Integrated Waste Management Strategy
A Pathway for Resource Recovery

THIS PAGE IS BLANK

Table of Contents
1

2

3

Executive Summary........................................................................................................ 1
1.1

Recovering Food Organic Resources ..................................................................... 1

1.2

Developing new infrastructure ................................................................................. 2

1.3

Other opportunities to boost diversion ..................................................................... 3

1.4

Cleaning up the streets ........................................................................................... 3

1.5

Action Plan .............................................................................................................. 4

Introduction..................................................................................................................... 6
2.1

Regional Context ..................................................................................................... 6

2.2

Need for an Integrated Strategy .............................................................................. 7

2.3

Focus of the Strategy .............................................................................................. 8

2.4

Summary ............................................................................................................... 11

Review of Current Commitments.................................................................................. 12
3.1

Internal Policies and Objectives ............................................................................ 12

3.1.1
3.2

5

External Policies and Objectives ........................................................................... 20

3.2.1

Waste Less, Recycle More ............................................................................ 20

3.2.2

NSW WARR Strategy .................................................................................... 21

3.2.3

Draft WARR Strategy 2013–21 ...................................................................... 23

3.2.4

Queensland's Waste and Recycling Strategy ................................................ 25

3.2.5

National Waste PolicY .................................................................................... 25

3.2.6

Product Stewardship Act ................................................................................ 26

3.3
4

Domestic Solid Waste Management Strategy ................................................ 18

Summary ............................................................................................................... 27

Waste Data Review and Analysis ................................................................................. 29
4.1

Future Waste Generation ...................................................................................... 31

4.2

Waste Composition ............................................................................................... 34

Assessment of Current Waste Systems and Infrastructure .......................................... 37
5.1

Collection Systems ................................................................................................ 37

5.2

Processing Infrastructure ...................................................................................... 39

5.2.1

Chinderah MRF .............................................................................................. 39

5.2.2

Organics processing facility............................................................................ 40

5.2.3

Concrete/Rubble processing .......................................................................... 40

5.3

Residual Waste DIsposal ...................................................................................... 41

5.3.1

Stotts Creek ................................................................................................... 41

5.3.2

Quirks quarry Landfill ..................................................................................... 43

5.3.3

Tyalgum Transfer Station ............................................................................... 44

5.4

Summary ............................................................................................................... 44

Contents i

Table of Contents
6

Opportunities to Increase Diversion ............................................................................. 45
6.1

Improving the GO Collection ................................................................................. 45

6.2

FOGO Collection v. AWT - Diversion Rate ............................................................ 47

6.3

FOGO Collection v. AWT - Cost ............................................................................ 48

6.4

Optimising the FOGO Collection ........................................................................... 50

6.4.1

Participation and Food Capture...................................................................... 51

6.4.2

Education ....................................................................................................... 52

6.4.3

Organics Processing Facility Gate-Fee .......................................................... 53

6.5

Pre-Sorting (‘Dirty MRF’) Facility ........................................................................... 54

6.6

Other diversion Opportunities ................................................................................ 56

6.6.1

Public place recycling ..................................................................................... 56

6.6.2

Commercial Recycling ................................................................................... 57

6.7
7

Summary ............................................................................................................... 59

Existing Contracts ........................................................................................................ 61
7.1

Collection Contract Opportunities .......................................................................... 61

7.1.1

Bulk waste collection opportunities ................................................................ 63

7.2

Processing Contract Opportunities ........................................................................ 66

7.3

Disposal Contract Opportunities ............................................................................ 67

7.4

Summary ............................................................................................................... 68

8

Regional Working Opportunities ................................................................................... 69

9

Financial Review .......................................................................................................... 71
9.1

Charging for FOGO Collection .............................................................................. 73

9.2

Carbon Liabilities ................................................................................................... 73

9.3

Grant Funding Opportunities ................................................................................. 73

9.4

Summary ............................................................................................................... 77

10

Implementing a FOGO System ................................................................................. 78

11

Reducing Waste Generation ..................................................................................... 80

11.1

Avoidance and Minimisation .................................................................................. 80

11.2

Reuse .................................................................................................................... 81

12

Plan to achieve strategic goals ................................................................................. 82

12.1

Short term actions (1-4 years) ............................................................................... 82

12.2

Longer Term Focus ............................................................................................... 83

.

