators listed below: 
 

How performance is measured Comment 

Percentage of residents satisfied 
with the urban and rural 
transfer stations, recycling and   
composting facilities 
 

The Communitrak NRB satisfaction survey provides the data that 
reflects satisfaction levels with both urban and rural transfer 
stations. The 5-10 year target for this measure is to maintain 
satisfaction levels with the baseline being 65% satisfaction and the 
peer group average 74%. Over the last five financial years, 
satisfaction levels were maintained apart from 2010/11. 

Proportion of advertised hours 
that the transfer stations and 
recycling centre is open to the  
public 

The target set is 100%. This target has not been achieved for three 
of the last five financial years due to one or two staff opening 
delays over the year at the rural transfer stations. 

Percentage of residents satisfied 
with solid waste collection 
services  

The Communitrak NRB satisfaction survey provides the data to 
show satisfaction levels with solid waste collection services. The 5-
10 year target for this measure is to maintain satisfaction levels 
with the baseline being 71% and the peer group average 83%. Over 
the last five financial years, satisfaction levels were maintained.8 

Number of call backs due to 
non-collection of official rubbish 
bags in each weekly collection 

The 5-10 year target set is for no more than one call back per 200 
urban households. This target has been achieved for the last five 
financial years.  

Tonnage of waste delivered for 
transfer is reduced annually 

The 5-10 year target set is for annual reductions of waste taken to 
the transfer station. The baseline that was set in 2010/11 was a 
5.1% reduction based on the previous year. The MDC has not yet 
achieved this for the last five financial years.  

The Solid Waste Management 
Plan for Wairarapa is reviewed 

This plan is scheduled for review and public consultation in 
2016/17. 

 

                                                
8
 The MDC did not participate in the survey during 2012/13 
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How the rural and urban transfer, composting and recycling operate in a safe and environmentally sensitive 
manner are measured as outlined below:  
 

How performance is measured Comment 

Urban and rural transfer 
stations, recycling, composting 
facilities and landfills operate 
within approved resource 
consent conditions 

100% compliance is the 2010/11 baseline and 5-10 year target. 
Over the last five financial years, there has not been 100% 
compliance.  

 
MDC has included an assessment of the standard of solid waste services, upgrade urban and rural transfer 
stations, composting facilities and landfills: 
 

How performance is measured Comment 

Complete a six yearly 
assessment of solid waste 
service provision in the district  

The 5-10 year targets stipulate that the assessments are on time 
and compliant with the Local Government Act 2002. An 
assessment was completed in 2011. The next assessment is 
scheduled for 2016.  

 
 
 
South Wairarapa District Council - The SWDC has two key performance indicators for solid waste: 
 

How performance is measured Comment 

Number of communities with 
recycling centres  

The service level for the performance indicators is that recycling 
stations are accessible and maintained. The baseline is 6 recycling 
centres. The 2014/15 Annual Report confirms that there is 6 
recycling centres.  

Volume of waste disposed out of 
district 

The baseline for the volume of waste is 1995 tonne (2008) with an 
annual 2.5% decrease. The last two financial years have shown an 
increase in waste as opposed to a decrease.  

% of ratepayers and residents 
satisfied with the level of service  

The Communitrak NRB satisfaction survey provides the data to 
show satisfaction levels with solid waste collection services.  
The 2013 survey shows an increase in satisfaction levels for both 
recycling and rubbish collection since the previous survey (2010).  

 
Community Views and Preferences 
 
Most performance indicators across the three Councils were generally met although indicators for reducing 
residual tonnage for both Masterton and South Wairarapa District Councils were not. 
The 2015 Communitrak survey has shown overall satisfaction with solid waste services for all districts and 
therefore support the status quo. 

 
1.6     Costs and Funding 
 
Funding impact and prospective operating statements, projected expenditure are found in Appendix D for 
each Council. 
 
For the 2015/16 financial year, the three Wairarapa Councils reported the following expenditure for solid 
waste services (ref: Draft Annual Reports 15/16) 
 

Council Total Expenditure 

Carterton District Council    733,431 

Masterton District Council 3,638,148 



  

10 
 

South Wairarapa District Council  1, 458,434 

 
Long Term Plans 
 
Long Term Plan Extracts within this activity are appended as Appendix 3. 
 
All Councils have indicated in their Long Term Plans, funding at appropriate levels to sustain the current levels 
of service. 
 
2. Decision to Review 
 
2.1.1 Why is the review required? 
Following changes to Section 17A of the Local Government Act 2002, local authorities are required to review 
the cost effectiveness of current arrangements for providing local infrastructure, services and regulatory 
functions. Reviews are to be undertaken when service levels are significantly changed, before current 
contracts expire, and not more than six years after the last review. Section 17A also requires all initial reviews 
to be completed by August 2017.  
 
2.1.2 There are however statutory circumstances when a review is not necessary and they are; 

 Does the cost of undertaking a review outweigh the benefits? It is considered that review costs being 
modest in scale will be significantly outweighed by the benefits 

 All three Councils support a review of Solid Waste services being undertaken. The contract for delivery 
of solid waste services is due to expire in July 2017  

 Is there a contract or arrangement that cannot be replaced within two years? This suggests that the 
review should have been completed earlier to enable sufficient time to properly consider all 
alternatives before the current arrangements conclude contractually in June 2017. Whilst the time 
frame is now very tight, an early decision on the mode of delivery or not if taken before December 
2016, should leave sufficient time to implement the approved arrangements and levels of service that 
will apply. If that cannot be achieved the existing contract will need to be rolled over. 
 

2.1.3 Place in Review Programme 
The Solid Waste Service Delivery Review is one of the first to be undertaken as per the review programme. The 
need to review solid waste services is triggered by the upcoming expiration of the current contract.  
 
3. Analysis of Options 
 
Eleven options have been considered for this review as outlined in Section 17A of the LGA: 
 

Option Description 

1 Governance, funding and delivery by each Council separately 

2 Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a Council Controlled 
Organisation (CCO) wholly owned by each Council separately 

3 Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a Council Controlled 
Organisation partly owned by the three local authorities 

4 Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by Masterton District 
Council or other territorial authority 

5 Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a person or agency not 
listed above 

6 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with delivery by 
Masterton District Council or other territorial authority 

7 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with delivery by a 
Council Controlled Organisation wholly owned by Masterton District Council 

8 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with delivery by a 
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Council Controlled Organisation (CCO) partly owned by Masterton District Council and partly 
owned by other parties 

9 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with delivery by 
another local authority 

10 Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance with delivery by a 
person or agency not listed above 

11 Governance, funding and delivery by private sector 

 
The following sections provide a breakdown of each of the 11 options considered for the provision of solid 
waste service provision going forward.  
 
Similar delivery models covering the CCO and in-house options have been grouped with comments.  Further 
detailed comments for the private sector delivery models are includes in section 3.3. 
 
3.1 CCO Models  - Options 2, 3, 7 & 8 
 

OPTION  DESCRIPTION  

Option 2 - Governance and funding 
by each Council separately with 
delivery by a Council Controlled 
Organisation (CCO) wholly owned 
by each Council separately 

Option 2 would involve the Masterton, Carterton and South 
Wairarapa District Councils each providing governance and 
funding arrangements for solid waste services to be delivered by 
their own respective CCO. This is not the status quo option. 

Option 3 - Governance and funding 
by each Council separately with 
delivery by a Council Controlled 
Organisation partly owned by the 
three local authorities 

Option 3 would involve separate governance and funding 
arrangements by the Masterton, Carterton and South Wairarapa 
District Councils and collectively owning a CCO. This is not the 
status quo option. 

Option 7 - Governance and funding 
by joint committee or other shared 
governance with delivery by a 
Council Controlled Organisation 
wholly owned by Masterton 
District Council 

Option 7 would involve having a joint committee or shared 
governance body responsible for governance and funding 
arrangements with solid waste service delivery led by a Masterton 
District Council owned CCO.  This is not the status quo option. 

Option 8: Governance and funding 
by joint committee or other shared 
governance with delivery by a 
Council Controlled Organisation 
(CCO) partly owned by Masterton 
District Council and partly owned 
by other parties 

Option 8 would involve having a joint committee or shared 
governance body responsible for governance and funding 
arrangements with solid waste service delivery by a CCO owned 
by Masterton District Council. The CCO would be partly owned by 
other shareholders, but not necessarily Carterton and South 
Wairarapa District Councils. This is not the status quo option. 

 
CCO related models are not a cost effective option for solid waste provision in the Wairarapa to the size of 
each district and the significant costs associated with establishing and operating a CCO. The costs will 
outweigh the viability of a CCO model even if the three Councils were to share funding arrangements or 
investing with other parties.  
 
In terms of Option two, a model focused on individual delivery arrangements via a CCO wholly owned by each 
Council separately is not taking a collective approach to waste management or taking into account the 
significant costs that each Council would need to cover. 
 
The concept of Option three would be similar to the water model employed by the Wellington region. 
Wellington Water is a CCO that is owned by the Hutt, Porirua, Upper Hutt and Wellington Councils as well as 
the Greater Wellington Regional Council. Wellington Water manages the drinking water, wastewater and 
stormwater services. This CCO employs 166 staff and manages expenditure of approximately $175 million 
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annually to maintain and develop water assets worth $5.1 billion.9 The difference between Option three and 
the Wellington Water model is that the Wairarapa has a smaller district with less budget and population.  
 
Option seven is not a feasible model due to the costs associated with establishing and operating a CCO. In 
addition to this, having a CCO owned by the Masterton District Council undertaking solid waste service 
delivery for the Wairarapa region may not receive full support from the Carterton and South Wairarapa 
District Councils.  
 
