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The proposal to establish a class 1 landfill at Smooth Hill.

This submission is made in my personal capacity. I wish to speak to this submission.
I do not support the establishment of a landfill at Smooth Hill.
The establishment of a class 1 landfill at Smooth Hill involves the expenditure of at least $92.4M of ratepayers money and carries very significant risks for Dunedin, both commercial and physical.
All of this capital expenditure is front loaded, and because the entire cost will be borrowed, the cost will not be met by our generation but will be pushed onto our tamariki and mokopuna. As we are also learning, landfills are an intergenerational liability. Dumping rubbish at Kettle Park was once considered a great idea by your predecessors around this very table.
Options exist that allow the DCC to avoid borrowing at least $92.4M and to avoid the risk for the future generations of Dunedin residents.
The risks are recognised but downplayed by the DCC in the Smooth Hill Update (DCC 28 Jan 25). The risks are even more evident in the Smooth Hill Resource Consent Decision and Conditions.
The key risks identified by the DCC are:
1. The gate volumes of waste fall below the volumes currently being received at Green Island. 
· This is incongruous with the DCC’s own Waste Minimisation Programme which aims to reduce landfill volumes by 30% by 2030, and which is on track to achieve that goal.
· It is inevitable that Smooth Hill will lose commercial volume because of the onerous conditions placed on commercial operators in respect to putrescible waste, and because the gate price for Smooth Hill will be higher than alternatives unless a ratepayer funded subsidy is applied.
2. The cost of building Smooth Hill ‘blows out”. 
· The DCC estimated the cost of Smooth Hill to be $56M in 2021, revised to $92.4M in 2024. Construction is due to commence in 2027 and be completed in 2030. The potential for cost over-run is significant and will only add to the gate price.
There are other risks identified in the Resource Consent Conditions.
A. The real risk to aircraft approaching Dunedin Airport from bird strike “unless mitigation is put in place”. Principally this mitigation includes the requirement to hand sort the rubbish at Green Island before the waste goes to Smooth Hill. Managing all birds over 50g in weight “daily to zero”. Installing a net over the site if there are more than 20 birds over 50 g present on 12 occasions in any 12 month period. This adds significantly to the on going cost of operating a landfill at Smooth Hill for the life of the landfill, a cost that competitors do not face.
B. The real risk of leachate entering the headwaters of the Otakia Creek and ending up on Brighton Beach.
Smooth Hill will cost at least $92.4M all of which will be borrowed and added to core council debt. Dunedin’s core council debt is already $648M or 203% of annual rates revenue. Adding $92.4M will push this higher, approaching the LGFA limit for councils of 250%. 
For comparison, Kate Valley was established in the Hurunui District of North Canterbury as a public private partnership twenty years. It cost $30M in 2005 and currently receives 300 000 tonnes of landfill per annum from five councils.
Smooth Hill will cost $92.4M entirely debt funded by the DCC. At best it will receive 50 000 tonnes per annum from one council, or as little as 35 000 tonnes. The cost per tonne is incomparable and demonstrates the financial risk of going it alone. 
Kate Valley, which has been held up as best practice by the DCC, accepts waste from five council areas and seven Runangas. This gives them the volume to keep the gate price down. Why does it appear that Dunedin City is the only municipality that has a problem with sending waste to an established facility out of our region?
It is unclear why the DCC have moved away from the previously proposed public/private partnership at Smooth Hill which would have halved the capital requirement and shared the risk?
It is unclear why the DCC have not fully developed the option of transporting waste to an established class 1 landfill at Winton. Figures provided to Future Dunedin show a clear cost advantage (lower gate price including transport), no requirement to borrow $92.4M of ratepayers money, and far less financial and physical risk.
Winton currently accepts waste from Invercargill, Southland, Central Otago, North Otago and Queenstown. It accepts commercial waste from Dunedin. Winton has the capacity to accept all the waste from south of the Waitaki for 190 years.
If the DCC’s position on exporting waste from one area to another was adopted by all councils, then there would need to be five class 1 landfills in Otago and three class 1 landfills in Southland, each costing close to $100M. Would this represent value for Southern ratepayers when one existing landfill in Southland can accept all of the municipal waste from Otago and Southland for the next 190 years?
Surely sharing infrastructure between regions is one way of reducing the infrastructure costs for everyone, especially Dunedin. No company or other entity facing the challenges currently faced by Dunedin would choose to unnecessarily take on $92.4M of debt when a cheaper and safer option exists. 
The LGA 2002 requires the DCC to fully present all viable options for a decision of this size. In this case the option of sending our waste to Winton has been dismissed at the outset by the DCC despite industry professionals identifying the option as clearly the best option.
The cost per tonne of sending municipal waste to Winton is calculated to be $300 per tonne, all up including handling at Green Island, freight, waste levy, and ETS costs.
From the known information regarding the cost of establishing a class 1 landfill at Smooth Hill and the anticipated volumes, the cost to Dunedin ratepayers of sending waste to Smooth Hill will be $450 per tonne.
I call for a full review of the decision to build a class 1 Landfill at Smooth Hill, to be conducted in a transparent and open forum. If Smooth Hill is the right decision for Dunedin, then bring the argument out into the open so that all sides can be scrutinised and debated by the community. Only then can the Dunedin ratepayers have faith that the decision is in our best interests.
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