Contents ii

1. Executive Summary
Providing sustainable and cost effective waste management solutions is a major challenge
for every Australian council. Tweed Shire Council (TSC) has been quite effective at
responding to recent key challenges, by championing a regional approach to planning for
critical infrastructure developments, through the roll out of the voluntary garden organics
collection service and with improvements to the kerbside recycling service, and particularly
by gaining approval to develop a new landfill facility that will provide long term disposal
security for the local community.
In developing this Integrated Waste Strategy, Hyder has reviewed TSC’s existing situation,
and provided a range of projections about future changes, including increasing household
waste generation (projected to rise from 40,000 tonnes per annum currently, to at least
53,000 and potentially 100,000 tonnes by 2029–30). The focus of this strategy is on the
household waste stream, where TSC has the ability and responsibility to make decisions
on behalf of the community, and where the current target of 66% landfill diversion under
the NSW Waste and Resource Recovery Strategy provides impetus for TSC to implement
best practice collection and processing to drive up resource recovery.
Analysis is provided in order to compare the relative merits of continuing with a ‘business
as usual’ approach to managing future waste streams, with alternate scenarios that involve
the implementation of some potentially significant changes. A number of key
recommendations for TSC to consider are provided within this report, and summarised
below.
Recovering Food Organic Resources
TSC’s current landfill diversion rate is 46%, against a target set by the NSW Government
for diversion of 66% of the municipal waste stream away from landfill by 2014. The NSW
Government has recently mooted plans to increase the target to 70% diversion by 2021.
While tweaks and continual improvement to existing systems will help maintain current
recovery rates (for example, ongoing education to ensure correct materials are placed in
the recycling bin), the existing systems are generally performing well against industry
benchmarks, and to significantly lift TSC’s performance it will be necessary to implement
relatively large changes to the status quo. Specifically, TSC needs to address the organic
materials currently comprising 39% of the residual waste stream.
Options for recovering food organics are to process the residual waste stream through an
Advanced Waste Treatment (AWT) facility, or encouraging residents to separate out their
food scraps for co-collection with garden organics.
The potential to develop an AWT for processing residual waste streams was considered at
a regional level (see Appendix B) during development of this report for TSC. The North
East Waste AWT Situational Analysis Report (Hyder, 2013) finds that processing of
residual waste streams does not appear commercially viable using existing available
technology, especially while it is possible for councils in the NSW Northern Rivers region
to secure very low-cost disposal in South East Queensland (SEQ) landfills.
The introduction of a combined Food Organics and Garden Organics (FOGO) weekly
collection service presents the most cost effective opportunity for TSC to achieve a
significant improvement in resource recovery performance. In considering the total
domestic waste management system (across collections, processing, disposal and
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education), implementing a FOGO service is estimated to increase costs by 10% above
BAU1 in year one (assumed to be 2017), but result in a minor (2%) saving compared to
BAU over the period 2016–17 to 2029–30. Landfill diversion performance is expected to
increase from the current 46% to approximately 59%. The detailed modelling behind these
conclusions is explained in Chapter 6.
Implementation of this system will require changes to community behaviour, and the
transition would need to be carefully managed. A range of potential scenarios are explored
in this report, but the most attractive option is likely to involve rolling out the FOGO service
to Urban households only, with the green-lidded organics bin collected weekly while the
red-lidded bin (which contains limited putrescible items after food is removed) being
collected fortnightly. Changing collection frequency will most likely involve the
implementation of a compulsory service, rather than the current opt-in organics service, in
order to maintain hygiene and odour of the residual waste bin.
The impact of varying levels of community participation in the FOGO service is explored in
this report. The improved performance and reduced costs to TSC under scenarios where
there is high participation rates underlines the importance of developing an effective
community education and engagement strategy.
Introduction of a FOGO service will also require TSC to secure access to an appropriate
facility for processing the collected materials.
Developing new infrastructure
TSC’s existing and already approved infrastructure (discussed in Chapter 5) is well placed
to meet the council’s needs in relation to existing community waste services. However,
should the council decide to introduce the recommended FOGO collection system, it will
require access to an enclosed facility for processing organics.
There are several potential options regarding development of the required infrastructure,
and TSC will need to test the market (through an EOI or Tender process) to determine
whether the best outcome could be achieved through:
Use of an existing facility (noting there are currently no appropriate facilities in the LGA)
Development of a new facility on land offered by TSC (potentially at Eviron Road, or at
Stotts Creek Resource Recovery Centre (SCRRC) once the putrescible cell has been
closed and capped)
Development of a new facility on an alternate, non-TSC site (in or out of the LGA).
While TSC may wish to test the market to determine which option provides the best
outcome in terms of the lowest cost to achieve the desired outcomes, it is noted that
development of organics processing infrastructure within the TSC LGA may be an
attractive option as:
The North East Waste AWT Situational Analysis suggests additional FOGO processing
capacity may be required within the region (see Chapter 8 and Appendix B6)
TSC does have sites which appears broadly suitable for development of organics
processing infrastructure (see Chapter 5)