Establishing a CCO is a complex option, time consuming and significant in cost. In terms of Option eight, 
complexities can increase if there are a number of parties involved in the part ownership of a CCO. Having a 
CCO owned by the Masterton District Council undertaking solid waste service delivery for the Wairarapa 
region may not receive support from the Carterton and South Wairarapa District Councils.  
 
Further to this, MDC, SWDC and CDC via the previous governance committee known as Waste Management 
Wairarapa, in 2005 considered the CCO model as it was broadly in terms of Option eight and after detailed 
external reporting decided not to proceed. This report recommended the status quo as it was at that time.  
This external reporting is attached as Appendix C. 
 
None of these options are the status quo model.  
 
Other points to consider include: 
 

 Auckland City as part of its amalgamation process has implemented a number of CCO for service 
delivery.  A CCO for waste was also investigated but was not implemented.  This decision based on an 
analysis of the low Council assets value, the fact that no landfills were owned by the Council and the 
nature of the services involved.  The Wairarapa has even less asset value than Auckland with no landfill. 
Note that this was one of the reasons that a CCO model was not considered further in 2005. 

 

 CCOs may be appropriate if large assets (>$100m) with substantial operating budgets (>$10m) deliver 
routine services. Is not appropriate due to the relatively low level of operational costs and small asset 
base associated with the three Councils. 

 

 The CCO model by its very nature is not designed to deliver public good; rather it is a quasi -business 
model set up to deliver to defined services and objectives to a price. 

 

 A CCO operates at “arm’s length” from Council(s), is accountable to a board of directors which may 
include elected member representation. 

 
 
Alternatively Joint Council Committees work best for local authorities that share boundaries; are in proximity 
to each other and with similar geographical, social and economic characteristics. 
 
In addition, committees shared between Council and other persons or agencies work best when both share 
similar social values, ethics and organisational objectives. 
 
 

                                                
9
 Wellington Water Annual Report 2014-15, page 5 http://wellingtonwater.co.nz/about-us/publications-and-links/wellington-water-

annual-reports/ 

 

http://wellingtonwater.co.nz/about-us/publications-and-links/wellington-water-annual-reports/
http://wellingtonwater.co.nz/about-us/publications-and-links/wellington-water-annual-reports/
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3.2 In-House Service Delivery Models - Options 1, 4, 6 & 9 
 

OPTION  DESCRIPTION  

Option 1 - Governance, funding and 
delivery by each Council separately 
 

Option 1 would involve the Masterton, Carterton and South 
Wairarapa District Councils each providing governance, funding 
and service delivery of Solid Waste respectively.  
 

Option 4 - Governance and funding 
by each Council separately with 
delivery by Masterton District 
Council or other territorial 
authority 

Option 4 would involve having separate governance and funding 
arrangements with one of the Councils, namely Masterton District 
Council, delivering solid waste services in-house.  

Option 6 - Governance and funding 
by joint committee or other shared 
governance with delivery by 
Masterton District Council or other 
territorial authority 

Option 6 would involve having a joint committee or shared 
governance body responsible for governance and funding 
arrangements with one of the three Wairarapa district Councils, 
namely Masterton District Council, delivering in-house solid waste 
services.   

Option 9 - Governance and funding 
by joint committee or other shared 
governance with delivery by 
another local authority 

Option 9 would involve having a joint committee or shared 
governance body responsible for governance and funding 
arrangements with solid waste service delivery undertaken by 
either Carterton or South Wairarapa District Council.  

 
Under options one, four, six and nine, service delivery arrangements would change from solid waste services 
being outsourced and delivered by an external contractor to bringing these services ‘in-house’.  
 
To bring Solid Waste services in-house, the three Wairarapa Councils would have to acquire plant, 
infrastructure, a labour resource and buy in operational expertise. Internal delivery of kerbside and transfer 
station management services in order to capture economy of scale benefits in regard of resource utilisation 
ought to be capitalised and delivered by one of the three Councils or jointly, not each Council, to provide best 
opportunity to achieve competitiveness with the private sector.  
 
In addition, there are funding implications under option one. It is not considered cost effective for all three 
Wairarapa Councils to separately fund and deliver individual Solid Waste services, (as explained earlier). This 
option does not align with any future amalgamation of the three Wairarapa Councils. 
 
Option one (and subsets) contradict aspects of the Action Plan for Masterton, Carterton and South Wairarapa 
District Councils in the Wairarapa Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2011-2017, namely taking a 
collective approach to Waste Management (Action WAI 1), and taking into account costs when assessing the 
benefit of a collective approach  (Action WAI 2).  An option that has separate governance, funding and service 
delivery by each Council is not taking a collective approach to Waste Management or taking into account the 
associated costs that each Council would need to fund and recover from its ratepayers.. 
 
None of these options are the status quo option.  
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3.3 Private Sector Delivery Models  - Option 5, 10 & 11 
 
Detailed comments on these options are: 
 
3.3.0   Option 5 - Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a person 
or agency not listed above 
 
3.3.1   Description 
Masterton, Carterton, and South Wairarapa District Councils currently apply a ‘shared service’ 
approach for Solid Waste. All three Councils have an individual contract with Earthcare 
Environmental. This is currently the status quo option.  
 
3.3.2   Feasibility 
The feasibility for this option is the least complicated and is the current model employed by all 
three Councils.  
 
The current contract is due to expire in July 2017 therefore if option five is adopted as the most 
cost effective and preferential model going forward, the Councils will need to instigate a tender 
process for the service delivery contract.  Cost effectiveness of course will not be able to be 
demonstrated until the public tender process is completed. 
 
Based on the status quo model and potential amalgamation of local governance within the 
Wairarapa, it is a practical and cost effective option in terms of a ‘shared’ service model. A 
collective approach to waste management also aligns with the wider Wairarapa Waste 
Management and Minimisation Plan 2011-2017.  
 
The current model effectively continues to provide the three Councils with a degree of control of 
the waste stream and the ability to strongly influence waste minimisation initiatives within and 
outside of the formal contract. 
 
In addition as reported in the Waste Assessment Draft Eunomia April 2016 Ref CS4 Page 107/108 
a range of indicators favour this model providing best opportunity and alignment to national 
initiatives. 
 
3.3.4   Assessment of the effectiveness of this option 
The kerbside service for our ratepayers has been provided by the three Councils since the late 
1990’s by external contractors. 
 
In 2009 Masterton and Carterton District Councils after a period of time with local contractors 
decided to go to the market with a new contract effectively bundling up a range of contractual 
outputs and in July 2010 Earthcare Environmental commenced kerbside collection and transfer 
station operations for the two Councils. 
 
South Wairarapa District Council the following year was able to join the contract and enjoy the 
benefits and changes to kerbside refuse and recyclable collection methodology that its 
neighbouring Councils already had. 
 
Since then the kerbside service has continued and whilst some discussion has taken place across 
the three Councils around changes in service levels, the contract deliverables largely have 
remained unchanged. 
 
The service by most would be deemed to have been effective in almost all respects. 
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3.3.5   Cost of this option 
Current costs to each Council are expected to slightly increase as the market place has changed 
since the contract was originally signed in 2010 and cost escalation has occurred. To maintain 
and improve for example the levels of recycling and diversion, given the downward demand for 
some recyclable items such as glass and some plastics, for example, may  result in contract price 
increases 
 
3.3.6   Overall assessment of cost effectiveness 
Option five or the status quo is cost effective in terms of using a ‘shared service’ model approach 
of using the same service provider and jointly funding the contract.  
 
3.5.7 Enhancements to status quo option 
This is the status quo option however it is envisaged that enhancements will be discussed with 
the three Councils prior to tender’s for the service being re- called so that these can be 
incorporated into the new tender documents. 
 
3.4.0  Option 10 - Governance and funding by joint committee or other shared governance 
with delivery by a person or agency not listed above 
 
3.4.1   Description 
Option 10 would involve a joint committee providing the governance and funding arrangements, 
with an external contractor delivering the solid waste services. This is not the status quo option. 
 
3.4.2   Feasibility 
This option is feasible and does not deviate significantly from the status quo model. The status 
quo model already involves a shared service model in terms of funding arrangements however 
each Councils funding and service rating policies differ e.g. in the areas of general and targeted 
rates 
 
Option 10 aligns with the Action Plan for Masterton, Carterton and South Wairarapa District 
Councils in the current Wairarapa Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2011-2017, 
namely taking a collective approach to Waste Management, and taking into account costs when 
assessing the benefit of a collective approach.  
 
3.4.4   Assessment of the cost effectiveness of this option 
Joint Council Committees work best for local authorities sharing boundaries; in proximity and 
with similar geographical, social and economic characteristics. 
 
Committees shared between Council and other persons or agencies work well when both share 
similar social values, ethics and organizational objectives. This of course cannot be guaranteed 
and wholly depends on the representational make- up of the committee. 
 
3.4.5   Cost of this option 
Not expected to have to cover any more than meeting fees and expenses and staff servicing 
costs. Meetings probably would be two monthly at best. 
 
3.4.6   Overall assessment of cost effectiveness 
It is not clear exactly what a governance joint committee might want to achieve. There is 
potential for the group to investigate future service delivery options, waste stream stewardship, 
future disposal options and where the Council’s might sit in regard to the service as a whole. In 
particular if over time the kerb-side service costs exceed revenue income, this may force 
Council’s to consider who is best placed to provide the service. 
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It is not considered that the committee would have any operational management role; this 
would remain as it has always done with Council staff from each Council and the Contractor. 
 
3.5.0 Option 11 – Governance, funding and delivery by private sector  
 
3.5.1   Description 
This option would involve governance, funding and delivery by the private sector with Council 
influence via a regulatory regime e.g. Kapiti and Horowhenua District Councils model with a solid 
waste bylaw in place. 
 