1

BAU forecasts are based on the planned use of the new Quirks Quarry landfill; continued use of SEQ disposal sites
may result in lower costs under the BAU scenario.
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Relevant benchmark information suggests TSC could attract a better commercial rate for
processing at a local facility, compared with the cost to transport and process at a facility
outside of the region (see Chapter 9)
The NSW Government is making grant funding available for development of resource
recovery infrastructure (see Section 0).
The timing of the NSW Government’s Waste Less Recycle More (WLRM) grants becoming
available as TSC investigates development of a significant piece of regional resource
recovery infrastructure is fortuitous. TSC could be well positioned to access grant funding
to help offset the costs of long-term infrastructure development, and content within this
strategy could be used as the basis of a grant application that could be rapidly developed
as details of the proposed funding system are announced.
Other opportunities to boost diversion
While the ‘big ticket item’ for TSC to increase its landfill diversion rate involves capturing
organics from the waste stream, Chapter 6 outlines other components of the residual
waste stream that could also be recovered and recycled. This includes the use of a presorting facility (or ‘Dirty MRF’) to ‘scalp’ a low volume of relatively high value materials,
such as metals, plastics and potentially cardboard, from the residual waste stream.
Based on TSC’s waste composition data from the 2013 audit, and previous studies
conducted by Hyder, it is estimated that a pre-sorting facility has the potential of recovering
around 5-10% of TSC’s current domestic residual waste stream. This could boost TSC’s
overall municipal waste diversion rate by around 3-5 percentage points.
Indicative costs for the operation and maintenance of a Dirty MRF are around $15-20 per
tonne of throughput. A number of potential pre-sort system designs could be considered
for use by TSC, ranging from fully automated systems to a very basic approach of manual
picking from a conveyor line. Decreasing technical complexity would correlate to
decreasing resource recovery efficiency, but also and decreasing capital investment costs.
It is recommended that TSC undertake a Pre-feasibility Assessment of the potential to
develop a Dirty MRF, including consideration of the opportunity to utilise the ‘old MRF’
shed at the SCRRC to house the required equipment, and consideration on the impacts
pre-sorting may have for residual waste bulk-hauled to SEQ for disposal.
It is noted that such a pre-sorting facility could complement the proposed FOGO system. If
the proportion of organics in the residual waste stream was reduced the relative proportion
of recoverable material for the Dirty MRF would increase, and it would also be easier to
access this material. Commercial waste streams could also be processed through the Dirty
MRF.
Cleaning up the streets
To help residents manage waste materials that do not fit within their standard mobile
garbage bins, TSC currently offers a bi-annual hard waste collection service that is
available to all households at no additional cost (the service charge is incorporated into the
Domestic Waste Management Charge). While uptake of this service is high, the current
configuration presents a number of issues including unsightly public areas around
collection time, and a range of WHS and environmental risks associated with large
volumes of hard waste being placed out on the street for collection.
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The best practice approach to managing this issue is introduction of a booking system that
allows residents to request a bulk waste collection service at a time that (generally) suits
them. This results in a better outcome for residents, who do not need to stockpile material
until the defined collection period. It can also result in a more orderly and organised
process, with the council better able to assess data and exert some control over the
process.
Cost scenarios and participation rates, based on booking systems currently operating
across other Australian councils, are outlined in Section 0 . In summary, the overall cost of
a booking system does have the potential to be significantly cheaper for TSC than the
current mandatory hard waste service, depending on Tendered rates and community
uptake. The cost of the service can either be incorporated into the DWMC (for instance,
with one or two ‘free’ collections, and then ‘user-pays’ for subsequent service) or imposed
as a cost to the user.
There are a range of options around system design, including opportunities to recover
additional resources. For example, when residents in the City of Sydney book a service,
staff enquire about the items being disposed and may direct a third-party re-use
organisation (such as On Track) to assess the condition of the item and determine if it can
be reused.
Evidence from other Australian councils shows introducing a full ‘user pays’ booking
system is likely to result in significantly less community uptake than if the system is ‘free’.
To balance the principles of user pays with the need to make the system accessible
enough to discourage illegal dumping, the recommended approach is for TSC to provide
every household with one or two ‘free’ bookings a year, with any additional bookings being
charged on a cost recovery basis.
Action Plan
The prime opportunity to implement recommendations from this strategy is during the
renewal of existing contracts. Given the complexity of modern waste services, and the high
dollar values involved over the long contract terms, a significant lead time may be required
to prepare for changeover of contracts. This is especially the case where the successful
tenderer will need to develop new infrastructure, or purchase specialist equipment, before
services commence.
Hyder recommends Collections Tenders should be de-coupled from Processing Tenders
(both dry recyclables and organics) in future procurement processes. This is in order to
reflect the different investment timelines associated with each (for example, new organics
processing infrastructure may need to be depreciated over at least 10 years, while
collection vehicles may be depreciated over 7 years), and also to reflect market trends
away from the provision of integrated services; it is no longer a given that a waste collector
will be capable of processing.
The existing Collections Contract is due to expire 30 November 2016, and transitioning to
the recommended FOGO collection system from this date would require prior agreement
on where organics are to be processed. In order for potential contractors to have sufficient
time to gain the necessary approvals and develop the required infrastructure ready to
receive materials by December 2016, TSC may need to begin drafting tender
documentation by July 2014, with a tender awarded by Christmas 2014.

P a g e |4

A pre-feasibility study into the development of a ‘Dirty MRF’ to recover materials from the
residual waste stream could be immediately undertaken, to help frame other TSC
decisions.
Another immediate opportunity relates to the potential transition into a Hard Waste
Booking System. While TSC has approximately three years to run on the existing
collections contract, there could be an opportunity to open discussions with the existing
contractor to move away from the remaining six mandated bulk waste collections and
towards a booking system.
Preparation of the Collections Tender documentation would need to commence by April
2015 in order to provide sufficient lead in time for preparation to start a new service in
December 2016.
Long-range modelling undertaken for TSC and other Newaste members suggests that
while processing of residual waste unlikely to be commercially attractive before at least
2020, there is potential for Energy from Waste technologies to provide an attractive
opportunity in the future.
It is recommended that a watching brief is maintained on emerging advanced waste
treatment systems, and that consideration of recovering energy from waste should be
framed in the context of TSC’s wider sustainability efforts, given the potential for multiple
benefits in terms of reducing landfill pressure, reducing carbon emissions, and generating
renewable energy.
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Introduction
Tweed Shire Council (TSC) commissioned Hyder to conduct the necessary analysis and
investigations to assess the council’s waste management capacity, constraints, and
opportunities. The aim is to provide “a clear pathway to significantly improve resource
recovery”. The detailed analysis required assessment and interpretation of commercially
sensitive information and the purpose of this Technical Report is to provide a frank
assessment of Hyder’s findings, including recommendations to improve the management
of waste and resources within TSC.
This Technical Report is intended as an internal TSC document. The technical content and
recommendations will, however, form the basis for the over-arching direction outlined in a
concise public Waste Strategy. This public strategy will document a high-level vision for
TSC, informed through the detailed technical analysis but not containing the same level of
commercial detail and data as is presented in this current report.
This Technical Report seeks to identify the preferred total waste management ‘system’
through a holistic assessment of various sub-options related to the storage, collection,
transport, and disposal of all waste materials generated within the local government area.
It is important to note these sub-options are usually interlinked and hence it is important to
consider impacts across the ‘total system’. For example, it is not feasible to introduce a
combined food and garden organics (FOGO) collection service unless there is access to
appropriate infrastructure for processing the FOGO materials that are collected.
This report also includes a discussion of existing targets, strategies and commitments that
relate to waste and resource management in TSC. A summary of progress against
previous goals and targets is provided in the following section.
Regional Context
Over 86,000 people currently live in the Tweed Shire region, based on published ABS data
from the 2011 Census, and Department of Planning Population Growth Forecasts2. The
Tweed has a total of 17 villages across the council area, and major towns include Tweed
Heads, Murwillumbah, Kingscliff and Pottsville.
TSC is adjoined by the NSW Local Government Areas of Byron, Kyogle and Lismore, with
Gold Coast City Council adjoining to the north, across the Queensland border. TSC covers
an area of 1,303km2 and includes 37km of coastline.
The region is popular with tourists, and retirees. The Far North Coast Regional Strategy
2006–2031 (NSW Department of Planning) flags the region is “facing major demographic
changes”, due to a high population growth rate (26% increase projected from 2006-2031)
and a median age expected to rise from 39 to 51 years by 2031. The proportion of the
population aged 65 years or more is expected to more than double by 2031, while the
proportion of young people is projected to decline to 14%, leaving just 54% of the
population in the working age group.
Rapid population growth and a growing number of tourists visiting the region has resulted
in a change from an economy historically dominated by agriculture to one now dominated
by service sector industries (84%), and manufacturing and construction (12%).

2

Council’s own data suggests population across the LGA in 2012 was 86,866.
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The local economy is made up of retail, hospitality, agricultural and tourism industries –
which are the major employers in the region – as well as construction, fishing, and light
industry that significantly contributes to the local economy. The Tweed region employs
about 35,000 people.
The proximity of the Queensland border is also significant in relation to planning for future
waste management needs. The Regional Waste Disposal Strategy (Hyder 2012) illustrated
that significant benefits could be derived by taking advantage of the high availability of lowcost, well-managed disposal points within South-East Queensland (SEQ).
Tweed is part of the Regional Regulated Area (RRA) of NSW, where the landfill levy for
2013–14 is set at $53.70 per tonne. The levy will increase by $10+CPI each year until
2015–16, reaching at least $73.70 at this time.
Regional Collaboration
Tweed is part of the Northern Rivers Regional Organisation of Councils (NOROC), and
North East Waste (Newaste, previously known as the North East Waste Forum, NEWF).
Newaste manages a range of projects aimed at achieving sustainable waste and resource
management on a regional basis, and contribution to the waste reduction targets set by
the NSW State Government. Through these forums, TSC has a strong history of regional
waste collaboration with:
•

Ballina Shire Council

•

Byron Shire Council

•

Clarence Valley Council

•

Kyogle Council

•

Lismore City Council

•

Richmond Valley Council.