This not the status quo option 
 
3.5.2   Feasibility 
Whilst feasible, stopping of the Council managed service is not necessarily consistent with the 
intent of the WRWMMP, however provided that the local goals are achieved how they are 
achieved is over to the Council(s). 
 
3.5.3   Assessment of the cost effectiveness of this option 
It is expected that Council rates general and targeted would be eliminated for households but 
private user pays charges may increase over time for households hence a probable net cost 
increase to household units. 
 
3.5.4 Effectiveness of this option 
This option is feasible to consider but will have risks to the Council regarding ensuring levels of 
service are maintained. 
 
4.  Discussion 
 
There have been eleven (11) options identified for the Masterton, Carterton and South 
Wairarapa District Councils. 
 
Note that the CCO options and variations  have not be considered further simply because the 
relatively low scale of the activity and the associated set up costs are not justifiable as has been 
demonstrated in earlier reporting: 
 
The service delivery options for the Masterton, Carterton and South Wairarapa District Councils 
that should be considered further are as follows: 
 

 Option 5 - Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a person 
or agency not listed above e.g. contract via a competitive open tendering process. 

 Option 10 as above (Option 5) but with a governance layer in place 

 Options 1, 4, 6 and 9 In house delivery Models 

 Option 11 - Private Sector Delivery 
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5. Further Assessment 
 
 5.1 Option 5 Status Quo (and subset Option 10)  
 
The advantages and disadvantages, and any risks associated with this option although it is the 
status quo option are as follows:   

Advantages Disadvantages 

Five years satisfactory experience with the 
model for the three Councils. 

Being a rate funded service, the Council still 
retains ultimate responsibility and 
accountability for the service to its ratepayers. 
Responsibility and remedial action for service 
failure cannot be simply transferred to 
another provider. 

The in- built ability to retain management of 
the waste stream and associated initiatives. 

The Councils are required to rate for the 
service based on contractual and other costs 
incurring some additional overhead cost. 

The ability to prescribe levels of service that 
the communities require and prepared to fund. 

There might be a perception that Council that 
by adopting the status quo, the Council has 
not full considered all other options. 

That resident’s would be provided a standard 
range of services. A Communication Strategy 
would be consistently delivered, resulting in a 
community that is more aware of options and 
engaged in the waste management process. 
Collection services would not be provided as of 
right to rural dwellings, (these may or may not 
have access to urban service.) 

Unless some governance over view is in place 
there is little scope to negotiate changes to 
levels of service.  The Council must continue to 
maintain associated infrastructural assets and 
in some cases capitalise new or replacement 
asset e.g.  Recycling Depots and Transfer 
Stations. 

Modeling shows that this option  has a 
significant impact on the amount of waste 
diverted; reduces the future demand for 
landfill significantly and reduces reliance on 
recycling drop-off points; and increases the 
future demand for recycling and organic waste 
services and processing.  Improvements to 
recycling processing facility/ies may be 
required. 

 

The Council is not exposed to income 
variations and uncertainties associated with 
the on- selling of diverted material. 

 

There is the least level of risk with this option 
being known and familiar to the parties and 
therefore easier for all three Councils to adopt 
as one given the current governance 
arrangements. 

 

 
The matter of a governance layer becomes a matter of discretion and preference noting that 
such  layer will require additional funding and moreover a  mandated purpose and set of 
functional guidelines making sure that it not just a committee with a potential for becoming 
involved in operational matters.
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5.2  Options 1, 4, 6 and 9 - In-House Service Delivery Models 
 
These options variously describe one or all Council separately delivering kerb-side services using 
“in house resources”.  The discussion also assumes that residual waste would continue to be 
exported to an external site for the foreseeable future and that on sale of recyclable items 
would continue to provide an income stream to the Council(s). 
 
It is considered from an economy of scale and management perspective that option four or six, 
depending on the appetite for governance overview, would be the preferred models. Options 
one and nine are therefore excluded from further consideration. 
 
The advantages and disadvantages, and risks associated with this general option (four or six) 
include: 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Complete control of the service and the 
management of associated infrastructure. 

Capital costs for plant acquisition are not 
known with any degree of confidence but 
could be expected to be in the range $2-3M for 
the trucking and freight component required. 

Within the confines of operating budgets some 
ability to offer variable levels of service, 
depending on each Councils requirements. 

Labour acquisition plus appropriate 
operational management expertise might be 
difficult to source. 

Capital costs for plant and other assets would 
be easily financed by way of currently 
favourable loan funding. 

It could be anticipated that there would also 
difficulty due to the challenging nature of the 
industry and service in maintaining staffing 
levels; a relatively high turnover of frontline 
labour could be expected adding to 
management and recruitment costs and 
temporary decline in service levels. 

There is no need to maintain contractual over- 
view of an external party. 

The variability of the recyclable market being 
governed by external entities and                
international market demand. This means that 
a consistent level of income cannot be 
guaranteed and any downturn in commodity 
prices will effectively increase the cost of the 
service. 

The Council(s) are not exposed to any risk 
arising from contractual failure. 

Successful engagement with recyclable market 
outlets will require on- going management 
attention and focus to ensure that best prices 
are obtained for diverted material. This is seen 
as a potential risk. 

The Council are seen to be providing job 
opportunities in house. Overall though the 
local economy is only expected to benefit by 
that less than that amount of revenue that 
would be generated as profit by a private 
contractor. 

Potential challenge by the private sector being 
an uncontested decision and not subject to the 
industry market forces. This seen as a risk 
particularly is if the waste and recyclable 
stream is intercepted and diminished by a 
private entity e.g. a private entity may set up a 
competitive service which could negatively 
impact on the in house service. NOTE to some 
extent, a small quantity of the waste-stream is 
already in private hands (rural based 
customers mainly) with waste being exported 
directly out of the district. 

 The Council must continue to maintain 
associated infrastructural assets and in some 
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cases capitalise new or replacement asset e.g. 
recycling depots and transfer stations. 

 Any operational cost losses would be a direct 
charge to the community and ratepayers and 
would have to be recouped by an increase in 
rates. 

 
5.3        Option 11 - Governance, funding and delivery by private sector  
 
This option means that the Councils in effect withdraw from the provision of the kerbside 
service and transfer facilities altogether.  The private sector instead would provide kerbside and 
other services. 
The WRWMMP 2017-2022 (draft) in addition to general legislative requirements earlier referred 
to in respect of Actions WAI10 to WAI24 confers obligations upon the Councils that need to be 
met. 
 
Functional requirements and obligations included within the plan are collections, waste 
minimisation and infrastructure.  
 
However the ways and means by which these outcomes are delivered are up to the Councils. 
The private sector can and does deliver services in other locations with Kapiti and Horowhenua 
District Councils being relatively local examples. 
These Councils have developed a local bylaw which regulates kerb-side collection and recycling 
requirements. It is noted in the WRWMMP (Draft) that these Councils within their local outputs 
will review and optimise their particular arrangements within the term of the new Draft Plan. 
 
The advantages, disadvantages and risks of this option include: 
 

Advantages Disadvantages 

A reduction in rates to ratepayers by the 
removal of the collection targeted rate or 
equivalent. 
Additional levels of service offered by private 
collectors. 

Less than optimal recycling achieved unless the 
regulatory document and enforcement measures 
are adhered to. 
Possible enforcement costs and legal challenges by 
large private interests to the Council’s Solid Waste 
Bylaw. Note that KDC has been already challenged 
by a major player in relation to the bylaw recycling 
requirements. 

The adoption of a bylaw that regulates the 
activities of the private operators. 

Private provision tends to increase disposal 
volumes/tonnage (e.g. through larger and a variety 
of waste containers) or reduced recycling (e.g. 
through reduced levels of service.) 

Minimal staff involvement in day to day and 
other operational matters associated with 
this option. 

An acknowledgement that the waste-stream is now 
privately owned/shared amongst a number of 
players and that Council has no further mandate or 
influence in this area in the foreseeable future. 

No need to carry inventory in-house e.g. 
refuse bags. Refuse bags and MGB’s are 
generally available from the private operators 
or retail outlets. 

That over time the private sector may 
unreasonably increase costs to householders 
beyond which would be considered reasonable by 
the Council(s). 

Little or no asset management responsibility 
for infrastructure. These assets would either 
be leased out or on-sold to the private sector. 

Future change to these arrangements may prove 
very difficult if, for example the Council decided to 
take the services back in house. 

 



  

20 
 

 
6. Risk Assessment (Qualitative) 

The following seeks to identify likely risk and associated impacts associated with the three 

preferred options. 

 
Table 1 - Types of Issues/Risks 
  

  

Type Description   

Strategic Related strategic mission and objectives.   

Financial Related to economic impact (costs, revenues, budgets).   

Regulatory 

(Compliance) 

Related to legal and contractual obligations. Political legislative 

impacts. 
  

Management Related to decision making, resources, policies, etc.   

Operational 

(Technical) 

Related to delivery, support or management services.   

        

        

 
 
 
Table 2 - Qualitative Measure of Consequences of Likelihood 

  

        

Level Descriptor Description   

A Almost certain Is expected to occur in most circumstances. More than once per 
year 

B Likely Will probably occur in most circumstances. 1 in 1 - 3 years 

C Possible Might occur at some time. 1 in 3 - 5 years 

D Unlikely Could occur at some time. 1 in 5 - 10 years 

E Rare May occur in exceptional circumstances. 1 in 10 years 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

    
 

  

Table 3 - Qualitative Measure of Consequences of Impact   

        

Level Description Example detail description 

 

  

1 Insignificant  Kerb side items missed 

 
  

2 Minor    

3 Moderate Transfer Facilities not available - late or non-opening 

4 Major     

5 Catastrophic Contract Failure e.g. Financial   
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OPTION 5 AND SUBSET OPTION 10 MODEL (STATUS QUO) 

 

 RISK TYPE DETAIL IMPACT LIKELIHOOD  HOW MANAGED 

Strategic Retains ultimate 
responsibility and 
accountability for the service 
for a fixed period of time 
carrying corporate cost. 
Might not align with the 
WWMP or other objectives. 