Need for an Integrated Strategy
The provision of community waste management services is a core function of every local
government in Australia, and the cost of providing these services has increased markedly
over the last decade. One reason for this is that landfills, which were traditionally a
relatively cheap and easy disposal option for most waste materials, have become much
more expensive to develop and operate in the modern world.
Reasons for this increasing cost include the NSW Government’s application of a levy on
every tonne of waste disposed in the region’s landfill in order to encourage greater
resource recovery. The levy for TSC is currently $53.70 and set to increase to at least
$73.70/t by 2015–16. A fraction of the monies raised (around 30%) is returned as grants to
local governments. It is also extremely difficult and expensive to develop new landfills, due
to a general lack of suitable sites, community concerns about living near disposal facilities,
and high costs of meeting the required engineering and environmental standards.
A primary consideration for TSC in development of this integrated waste strategy is
identifying opportunities to reduce the cost burden on the community, by providing
sustainable waste management solutions in the most cost effective manner possible. This
includes consideration of opportunities to extend the useful life of its own assets,
particularly the recently-approved Eviron Road Landfill development.
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The following diagram provides a simplified description of general council waste
management budgets, which aim to balance a wide range of expenses against two
primary income streams, being the Domestic Waste Management Charge applied to
ratepayers, and the gate-fees paid by users of facilities such as landfills and transfer
stations.
By minimising its own waste and also household waste to landfill, TSC can reduce the cost
burden of waste management, and extend the life of its existing landfill assets.

Focus of the Strategy
Sources of solid waste in the TSC municipality include household materials (municipal
solid waste, MSW), waste generated by businesses (commercial and industrial waste,
C&I) and waste generated through building and development activity (construction and
demolition waste, C&D). The council itself also generates waste, such as through road
work activities, which is similar in composition to the C&D waste stream but is often reused
or managed on-site.
General characteristics of each waste stream are described in the following sections. It is
important to note, however, that TSC has different levels of responsibility and control for
each of these waste streams. This level of control has a major bearing on the options the
council has to improve outcomes.
A distinction needs to be made between areas where TSC has CONTROL in terms of
ability (and responsibility) to directly make decisions. For example, it is directly responsible
P a g e |8

for choosing the collection and processing options provided to households. However, the
council cannot directly control how a specific household uses those collection services: it
can only try and INFLUENCE outcomes by providing appropriate education and training.
Other issues, such as global climate change, may be beyond the scope of the council to
control or influence, but decisions will be guided in part by community CONCERN about
these issues.
The core focus of this Waste Strategy is on the domestic waste stream, where TSC is
directly responsible for making critical decisions on behalf of its community. Opportunities
to use council influence to achieve better outcomes from commercial waste streams are
also identified (see Section 0), and should be pursued where possible.

Aligning with the Waste Hierarchy
The concept of a ‘waste hierarchy’ that ranks ways of dealing with waste in order of
preference has been adopted as a guiding management principle by many governments in
Australia and overseas. TSC’s Integrated Waste Management Strategy should also be
guided by a hierarchy that sees avoiding the creation of waste as the most desired
outcome, and landfill disposal the least desired outcome.
Figure Error! No text of specified style in document.-1 provides an overview of what
TSC can and cannot do in relation to each level of the waste hierarchy.
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Figure Error! No text of specified style in document.-1 The Waste Hierarchy, in the
context of what TSC can and cannot do to adhere to the principles

TSC can support waste minimisation by
providing education about improved
production process rather than aiming to
increase technology to improve treatment.
Minimising waste generation has the
potential to increase profits by maximising
the use of resources and by reducing the
amount of waste generated to reduce the
cost burden of waste management
The reuse of materials that would otherwise
end up in the waste stream can provide a
variety of social and environmental benefits.
TSC can support community based reuse
organisations through direct initiatives such
as the tip shop at SCRRC. Reuse involves
items being used for their original purpose
and saves on the need of new resources.
This has the potential to provide
employment opportunities, support charity
based stores and to modify attitudes toward
the disposable nature of goods.
Kerbside recycling services have been
provided by TSC since 2002, and are a key
way to help the community reduce the
economic and environmental impacts of
managing waste. Recycling involves the
capture of materials from the waste stream
to be broken down into raw materials for
reprocessing. Processing this material at
the Chinderah recycling facility provides
local employment. The benefits of recycling
include a reduced need for virgin resources.
Whilst the NSW EPA has released draft
guidelines on thermal treatment processes
for the recovery of energy from waste no
current technology exists in NSW that is
economically viable. The regional waste
group currently have a project evaluating
options for thermal processing of residual
waste. Biological processes are also being
proposed for further investigation in this
integrated waste strategy for the processing
of organics and garden waste.
While disposal is the least preferred option,
there will always be some residual and
hazardous waste types where landfill is the
best or only option. The line between
energy and resource recovery and disposal
has become blurred with the introduction of
gas capture at the modern landfill sites. It is
critically important for TSC to maintain
ongoing landfill capacity in well designed
and managed facilities, and to capture the
landfill gases for flaring or energy
production as this will help to minimise the
impact of operations on the environment.

The Waste Hierarchy is a weighted list of approaches to manage waste arranged in order
of preference that has been adopted as a guiding management principle by many
governments in Australia and overseas. The options that the TSC’s Integrated Waste
Management Strategy will focus on are guided by this hierarchy. The hierarchy places a
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higher value on avoidance and minimising the creation of waste with each option under
this focussing on the diversion of waste from disposal through to landfill disposal as the
least desired outcome. The diagram explains what options are available for TSC relative to
each level of the waste hierarchy.
Summary
TSC has direct control over key decisions around managing the household waste stream,
but less ability to control outcomes from commercial waste generators. The focus of the
Integrated Waste Strategy is therefore optimising the management of household wastes,
although options for addressing commercial waste are also considered.
TSC has the ability to control the waste collection and processing options provided to
households, influence how householders utilise these collection services, and guide
community concern about larger issues such as waste avoidance and climate change.
TSC has the ability to provide feedstock to support recycling infrastructure, such as the
existing Chinderah Materials Recovery Facility, which assists Council in efforts to improve
resource recovery rates, and also provides localised employment through investment in
the recycling industry.
TSC has the ability to influence recycling opportunities and marketing by investigating and
implementing new processing opportunities, such as for food and garden organics
(FOGO). Processing can be initiated at TSC’s own site, or supported in a neighbouring site
as part of regional cooperation; regardless of the processing location, it is important that
the facility creates useful outputs, such as high-quality composts that can assist industry
such as agriculture.
TSC can show leadership by adopting principles of the waste hierarchy into its own
internal systems, including procurement processes.
Difficulties associated with gaining development approval for new landfills, and high costs
including due to the NSW landfill levy, place impetus on TSC to minimise waste to landfill
in order to reduce the immediate costs of waste management, and extend the life of its
existing assets to avoid or delay future costs of replacement.
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Review of Current Commitments
This chapter summarises the existing strategies, targets and goals that need to be
considered in setting the future direction for TSC’s management of waste materials. The
information is based on a desktop review of available documents, including internal TSC
reports and relevant external policies and strategies.
Internal Policies and Objectives
Key TSC documents that may impact decisions around future waste and resource
management strategies and goals are:
•

•

Draft Community Strategic Plan 2013/2023
o

Delivery Program 2011/2015

o

Operational Plan 2012/2013

Domestic Solid Waste Management Strategy for Tweed Shire Council (APC,
2007).

The Draft Community Strategic Plan 2013/2023 sets out TSC’s broad planning objectives and ten year
vision to 2023. It is an update to the Community Strategic Plan 2011/2021 which replaced the previous
long-term strategic plan, Tweed Futures 04/24. The vision of the Community Strategic Plan 2013/2023
is that:
“Tweed will be recognised for its desirable lifestyle, strong community, unique character and
environment and the opportunities its residents enjoy”.
The Plan is underpinned by a four year delivery program, and an annual operational plan. Each
strategy within the Plan is supported by a series of objectives and targets, which are outlined in the
Delivery Program 2011/2015 and Operational Plan 2012/2013. The key objectives, actions and targets
that are relevant to waste management are outlined in Table Error! No text of specified style in
document.-1.
Hyder understands that a more consolidated approach has been taken in the Operational Plan
2013/2014 with the number of performance indicators revised down to six. However, Hyder believes it
pertinent to provide commentary on the expanded set of indicators in order to provide a more
complete assessment of the baseline ‘state of play’ in relation to TSC’s strategic intent around waste
management and related issues.
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Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-1 Objectives, actions and targets relating to waste management
Strategy Objective

Delivery Program Key
Actions

Operational Plan
Activities

Target

Status

1.1.3 Recognise and
accommodate natural
processes and climate
change

1.1.3.1 Monitor and
report on emissions
profiles of Council
infrastructure

1.1.3.1.1 Engage in the
National Greenhouse
and Energy Reporting
Scheme for Council
landfill facilities

NGERS Report
complete

TSC has submitted NGERS reports for the 2009, 2010, 2011 and 2012
financial years. The last three NGERS reports focused specifically on
the Stotts Creek Landfill.
TSC engaged a consultant through Newaste to validate the data
collection and calculations, which endorsed TSC’s numbers.
TSC has received advice from the Clean Energy Regulator that it is
unlikely to be a liable entity, and therefore has not costed carbon
liabilities into current landfill gate fees.
TSC will have to take a watching brief on legislative change in this
space as it relates to future landfill activities at Eviron Road.

1.3.1 Council’s
organisation will be
resourced to provide the
essential services and
support functions to
deliver the objectives of
this Plan

1.3.1.22 Operation and
management of Council’s
quarries to facilitate
Council’s operations

1.3.1.22.3 Operation of
Eviron Quarry to
coordinate with Waste
Services landfill strategy

100% conformity with
Waste Services landfill
strategy timetable

TSC has contracted out the quarry operations of Quirks Quarry (Eviron)
with extraction performance indicators and penalties to align with the
basic floor level and perimeter of the preliminary landfill design.

2.3.4 Provision of high
quality, best practice,
solid waste disposal
with energy recovery,
and improving resource
recovery practices and
infrastructure which
meets health and
environmental
requirements and
projected demand.