2 A Develop and deliver a robust 
procurement document and 
maintain and enhance 
contract management 
systems. Ensure Regional 
objectives are addressed. 

Financial Continuing fixed economic 
impacts of costs, revenues 
and budgets to ratepayers 
and    infrastructure 
management obligations. 
Loss of market share. 

2 A Make continuous provision 
for annual cost, escalations 
and develop AMP for assets.  
Prepare for loss in market 
share, early contract 
termination. 

Regulatory Contract failure. Non-
compliance. 

5 C Maintain contractual 
obligations. Include probity 
assessment pre tender 
finalisation. 

Operational & 
Management 

Decline in service levels  3 C Overview using regular KPI 
reporting embodied in the 
contract. Ensure adequate 
customer service systems 
are in place. 

 

 

OPTIONS 4, 6 IN HOUSE DELIVERY MODEL 

 

RISK TYPE DETAIL IMPACT LIKELIHOOD  HOW MANAGED 

Strategic Possible misalignment with 
LG and pte sector objectives 
e.g. Is this a core LA activity? 
 
Loss of market share if 
competitor enters the 
market resulting in under- 
utilisation of capital 
resources. 

3 
 
 
 
4 

A 
 
 
 
B 

Pre-consult with pte sector 
industry representatives to 
manage any challenge. 
 
 
Maintain competitive pricing 
and variable levels of service 
(options for ratepayers) 
 

Financial Capital Investment for plant 
and support structures not 
known at this time.  

3 A More analysis required 
before finalising the 
decision. 

 Return on recyclable items is 
variable subject to market 
requirements and adverse 
variations will significantly 
impact on the  Councils 
funding model 

4 A Arrange for early term 
contracts for diverted 
material. Develop and 
maintain marketing 
relationships with the 
industry players. 

Regulatory     

Operational & 
Management 

Lack of recyclable market 
connections. Could result in 

3 
 

C 
 

As above 
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un- sold material and 
additional landfill costs. 
 
Staff recruitment challenges 
and poor retention levels 
due to high industry 
turnover. 

 
 
 
3 

 
 
 
B 

 
 
 
Develop spare labour pool 
and/or pay above minimum 
wage rates. 

 

 

 OPTION 11 GOVERNANCE, FUNDING AND DELIVERY PRIVATE SECTOR 

 

RISK TYPE DETAIL IMPACT LIKELIHOOD  HOW MANAGED 

Strategic Potential for WWMP 
diversion objectives may not 
be met 

3 C Regular monitoring of 
private operators activity. 

Financial Ratepayer service costs 
subject to market forces. 
Council has little    influence 
on service costs 

2 B  

Potential Loss of waste levy 1 A Neutral Cost Impact 
therefore no management 
input required. 

Regulatory Solid Waste Bylaw may be 
contested by the pte sector 
 
A Regional Bylaw may 
overlap  a local bylaw 

 
 
 
2 

 
 
 
B 

Full consultation with the 
industry prior to adoption. 
 
 
Defer introduction of local 
bylaw. 

Operational & 
Management 

Council has no further 
service delivery mandate 
and the waste stream is 
effectively privately owned 

2 A Only manage the bylaw and 
its implementation. 

 
 

7. Conclusion 
 
From the 11 options presented, the most effective options for the Masterton, Carterton and 
South Wairarapa District Councils are as follows in order of preference: 
 
Option 5 - Governance and funding by each Council separately with delivery by a person or 
agency not listed above e.g. contract via a competitive open tendering process. 
 
Option 10 as per Option 5 but with a governance layer in place 
 
Options 4 and 6 - In house delivery Models 
 
Option 11 - Private Sector Delivery  
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8. Recommendations 
 
After consideration around risks, their consequences and probability, likely costs applicable to 
each option and ease of implementation, our recommendations are as follows. 
 
Of all the options considered Option 5 is the recommended option because: 
 

 There is five years satisfactory  experience with the model for the three Councils 

 The perceived risk is considered to be the least 

 There remains the  ability to retain management of the waste stream and associated 
initiatives 

 The Council can easily  prescribe levels of service that the communities require and 
prepared to fund 

 The residents can be provided with a wider range of services.  A Communication 
Strategy would be consistently delivered, resulting in a community that is more aware of 
options and engaged in the waste management process.  Collection services would not 
be provided as of right to rural dwellings, (these may or may not have access to urban 
service.) 

 Modeling shows that this option has a significant impact on the amount of waste 
diverted; reduces the future demand for landfill significantly and reduces reliance on 
recycling drop-off points and increases the future demand for recycling and organic 
waste services and processing.  Improvements to recycling processing facility/ies may be 
required.   
 

       9.  Timing of Actions 
 

 Governance group for second review in November 2016  
 

 Report to individual Councils in December 2016 for consideration and decision 
 

 Consideration of levels of service for each Council, February 2017 
 

 Develop and update the tender document using the current as a default with optional   
Level of Service (LOS) enhancements as determined by each Council February to April 
2017 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
W H Sloan 
 
PROJECTS AND PROGRAMME MANAGER 
SOUTH WAIRARAPA DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 
5 December 2016 
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10. Appendices 
 
Appendix A: Working Party Terms of Reference  
 

Terms of Reference for Joint Committee on the Wellington Region Waste Management and 
Minimisation Plan 
 
 
 
Membership: 

Each Territorial Authority in the Wellington Region will be entitled to appoint one member to 
the Joint Committee. 
 
The Joint Committee is not deemed to be discharged following each triennial election. 
 
Quorum: 

4 
 
 
Chair: 

The Chair will be elected by the Joint Committee.   

 

A new Chair must be elected at least once every triennium following local body elections. 

 
Frequency of meetings: 

The Joint Committee will meet on an as required basis. 
 
 
Hosting of meetings: 

Meetings will be hosted on a rotational basis by territorial authorities across the region.  The 

Committee shall establish a roster for the hosting of meetings. 
 
 
General purpose: 

To oversee the implementation of the “Wellington Region Waste Management and 
Minimisation Plan 2011-2017” (the Plan) and future Wellington Region Waste Management 

and Minimisation Plans. 
 
 
Administrative support: 

Officers responsible for the implementation of the Plan will provide reports and advice to the 

Committee as required. 
 
Secretariat support for meetings will be provided by the host Council. 
 
 
Terms of Reference: 

The Joint Committee will have responsibility and authority to: 
 
1. Accept and consider advice and reports on the implementation of the Wellington 
Region Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2011-2017 (the Plan). 
 
2. Take decisions on the implementation of aspects of the Plan where the matter for 
decision is not an operational matter that falls under officers’ 



 

 

1 
 

 
 
 

delegated responsibilities and where the matter is provided for in the Plan and/or budget 
has been made available by territorial authorities for that matter. 
 
3. Monitor and review the management and implementation of the Plan. 
 
4. Report back to territorial authorities of the Wellington region on any aspect of the 
implementation of the Plan, including: recommendations for funding projects of the Plan, 
recommendations for the management of the Plan; and reports on the effectiveness of the 
Plan. 
 
5. Report back to the territorial authorities with any recommended amendments to the 
Plan. 
 
Delegated Authority 
 
 

The Joint Committee on the Wellington Region Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 
will have delegated authority to carry out activities within its terms of reference. 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix B: Councils of the Wellington Region Waste Management Minimisation Plan 2017-
2022 (Draft still under consideration) 
 
Action Plan for Masterton, Carterton and South Wairarapa District Councils  
Masterton, Carterton and South Wairarapa District Councils have an existing sub-regional 
joint Waste Management Plan (Waste Management Wairarapa).  The Councils are not 
proposing any new actions other than those outlined in the Regional Action Plan. 
 
 Progress to Date:                                                           Partial (Blue)        No (Red)          Yes (Green)                     
 
 

Action 
reference 

Description 

Implementation/ 
Delivery/Timeframe Funding 

Source 

 
Position on 
the Waste 
Hierarchy 

1 - 2 
Years 

3 - 5 
Years 

5+ 
Years 

REGULATION 

WAI1 Require new multi-unit 
residential and commercial 
buildings to include space for 
appropriate recycling facilities. 

Completed – included in 
regional plan – Ongoing 
monitoring 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Recycling 

WAI2 Address recycling facilities 
within the building and 
subdivision consent process 

Completed – included in 
regional plan – Ongoing 
monitoring 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Recycling 

WAI3 Continue to include guidelines 
for safe collection, storage and 
disposal (where appropriate) of 
hazardous and difficult wastes, 
including hazardous household 
wastes in landfills and transfer 
station management plans. 

On-going – Part of waste 
minimisation role 

User Pay Treatment, 
disposal 
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Action 
reference 

Description 

Implementation/ 
Delivery/Timeframe Funding 

Source 

 
Position on 
the Waste 
Hierarchy 

1 - 2 
Years 

3 - 5 
Years 

5+ 
Years 

 

DATA 

WAI4 Reduce construction and 
demolition waste and cleanfill to 
landfill 

 Establish a Wairarapa 
measurement 
programme to quantify 
the amount of 
construction and 
demolition waste. 

 

Co-
ordinate 
with 
regional 
actions 

  Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy  

Reduction 

WAI5 Record the amount of material 
diverted to recycling each year. 
 

Completed – On-going 
annual report 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Recycling 

WAI6 Establish a monitoring and 
recording programme to 
document the amount of 
hazardous chemicals collected. 
 

Completed – On-going 
annual report 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Treatment, 
disposal 

WAI7 Investigate current recovery and 
recycling rates for a list of 
priority wastes, and increase 
these rates. 

Part of 
waste 
minimisati
on role 

  Rates/ 
Waste levy 

Recovery, 
recycling 

COMMUNICATIONS 

WAI8 Encourage the community, 
through education and 
promotion, to adopt sustainable 
waste minimisation practices 

 Establish Wairarapa 
Waste Management 
Environmental Awards 
for industrial, 
commercial and 
household categories. 

 Regularly publicise 
recent achievements 
and future initiatives in 
waste management in 
the Wairarapa 

 Liaise with the Ministry 
for the Environment, 
the Department of 
Conservation and 
Greater Wellington 
Regional Council to 
ensure a consistent 
approach to education 
and promotion.  

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role and Co-
ordinate with regional 
actions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rates / 
Waste 
Levy 

Reduction, 
re-use, 
recycling, 
treatment 
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Action 
reference 

Description 

Implementation/ 
Delivery/Timeframe Funding 

Source 

 
Position on 
the Waste 
Hierarchy 

1 - 2 
Years 

3 - 5 
Years 

5+ 
Years 

 Encourage the market 
for reusable goods, 
recycled goods and 
composting products. 

 Promote sharing of 
information to 
encourage reduced use 
of hazardous materials. 

 Promote industrial and 
commercial waste 
reduction mechanisms 
by: 
- Promoting waste 

audits of businesses 
- Promoting Cleaner 

Production 

 Facilitate education and 
the dissemination of 
information to 
individual households 
on best practice 
minimisation and 
recycling processes. 

 Facilitate the provision 
of information to the 
public on how they can 
reduce the amount of 
waste being disposed of 
include encouraging the 
processing and use of 
diverted resources 
locally. 

 

WAI9 Encourage reduced use of 
hazardous materials  
Promote knowledge and 
awareness of alternatives to 
hazardous materials in the home 
and at work. 
 

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role  
 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Reduction 

 
 
 
 
COLLECTIONS 
WAI10 Provide for effective collection 

and delivery mechanisms of 
recycled material and residual 
waste 

 Facilitate the collection 
of urban household 
residual waste at least 
once per fortnight. 

Completed – Shared 
service contract in 
place. To be 
reviewed in year 1 

  User pays, 
targeted 
rates 

Reduction, 
reuse, 
recycling, 
disposal 
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Action 
reference 

Description 

Implementation/ 
Delivery/Timeframe Funding 

Source 

 
Position on 
the Waste 
Hierarchy 

1 - 2 
Years 

3 - 5 
Years 

5+ 
Years 

 Provide a timetabled 
collection of kerbside 
recyclable materials to 
all urban households in 
the region.  

 Review of waste 
management contracts, 
including assessing the 
benefits of collectively 
tendering out the 
services. 

 Provide clear and 
consistent signs at 
landfills and transfer 
stations to show 
compost, re-use and 
recycling facilities. 

 Encourage individual 
councils to adopt in-
house waste 
minimisation 
programmes and 
“green” purchasing 
policies. 

 

WAI11 Encourage good waste 
management practices in rural 
areas and holiday communities 

 Provide extra collection 
services in holiday areas 
to meet demand.   

 Facilitate the provision 
of information on 
management of 
hazardous chemicals in 
rural areas. 

 Facilitate the collection, 
transportation and 
disposal where 
appropriate of rural 
hazardous wastes. 

 Undertake regular 
reviews of the level of 
service provided for 
waste management in 
rural areas and rural 
residential settlements. 

Completed - On-going 
review of level of service 
with annual plans 

User pays, 
targeted 
rates/ 
waste levy 

Recycling, 
disposal 

WAI12 Encourage waste minimisation 
through collection and disposal 
charges 

 Encourage the councils 
to put in place systems 
that will achieve full 

On-going review of level of 
service with annual plans 

User pays, 
rates 

Reduction, 
recycling, 
recovery 
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Action 
reference 

Description 

Implementation/ 
Delivery/Timeframe Funding 

Source 

 
Position on 
the Waste 
Hierarchy 

1 - 2 
Years 

3 - 5 
Years 

5+ 
Years 

cost recovery of waste 
management 
operations. 

 Encourage waste 
minimisation practices 
through collection and 
disposal charges which 
reflect the full cost of 
treatment and disposal. 

 Ensure charges for 
disposal of hazardous or 
difficult wastes reflect 
the nature of the waste. 

 Have differential 
charges for green 
waste. 

 Encourage a consistent 
charging policy for 
waste Disposal across 
the Wairarapa. 

 

WAI13 Provide for effective kerbside 
recycling 

Completed 
– Shared 
service 
contract in 
place. To 
be 
reviewed 
in year 1 

  Targeted 
rates 

Recycling 

WAI14 Encourage periodic collection of 
unwanted hazardous chemicals 
in the Wairarapa. Coordinate 
collection with Agricovery. 
 

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role  
 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Treatment, 
disposal 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

WAI15 Provide for green waste 
separation and recycling 
facilities at all transfer stations. 

Completed – Shared service 
contract in place 

User pays, 
rates/ 
Waste levy 

Reuse, 
recycling, 
recovery 

WAI16 Support and promote private 
and community resource 
recovery and reuse facilities 
throughout the Wairarapa. (New 
Action) 

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role 

User pays, 
rates/ 
Waste levy 

Reuse, 
recycling, 
recovery 

WAI17 Investigate regional resource 
recovery facility options. (New 
Action) 

Investigate 
as part of 
waste 
minimisati
on role 

  User pays, 
rates/ 
Waste levy 

Reuse, 
recycling, 
recovery 

WAI18 Ensure that recycling facilities 
are available within a 20 minute 
drive to at least 95% of the 
community. 

Completed – Shared service 
contract in place 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Recycling 
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Action 
reference 

Description 

Implementation/ 
Delivery/Timeframe Funding 

Source 

 
Position on 
the Waste 
Hierarchy 

1 - 2 
Years 

3 - 5 
Years 

5+ 
Years 

WAI19 Reduce the volume of land filled 
organic waste 

 Promote the benefits of 
home composting and 
vermiculture including 
schools promotion 

 Provide drop-off 
facilities for green 
waste at all transfer 
stations and landfills in 
the Wairarapa 

 Investigate end markets 
for compost and 
vermiculture products. 

 Monitor the organic 
waste stream 

 Investigate options for 
achieving increased 
diversion of commercial 
organic waste. 

 

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Recovery 

LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT 

WAI20 Take a collective approach to 
waste management, where 
appropriate, including the 
following: 

 Reviewing end markets 
for recyclable materials, 
compost and re-useable 
goods. 

 Hazardous waste 
collection, storage and 
disposal. 

 Residual disposal 
options. 

 Bylaws (solid waste). 
 

On-going review of level of 
service with annual plans 

Rates/ 
waste Levy 

All aspects of 
the waste 
hierarchy 
Re-use, 
Recycling,  
Treatment, 
Disposal. 

WAI21 Take into account costs when 
assessing the benefit of a 
collective approach. 

On-going review of level of 
service with annual plans 

Rates/ 
waste Levy 

All aspects of 
the waste 
hierarchy 

WAI22 Employ dedicated Waste 
Minimisation staff 
 

Provide 
resource 
in year 1 

  Rates/ 
waste levy 

All aspects of 
the waste 
hierarchy 

WAI23 Investigate partnering with 
community groups and 
businesses and with local 
authorities outside the 
Wairarapa. 

Investigate 
as part of 
waste 
minimisati
on role 

  Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

All aspects of 
the waste 
hierarchy 

WAI24 Encourage the active 
participation of tangata whenua 
in waste management issues in 
the Wairarapa 

Include as 
part of 
waste 
minimisati

  Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

All aspects of 
the waste 
hierarchy 
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Action 
reference 

Description 

Implementation/ 
Delivery/Timeframe Funding 

Source 

 
Position on 
the Waste 
Hierarchy 

1 - 2 
Years 

3 - 5 
Years 

5+ 
Years 

 Facilitate consultation 
with iwi on solid waste 
management matters in 
the Wairarapa region. 

 Encourage iwi 
participation in decision 
making on waste 
management issues in 
the Wairarapa. 

on role 

WAI25 Investigate and support 
applications for contestable 
waste levy funding from MfE for 
both Council and community 
waste reduction and 
minimisation initiatives. (New 
action) 

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Reduction, 
re-use, 
recycling, 
treatment 

WAI26 Encourage Central Government 
to take a consistent national 
approach to Waste Policy 

 Support central 
government in 
implementing a 
consistent statutory and 
regulatory framework in 
the waste management 
area. 

 Encourage central 
government to facilitate 
the development of a 
national approach to 
identifying the benefits 
and costs of waste 
management initiatives. 

 Encourage central 
government to facilitate 
national e-waste and 
product stewardship 
schemes. (New action) 

 

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Reduction, 
recycling 

WAI27 Encourage the regional and 
territorial councils to develop 
consistent policies and 
approaches to the matter of 
clean spoil within their 
respective statutory plans. 
 

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Reduction, 
disposal 

WAI28 Promote the adoption of the 
Ministry for the Environment’s 
Cleanfill Guidelines for all 
cleanfill sites. 
 