2.3.4.1 Provide waste
and recycling collection
mechanisms to improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.1.1 Provide a multi
bin collection service for
all residential rated
properties and willing
non- residential
(commercial) rated
properties

>50% of material
collected in domestic
kerbside collections to
be recycled

TSC’s kerbside recovery rate in 2011–12 was 46%.

2.3.4.1.2 Provide public
place waste and
recycling collection
services

<5 complaints regarding
public waste collections

Hyder understands that TSC is achieving this target and continues to
expand and improve on the public place litter management through
improved bin signage, standardised enclosures and lid colours, and
additional recycling bins in high pedestrian traffic areas.
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Strategy Objective

Delivery Program Key
Actions

Operational Plan
Activities

Target

Status

2.3.4.1.3 Provide
special waste
(electronic waste, fluoro
tubes, batteries, oil,
metal, white goods,
tyres, empty farm
chemical drums, gas
bottles) drop off facilities
at Stotts Creek
Resource Recovery
Centre to enable
recycling

Increase tonnage of
special waste collected
at Stotts Creek diverted
from landfill by 5% per
quarter

TSC has promoted an electronic waste recycling program since 2007.
TSC was included in the national Product Stewardship Scheme for
electronic waste in 2012.

2.3.4.1.4 Provide biannual bulky waste
household collection
and recover metal items
for recycling; and
facilitate a separate
metal collection year
round

Two hard rubbish
collection services
provided per year

2.3.4.1.5 Manage
operational and closed
waste disposal facilities
and recycling assets

40% resource recovery
of all material received
at operational waste
disposal facilities

TSC is a participating DrumMUSTER site, and utilises accredited staff
through its landfill contractor to manage the scheme.
TSC recycles problem wastes such as tyres and household chemicals.
TSC has had less success with recycling of other special wastes such
as household batteries, gas bottles, and fluoro tubes.
Hyder understands that recycling yields of special wastes are
increasing, but it is difficult to measure performance against this
performance indicator.

300 metal collection
services provided

TSC contracts out this service as part of its 7 year collection contract.
Hyder understand the yields from each hard rubbish collection to be
approximately 1,000 tonnes, with no formal resource recovery apart
from opportunistic scavenging at the landfill by contractor.
A free year round on-call metal collection complements the bi-annual
hard rubbish collections.
According to the latest Corporate Performance Quarterly Report, TSC
recovered 47% of all materials accepted at Stotts Creek Resource
Recovery Centre.
Hyder understands that the majority of the recovery relates to garden
waste, concrete and rubble, ferrous and non-ferrous metals, tyres and
other special wastes.

2.3.4.2 Provide strategic
direction to improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.2.1 Education
programs to promote
understanding and
behavioural change in
the community

7 environmental
education initiatives
conducted per quarter
in relation to recycling
and waste minimisation

TSC employs 0.5FTE to provide community based waste minimisation
activities and environmental education / media.
TSC is also a member council of Newaste, which hosts waste
minimisation projects.
Hyder understands that TSC is exceeding this performance target –
achieving an average of 10 education initiatives per quarter.
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Strategy Objective
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Delivery Program Key
Actions

Operational Plan
Activities

Target

Status

2.3.4.2.2 Participate in
regional collaboration
on waste management
and resource recovery
initiatives

2 regional meetings on
waste and recycling
attended

TSC is a member council of Newaste and NOROC. TSC participates in
waste management collaboration through both regional forums in order
to identify efficiencies and resource sharing opportunities.

2.3.4.3 Provide waste
and recycling collection
mechanisms to improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.3.1 Promote green
organics and dry
recycling collections to
non-residential
(commercial) rated
properties

10 new organics or
recycling services per
quarter

2.3.4.4 Provide
infrastructure to
appropriately manage
waste and improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.4.1 Provide
permanent drop off
facility at Stotts Creek
Resource Recovery
Centre for unwanted
household chemical
wastes (paint,
herbicides, pesticides)
ready for responsible
disposal or recycling at
an offsite purpose built
licensed facility

Drop off facility
established

2.3.4.5 Provide strategic
direction to improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.5.1 Development
of Waste Management
and Resource Recovery
Strategy

50% completed

TSC has engaged Hyder to prepare an integrated waste management
strategy.

2.3.4.6 Provide
infrastructure to
appropriately manage
waste and improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.6.1 Extension of
Stotts Creek Inert
Landfill

None stated

TSC has engaged a suitably qualified consultant to design the inert cell
expansion.

TSC is meeting this target.
TSC has had relatively low success in attracting the C&I sector to take
up offered kerbside recycling and garden organics collection services.
Hyder understands that TSC does not always meet this target of 10
new services per quarter.

TSC’s newly established household detox facility is now operational (as
of April 2013) at Stotts Creek Resource Recovery Centre.
The facility construction was funded by Newaste and is to serve as a
regional facility for Tweed, Ballina and Byron LGAs.
Hyder understands that TSC is currently determining usage demand.

Hyder understands the inert cell expansion will provide non-putrescible
airspace capacity until 2020.