Continue as part of waste 
minimisation role 

Rates/ 
Waste 
Levy 

Reduction, 
disposal 

WAI29 Encourage and support event 
recycling and “zero waste 

Include as 
part of 

  Rates/ 
Waste 

Recycling 
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Action 
reference 

Description 

Implementation/ 
Delivery/Timeframe Funding 

Source 

 
Position on 
the Waste 
Hierarchy 

1 - 2 
Years 

3 - 5 
Years 

5+ 
Years 

events”. (New action) 
 

waste 
minimisati
on role 

Levy 

WAI30 Ensure the residual disposal 
needs of the Wairarapa 
community are provided for now 
and in the future 
 

Continue as part of long 
term planning process 

User Pay Disposal 

WAI31 Produce, comply with and 
regularly revise management 
plans for council transfer 
stations and landfills. 
 

Continue as part of 
regulatory compliance 
requirements 

User Pay Disposal 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

9 
 

 
Appendix C:  CCO reporting to the three Councils 2005    MWH Consultants 
 

 

Waste Management  
Wairarapa 

Governance 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A report for the CEO’s of Carterton, Masterton and South Wairarapa Councils on the 
governance structure of Waste Management Wairarapa. 

 

 

October 2005 
 



 
 
 
 

 

    

Status 
–  

Draft  August 2001 

Project 
Number –  

801/012345  Our Ref  Solid Waste - Service Delivery Report -  Final for SWDC  

 

 
 
 

 
The information contained in this report is copyright to MWH New Zealand Ltd and is 
confidential and may not be released to any other party. 
 
The concepts, ideas and written information contained in this document may not be 
disclosed, directly or indirectly to any other party without the specific written 
permission of MWH New Zealand Ltd. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Quality Assurance Statement 

 

Project Manager:                                      Peter Winefield 
 

Prepared by:                                             Peter Winefield 
 

Reviewed by:                                            Ian Rowden 
 

Approved for issue by:                            Peter Winefield  
                             

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 

 

    

Status 
–  

Draft  August 2001 

Project 
Number –  

801/012345  Our Ref  Solid Waste - Service Delivery Report -  Final for SWDC  

 

 
 
 
 
 
Contents 

Executive Summary .............................................................................................................................................. 1 

1. Introduction ................................................................................................................................................. 0 

2. The 2003 ABMS Report .............................................................................................................................. 1 

3. CCO Implications ........................................................................................................................................ 3 

4. Alternative Governance Options ................................................................................................................. 9 

Meetings.............................................................................................................................................................. 10 

 
 
Appendix 1 
Local Government Act 2002, Schedule 8:  Statement of Intent ........................................................ 12 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Glossary 
 
CAPEX Capital Expenditure 

CCO Council Controlled Organisation 

CDC Carterton District Council 

LGA Local Government Act 

LTCCP Long-term Council Community Plan 

MDC Masterton District Council 

OPEX Operating Expenditure 

SCP Special Consultative Procedure 

SWDC South Wairarapa District Council 

WMW Waste Management Wairarapa 



 
 
 
 

 

    

Status 
–  

Draft Page 1  

Project 
Number –  

Z1235900  Our Ref  Solid Waste - Service Delivery Report -  Final 
for SWDC  

 

Executive Summary 
Current WMW Structure 
The accomplishments of WMW over the past 10 years or so are impressive.  But there is general 
agreement amongst the three councils that the current governance structure is an impediment to 
further progress and there is a desire to „de-politicise‟ waste management decision-making.   
 
As a result of a previous report in 2003 there has been a view that a Council Controlled 
Organisation (CCO) might be the most appropriate future governance structure for WMW.  
However, it is fair to say that there is no particular commitment to a CCO model of governance at 
either a political or operational level.  The common objective of the three councils is simply to 
identify and introduce a governance model that will deliver effective waste management solutions 
for the Wairarapa - at a reasonable cost. 
 
CCO Rationale 
The waste management situation in the Wairarapa has changed significantly in the last two years.  
The decision not to establish a regional landfill has effectively removed the primary argument for a 
CCO.   
 
CCO Function 
Additionally, there doesn‟t appear to be much useful function for a CCO - at the moment anyway.  
- Specific policy and planning matters that form a possible barrier to further regional collaboration 

need to be addressed by each local authority individually in the context of respective political and 
operating environments.  

- With regard to the harmonisation of service delivery across the three districts, with the exception 
of a possible joint refuse collection arrangement between Carterton and Masterton, there is a 
general reluctance to initiate any combined services at the moment.  The general feeling was that 
this alignment of service will “evolve”.   

 
CCO Cost/Procedure 
Our view is that the costs and procedural implications of establishing a CCO are completely 
unwarranted - especially given the comments above about rationale and function. 
 
Recommended Governance Structure 
We believe that the most appropriate governance structure for WMW is a joint-committee of the 
three councils with specific functions, powers and delegations.  This would clarify its purpose and 
improve the efficiency of decision-making resulting in improved waste management outcomes for 
the region. 
 
We also recommend the appointment of an officers working party made up of the three WMW 
officer representatives.  Its role would be to: 
- Advise the joint-committee; 
- Implement decisions of the joint-committee; 
- Report progress to the joint committee. 
 
 

 
Recommendations 
 

1. THAT THIS REPORT BE RECEIVED   
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2. THAT WMW BE CONSTITUTED AS A JOINT-COMMITTEE OF THE THREE COUNCILS. 
 
3. THAT A DRAFT SCOPE AND POWERS FOR THE JOINT COMMITTEE BE PREPARED FOR 

CONSIDERATION BASED AROUND: 
 

- TWO REPRESENTATIVES FROM EACH COUNCIL; 
 

- FOUR MEETINGS PER YEAR; 
 

- THE MAIN FOCUS OF THE JOINT-COMMITTEE BEING TO:  

- IDENTIFY A PROGRAMME OF WORK TO PROGRESS THE RESOLUTION OF 

POLICY, PLANNING AND SERVICE DELIVERY ISSUES BETWEEN THE THREE 

COUNCILS SO AS TO IMPROVE SOLID WASTE SERVICES AND OUTCOMES 

FOR THE WAIRARAPA COMMUNITY  

- IMPLEMENT THE WAIRARAPA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN; 

 
4. THAT AN OFFICERS WORKING PARTY BE APPOINTED, CHAIRED BY THE PRESENT 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF WMW. 
 
5. THAT DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE BE PREPARED FOR THE OFFICERS WORKING 

PARTY.  
 



 

 

 

Introduction 

Background 

WMW was formed in the early 1990‟s to better co-ordinate waste management services 
in the Wairarapa and in particular to address the need for a new landfill.  It is an ad-hoc 
committee of the three territorial councils in the Wairarapa – Carterton, Masterton and 
South-Wairarapa.   
 
Whilst there is no formal agreement recording the „scope and powers‟ of WMW, 
according to the 2003 ABMS report on possible governance structures, its role is: 
 

“….to advise on policy and development needs for solid waste management in 
the Wairarapa and identify solutions for the regions residual waste stream when 
the capacity of existing landfills has been exhausted.” 
This latter requirement (securing a landfill) has now been superceded because 
of a recent agreement between the three councils to „export‟ all residual waste to 
a facility at Bonny Glen, near Marton.  This is a long-term arrangement.  It takes 
effect from October 2006 and means that existing landfills owned and operated 
by the three councils will be closed.  

Dimensions 

The general dimensions of waste management services in the Wairarapa are 
shown in the table below: 
Source:  Wairarapa Waste Management Plan and respective council annual plans. 

  
Carterton 

 
Masterton 

 
South 

Wairarapa 
Service 

- Bag Collection 

- Transfer Station/s 

- Kerbside Recycling 

- Drop-off Recycling 

- Green Waste Drop-off 

- Hazardous Waste 

 

 
Yes 

1 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Limited 

 
Yes 

4 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Limited 

 
Yes 

5 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 

Total Waste Tonnage (2003) 
4,971 29,873 3,500 

OPEX (2005/06) 
464k $1.56m $728k 

CAPEX (2005/06) 
Nil $1.03m $208k 

ABMS Review 

As noted above, in 2003 ABMS was commissioned to review possible governance 
structures for WMW.  Several options were reviewed, including: 
 
a) A properly constituted joint committee of the three councils; 



 

 

 

 
b) A partnership; 
 
c) A „council-controlled organisation‟.  This option had two sub-options: 

- Company structure 
- Trust structure 

The recommendation from that report was that a CCO be established in the form of an 
unlisted company. 

This Review 

The purpose of this review is: 
 
a) To review the CCO recommendation – to confirm that it is still valid; and 
 
b) Assuming that it is, outline an implementation strategy to establish a CCO.  This will 

include analysis of : 
- Service level agreements; 
- The necessary steps each council is required to take; 
- The likely timeline; 
- The estimated cost; and 
- Likely implications and issues and how these should be managed. 

Methodology 

In undertaking this review we have: 
 

a) Reviewed the WMW Solid Waste Management Plan; 
 
b) Reviewed the annual plans for each council; 
 
c) Reviewed the minutes of the last four WMW meetings; 
 
d) Met with the Mayor and CEO of each local authority, separately; 
 
e) Met with the Executive Officer of WMW (Bill Sloan) and the engineering advisor to 

WMW (Ian Rowden); and 

 
f) Met with WMW at its monthly meeting.  
 
We have also explored regional waste management governance arrangements between 
Invercargill City and Southland and Gore Districts. 

 

The 2003 ABMS Report 

Background 

The ABMS report concluded a CCO was the preferred governance model for WMW.  It 
was anticipated that its functions would include: 
 
a) Developing policies for solid waste management for the Wairarapa region; 



 

 

 

 
b) Being responsible for planning for solid waste management for the Wairarapa region, 

including future landfills; 
 
c) Being responsible for promotion, education and information dissemination on good 

practice of solid waste management to the extent agreed by individual territorial 
authorities; 

 
d) Being responsible for management of the solid waste stream from the refuse transfer 

station or earlier by agreement with individual territorial authorities; 
 
e) Managing the contract delivery of waste management services; 
 
f) Being responsible for aftercare of existing landfills if agreed by CCO and individual 

local authorities; and 
 
g) Undertaking such other functions or services as may be agreed with all shareholding 

local authorities. 

Our View 

It is quite clear that the waste management situation in the Wairarapa has changed 
significantly in the last two years.  The three councils have decided to export all residual 
waste on a long-term basis to the Bonny Glen landfill near Marton.  In our view, this 
decision has substantially diminished the primary argument for a CCO.   
 
Had the idea of purchasing and developing a publicly owned landfill proceeded then the 
business risks and issues around waste management in the Wairarapa would have been 
significantly greater than they are now and a more formal and independent governance 
structure might have been appropriate.  However, this is not the case and without even 
considering the costs and complexities of establishing a CCO, on the basis of „function‟ 
we believe that a CCO is not warranted.   
 
This view was confirmed after our discussions with various elected members, officials 
and WMW.  From our discussions it was quite clear that everyone agrees there is benefit 
in the councils working collaboratively but there is no particular commitment to a CCO 
model of governance.  The common objective is simply to identify and introduce a 
governance model that will deliver effective waste management solutions for the 
Wairarapa - at a reasonable cost. 
 
It was also clear from our discussions that: 
 

- The current governance structure is an impediment to progress; 
 
- There is a desire to „de-politicise‟ waste management decision-making;  
 
- There are contractual, pricing and funding issues in each of the local authorities that 

will take time to work through. 



 

 

 

 

CCO Implications 

Background 

The objective of this review is: 
 
a) To review the 2003 CCO recommendation – to confirm that it is still valid; and 
 
b) Assuming that it is, outline an implementation strategy to establish a CCO.  This will  

include analysis of: 
- Service level agreements: 
- The necessary steps each council is required to take; 
- The likely timeline; 
- The estimated cost; and  
- Likely implications and issues and how these should be managed. 

 
As noted in Section 2, our conclusion is that a CCO is not a valid proposition.  The 
Wairarapa waste management situation has changed significantly since the ABMS report 
was carried out and whilst there is (and will continue to be) an ongoing need for regional 
co-operation we are not persuaded that a CCO is either necessary or appropriate. 
 
However, for the purposes of providing a more complete picture we have outlined below 
the likely process, cost and general issues that lie ahead if a decision was made to 
proceed with that idea. 

Service Level Agreements 

At the WMW meeting on 23 September 2005 there was discussion about what specific 
functions a CCO (or other structure) might be responsible for.   The following table 
outlines the suggested functions/services.  A comment is made alongside each. 
 
 

General Functions MWH Comment 

Policy Development - Waste Management Plan up to date so no major 
work required. 

- There are policy differences between the local 
authorities (eg pricing, funding) and these need to be 
worked through carefully by each local authority.  It 
is not appropriate for an outside organisation (a 
CCO) to be doing this. 

- There will undoubtedly be some general policy work 
across all three councils arising from the WMP that 
could be undertaken be a CCO although this might 
be premature at the moment. 

Planning for Delivery of Services - There are service delivery differences between the 
three councils – in terms of waste collection 
arrangements, waste collection commitments, hours 
of operation at transfer station etc.  There is a desire 
to align some of these over time to achieve a more 
consistent level of service and to achieve economies 



 

 

 

of scale.  Some of these issues (eg contractual 
arrangements) will take time to resolve and can only 
be dealt with by the affected council. 

- There will undoubtedly be general service delivery 
issues across all three councils that could be 
advanced via a CCO, but, like the policy issues 
referred to above, these matters would be better 
addressed after specific issues have been resolved 
in each local authority. 

Promotion & Education This is a function that is relatively easy to align.  Simply 
requires joint funding and co-ordination. 

Specific Functions WMW Comments at Meeting 

Waste minimisation programmes Agreed that this will „evolve‟. 

Kerbside recycling Agree that this will „evolve‟. 

Resource recovery centre Advocacy only.  (May involve a regional facility later). 

Refuse collections Possible collaboration – especially CDC/MDC.  This 
could be arranged via a CCO but what is the advantage 
over a simple agreement between the councils to have 
one combined collection contract or two aligned 
contracts? 

Landfill aftercare Up to each local authority.  A CCO might contract to 
manage „aftercare‟ work but responsibility will remain 
with the individual councils.  Again, a CCO governance 
structure is not necessary to achieve a common 
approach across the three districts 

 
 
In terms of the possible functions of a CCO, based on the above comments there doesn‟t 
appear to be much advantage in creating an independent organisation and there doesn‟t 
appear to be that much for an independent organisation to do.  

 
- Specific policy and planning matters need to be addressed by each local authority in 

the context of their own political and operating environment.  And this is probably a 
pre-requisite to any general policy and planning work across the three councils.  

 
- With regard to the harmonisation of service delivery across the three districts, with 

the exception of a possible joint refuse collection arrangement between Carterton 
and Masterton, there is a general reluctance to agree to any combined services at 
the moment.  The general feeling was that this alignment of service will “evolve”.   

 
Our view is that this is perfectly reasonable position for the three councils to have.  
Waste management is a critical local government function and a cautious approach 
to changes in operating arrangements is entirely appropriate.  Whilst it might be a 
relatively small activity in financial terms (compared to roading or water services for 
example) it has an impact on every citizen in the community.  Changing the 
behaviour of the public toward waste is a matter that needs careful planning and 
communication. 

 
Given the apparent lack of function for a CCO at the moment it is premature to address 
specific „level of service‟ issues.  There would be value though in the three councils 
specifically identifying and agreeing all the policy, planning and service delivery issues 
that need to be addressed to provide an improved level of service to the Wairarapa 
community and then agreeing a programme of work to advance these matters. 



 

 

 

Necessary Steps, Likely Timeline & Estimated Cost  

In Section 2 we identified that the decision to abandon the idea of a regional landfill and 
to export all waste from the Wairarapa had effectively removed the primary argument for 
a CCO.   
 
In the previous section (3.2 above) we concluded that the lack of residual function for a 
CCO plus the need for individual councils to address various policy, planning and service 
delivery issues meant that it was premature to consider level of service issues. 
 
Despite this, it might still be of interest to comment on „necessary steps, timeline and 
cost‟ issues relating to the establishment of a CCO. 
 
In the ABMS report, an „Implementation Strategy‟ for a CCO was identified.  This 
involved the six steps in the second column of the table below.  We have provided some 
comment about each step in the third column and a rough estimate of cost is provided in 
the fourth column.   
 
Cost estimates are based on possible external costs only.  They do not include the 
internal costs of the three councils (which will be significant in terms of time and effort) 
 
 
  

ABMS Implementation Strategy 

 

 

MWH Comment 

 

Est  

$000 

1 A general resolution from each council 
endorsing the establishment of a CCO. 

  

2 Development of an „establishment plan‟ 
and a „shareholders agreement‟ with 
proposals for: 

- Representation; 

- Capitalisation; 

- Constitution; 

- Statement of intent; 

- Functions and services to be 
delivered; 

- Mediation (in the event of dispute 
between shareholders); 

- Provisions for winding up. 

 

- This is essentially the preparation of 
appropriate documentation.  

- Likely to be difficult to put together 
given known differences between 
councils and the lack of clear 
function of a CCO.   

- Would require an external party to 
prepare a draft and would need to be 
reviewed by legal representative for 
each council.   

$40 - $60 



 

 

 

3 Development of a „statement of 
proposal‟ for the „special consultative 
procedure‟.  

 

- There would need to be one agreed 
„statement of proposal‟ for the three 
councils.  LGA 2002 has very 
specific  information requirements 
including a description of „the issue‟ 
and analysis of; 

- The reasonably practicable 
options considered to address the 
issue; 

- An analysis of each of the options 
in terms of: 

- Present and future social 
economic, environmental and 
cultural wellbeing; 

- The extent to which community 
outcomes would be promoted or 
achieved; 

- The impact of each option on 
the local authority‟s capacity to 
meet statutory obligations – 
now and in the future; 

- Any other matters that are 
relevant – this might include 
risk, rate impact and other 
general matters. 

 

Notes:   

- This analysis would need to respond to 
each of these matters, for each council.   

- The above Statement of Proposal will be 
reasonably complex to construct and 
quite comprehensive. 

- Given the earlier comments in this report 
it will not be a very compelling proposal 
for public consultation. 

  

- A summary of the ‘statement of proposal’ 
must be prepared and circulated widely. 

 

- There must be consultation with all 
parties that might be affected by or 
have an interest in the matter. 

 

$20 - $40 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 Appointment of a joint-committee to 
hear and consider submissions. 

 

Someone will need to analyse 
submissions received and prepare 
appropriate reports.  The councils may 
prefer that this be done by a neutral 
third party.  

 

$5 - $10 

5 Formation of a company (assuming 
adoption of the proposal). 

 

Mainly legal cost. $5 - $10 

6 Negotiation of service level agreements 
between the company and the local 
authorities setting out: 

- Services to be provided 

- Cost of services; 

- Service reporting 

- Quality management. 

 

Mainly legal cost. $5 - $10 



 

 

 

   

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 

 

$75 - 
$130 

 

Process Requirements 

The following LGA 2002 provisions are also relevant to the establishment of a CCO. 
 
s.56:  “Consultation required before council-controlled organisation established‟.   
Requires an SCP process before a CCO can be established. 
 
s.88:  “Use of special consultative procedure in relation to change of mode of delivery of 
significant activity”. Requires that an SCP process is used whenever there is a proposal 
to change the mode of delivery of any significant activity.  This may catch the current 
proposal – depending on the nature of the activities to be transferred.   

 
s.97:  “Certain decisions only to be taken if provided for in long-term council community plan”.  
Requires that any proposal which involves: 
- A significant change in level of service; and/or 
- A decision to transfer, construct, replace or abandon a strategic asset; and/or 

- A decision that will directly or indirectly, significantly affect the capacity of the local authority 
or the cost of an activity identified in the long-term council community plan; 

…. must be explicitly made via an LTCCP process.   
 
Depending on the functions of the CCO this section might be relevant. All three councils 
are currently preparing draft LTCCP‟s for the 10-year period starting 1 July 2006.  It is 
likely that they will be issued for consultation in the first quarter of 2006 which means that 
if s.97 does apply, work stages 1 – 3 in the table above must be substantially completed 
by December 2005 or the first quarter of 2006 at the latest.  This would seem to be an 
ambitious target.  Alternative options include:  
 
- All three councils initiate amendments to their LTCCP‟s after adoption (ie post 30 

June 2006); or  
 
- Defer the process till the 2009 LTCCP.   
 
(Note:  The former option (LTCCP amendment) will involve considerable expense over 
and above the estimated costs shown above - in terms of each council identifying the 
impact of changes to their respective LTCCP‟s and the requirement to have an LTCCP 
amendment audited.) 
 
In the event that s.97 does not apply the councils can initiate an SCP process at any 
time.  However, there are obvious efficiencies in incorporating it as part of an annual plan 
or LTCCP process. 

Director’s Policy 

In the event that the CCO proposal proceeds each council will need to draft and adopt a 
policy on the appointment of directors (s.57 LGA 2002: „Appointment of directors‟).  This 
policy must set out: 
- The skills and experience required of directors; 
- The appointment process for directors; and 
- The remuneration of directors.  



 

 

 

Other Relevant Statutory Requirements 

Other relevant statutory requirements include: 
 
s.59:  Principal objectives of CCO 
- Achieve the objectives of the shareholders as per the Statement of Intent; 
- Be a „good employer‟ as per LGA 2002, Schedule 7, clause 36; 
- Exhibit a sense of social and environmental responsibility. 
 
s.62:  Prohibition on guarantees 
The councils cannot provide any guarantee, indemnity, security. 
 
s.64:  Statement of intent 
The Statement of Intent content must comply with LGA 2002, Schedule 8, clause 9. 
(Schedule 8 is attached as App 1.) 
 
s.65:  Performance monitoring 
A local authority that is a shareholder of a CCO must regularly undertake performance 
monitoring.  
 
s.66:  Annual Report 
The CCO must formally report to the shareholders annually within 3 months of the close 
of the financial year. 
 
s.69:  Financial statements and auditor’s report 
The Annual Report must include audited financial statements.  The auditor is the Auditor 
General. 
 

CCO Costs   

Set Up 
In terms of overall cost, we have estimated above a possible set up cost (excluding 
council time) of between $75,000 – $130,000.  Probably a mid-range point of $100k is a 
reasonable estimate.   
 
Ongoing 
In terms of ongoing operating cost, given the requirement for separate financial 
statements, a manager, business systems, audit etc – even if the CCO had relatively 
minor role, there were no directors fees and it was substantially serviced by one of the 
councils, the additional direct cost is likely to be at least $20 - $30k pa.  It could be a lot 
higher.   
 
The question the councils need to ask is: „what additional value is obtained from this 
investment?‟  Certainly, this is the question the community will ask if the proposal was to 
proceed to consultation. 
 

Representation 

Representation will depend on the role, function and shareholding of a CCO.  This may 
or may not be a problem. 



 

 

 

 

Alternative Governance Options 

Background 

In previous sections we have concluded that: 
 
a) The decision to abandon the idea of a regional landfill has effectively removed the 

primary argument for a CCO;   
 
b) The process to establish a CCO is complex (especially because it involves three 

councils), time consuming and relatively expensive;  
 
c) There is a lack of useful function for a CCO at the moment; and  
 
d) There are a range of policy and service delivery matters that need to be addressed 

before a CCO could function effectively anyway. 
 
However, it has also been noted that the current governance structure is an impediment 
to progress and there is a desire to „de-politicise‟ waste management decision-making.  
In the absence of a CCO, how is this best achieved? 
 
The ABMS report in 2003 concluded that there were two main governance options – 
CCO and joint-committee.  Previous sections to this report have addressed the CCO 
proposal.  Whilst it is outside the scope of our Brief we offer the following comments. 

Future Role of WMW 

Before considering alternative governance options it is important to consider what the 
future role of WMW might be.  At it‟s meeting on 23 September 2005, we asked the 
Committee what were the strategic issues confronting WMW – in other words what were 
the major challenges ahead now that the Bonny Glen decision had been made.  The 
responses were generally around three themes: 
 
- Economies of scale:  The idea that there is financial advantage in alignment 

between the three councils across policy, planning and service delivery. 
 
- Advocacy:  The role of WMW in promoting more sustainable waste management 

practices. 
 
- Alignment:  The desire to achieve a more consistent waste management service 

across the Wairarapa region.  

Current WMW Structure 

Our understanding is that WMW is simply an „ad-hoc‟ committee of the three councils.  
By „ad-hoc‟ we mean: 
- It has no formal constitution; 
- It has no decision-making powers - nor any other powers;  
- It has no budget or authority to commit funds. 
 



 

 

 

Given the nature of its role and the issues it has been dealing with, this is not a very 
satisfactory situation.  Apart from having „no teeth‟ it means that every significant WMW 
decision that requires action has to be re-litigated and agreed to by the three councils.  
Understandably, this causes considerable delay and frustration for everyone.   

Joint Committee 

WMW could be formally constituted as a joint-committee of the three councils, given a 
specific role, appropriate delegations and a budget.  This would mean it at least has 
power to make decisions up to a certain level without reference back to the three 
councils. 
 
Given the nature and anticipated future role of WMW (see above) we don‟t see that a 
joint-committee structure poses any significant limitations and it is an entirely logical 
governance arrangement.  The only statutory limitations on a joint-committee are: 
 
a) The power to make a rate; 
 
b) The power to make a bylaw; 
 
c) The power to borrow money, or purchase or dispose of assets other than in 

accordance with a long-term council community plan; 
 
d) The power to adopt a long-term council community plan, annual plan or annual 

report; 
 
e) The power to appoint a chief executive; 
 
f) The power to adopt policies required to be adopted or consulted on under LGA 2002 

or developed for the purposes of the Local Governance Statement; and 
 
g) The power to warrant enforcement officers. 
 
 
Representation 
With regard to representation on a joint-committee, this is a political matter for 
agreement between the local authorities.  Assuming the functions of a joint-committee 
are focused around policy and service delivery planning and that delegations are 
reasonably modest, the existing arrangement of two representatives from each councils 
seems appropriate.  
 
 
 
 
Meetings 
With regard method of operation there are any number of options for a joint-committee.  
The appropriate model is for the three councils to agree but will depend on the „scope 
and powers‟ of the joint-committee and whether the councils have a desire to „micro-
manage‟ the activity or whether they want to govern at a higher policy level.   
 
There could be monthly meetings of all parties as is the case now.  However, a more 
appropriate option might be for the joint-committee to establish high level policy and 
programme targets and then monitor progress on a regular basis – say three or four 
times a year.  The former model (effectively the status quo) is highly democratic but 
prone to being weighed down by politics and/or talk.  The latter option is more efficient 
and action oriented but requires a higher level of trust and governance. 
 



 

 

 

Our view is that given the nature of the issues to be addressed, the skills of the elected 
members and the experience of the officers the latter option is entirely feasible and 
would be an appropriate solution.   
 
As a matter of interest, the three territorial authorities in Southland (Invercargill City, 
Southland District and Gore District) collaborate on regional waste management in a 
similar way to the three councils in the Wairarapa.  The governance arrangement is that 
a joint-committee meets “a couple of times a year” to ensure there is co-ordination and 
service consistency but that each council looks after its domestic waste management 
operations. Apparently this is a very satisfactory arrangement.  There are a number of 
joint initiatives between the three Southland councils such as the recent production of a 
promotional video on waste minimisation.   

 
Support 
We have suggested above that a joint-committee of the three councils be established to 
ensure progress is made toward the achievement of regional waste outcomes.  
However, we believe that this is only part of the solution.  The engineering officers of the 
three councils need to have a specific regional role as well.  
 
Their primary role as officers of the three councils wouldn‟t change – what is added is a 
new regional perspective when working on joint-committee issues.  If this is not 
specifically acknowledged there is a possibility that regional objectives won‟t receive the 
attention they require and this will compromise the work of the joint-committee. 

 
Two suggestions are made to address this: 
- The job descriptions of the relevant officers be altered to reflect their regional waste 

management responsibilities; 
- An officers working party be established.  The role of the working party would be to: 

- Advise the joint-committee 
- Implement decisions of the joint-committee; and 
- Report progress to the joint-committee. 

  
It may be that the joint working party needs to meet from time to time and it should be 
chaired by the existing „Executive Officer‟. 
 



 

 

 

APPENDIX 1 
 
 

Local Government Act 2002, Schedule 8 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

Appendix D:     Solid Waste Costs/Expenditure  
 
 
 
The following relevant extracts are from each Council’s current Annual Plan and Long Term Plan   
(2015- 2025) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.    CARTERTON DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
16/17 Annual Plan 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LTP 15- 25 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.       SOUTH WAIRARAPA DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 
LTP 15- 25 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2016/17 Annual Plan 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. MASTERTON DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 LTP 15 -25 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Annual Plan 16/17 



 

 

 

 
 
Appendix E:   Waste Assessment Draft EUNOMIA   April 2016 
 
 Not attached and separately supplied 
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