Strategy Objective

Delivery Program Key
Actions

Operational Plan
Activities

Target

Status

2.3.4.7 Provide strategic
direction to improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.7.1 Development
of Waste &
Sustainability
Improvement Payment
(WaSIP) action plan to
guide spend on
resource recovery
projects

None stated

The NSW EPA has repealed the WaSIP program, and replaced it with a
Waste Less Recycle More funding program. The newly established
mechanism is a combination of contestable and non-contestable funds.

2.3.4.8.1 Development
of Quirks Quarry Landfill
and associated
infrastructure (including
haul road and gas
capture)

None stated

2.3.4.8.2 Provide
additional facilities at
Stotts Creek Resource
Recovery Centre to
recover and recycle
construction and
demolition waste

None stated

2.3.4.8 Provide
infrastructure to
appropriately manage
waste and improve
resource recovery

Hyder understands that TSC will participate regionally, sub-regionally
and as an individual LGA to compete to attract funds for priority
projects. This Integrated Waste Strategy may provide the basis of
seeking priority support for development of a FOGO processing facility.
TSC have engaged an in-house consultant to project manage the
detailed design and construction phase of the Eviron Road Landfill and
Quarry Project.
Hyder understands that construction has not commenced, and the
project is still in the investigative phase to guide detailed design.
Hyder understands that TSC has not progressed C&D recovery beyond
a basic trial undertaken by the landfill contractor. The one-week trial
involved manual and mechanical sorting of C&D waste to recover large
and heavy material.
TSC has access to the now disused MRF as a covered space for future
C&D recycling activities.
Access to cheap local landfill for this material is the impediment to
driving this resource recovery activity.
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2.3.4.8.3 Develop a
closure plan for Stotts
Creek landfill to allow
for the expansion of
resource recovery
facilities at the site

None stated

Hyder understands that TSC has not progressed the landfill closure
plan. This is reported to be due to the bulk haulage of wastes to SEQ,
increasing the life of the putrescible landfill cell.

2.3.4.8.4 Implement
Stotts Creek landfill
closure plan and
rehabilitate site

None stated

Implementation will follow the exhaustion of airspace.

Strategy Objective

4.1.3 Manage and
regulate the natural and
built environments
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Delivery Program Key
Actions

Operational Plan
Activities

Target

Status

2.3.4.9 Provide waste
and recycling collection
mechanisms to improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.9.1 Investigation
and implementation of
commingled food
organics and green
waste collection for
residential rated
properties and willing
non-residential
(commercial) rated
properties

None stated

This Integrated Waste Strategy can be used to inform TSC’s decisions
on food and organics collections.

2.3.4.10 Provide
infrastructure to
appropriately manage
waste and improve
resource recovery

2.3.4.10.1 Investigation
and implementation of
advanced (alternative)
waste processing
infrastructure

None stated

This Integrated Waste Strategy, and the North East Waste AWT
Situational Analysis prepared by Hyder (2013), can be used to inform
TSC’s decisions on AWT infrastructure.

4.1.3.5 Protection of the
environment

4.1.3.5.1 Monitor,
respond and manage
environmental pollution
incidents. Respond and
manage waste incidents

None stated

This AWT Strategy places a priority on lower tier technology organics
processing, such as enclosed or in vessel composting.
TSC has prepared a Pollution Incident Response Management Plan
(PIRMP) as per NSW EPA requirements, and continues to report and
responds to pollution incidents (none cited) as per the PIRMP.

Domestic Solid Waste Management Strategy
The most recent waste management strategy for TSC was developed in 2007 by APC
Environmental. It incorporated 35 key recommendations. A review of current progress
against these key recommendations is presented in Table Error! No text of specified style in
document.-2, with progress measured as follows:
•

Fully implemented

•

Partially implemented

•

Not implemented.

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-2 Progress of key recommendations – TSC Domestic Solid Waste
Management Strategy, 2007
Recommendation

1

That Council continue to monitor the activities of the South East Queensland Waste and
Recycling Network Group and the NEWF. It would appear that Tweed Shire has more in
common with the Queensland group and its activity better reflects the immediate and long-term
needs of Council.

2

2

That Council request the waste contractor to have trained staff available at all times to receive
and process DrumMUSTER containers.

1

3

That the contractor uses the service of the free DrumMUSTER training program.

1

4

That Council continues to support the efforts of DrumMUSTER through community education
and promotion of either continuous receipt of containers or one-off collection programs.

1

5

Council continue to promote that asbestos should be removed, handled and stored in
accordance with the Work Cover Regulation.

1

6

That all batteries received at all waste depots be correctly stored.

1

7

That Council include the correct disposal of gas cylinders and bottles in future community
educational material and promote the drop-off of these materials at each waste disposal facility.

1

8

That Council continue to support the operation of reuse facilities at all waste disposal facilities.

1

9

Council ensures the community is informed about household hazardous collection programs.

1

10

That Council continue to promote the current practice of source-separation and free delivery of
recyclables at all waste facilities.

1

11

That Council should introduce a new fully commingled recycling service in a 240-litre bin
collected fortnightly to all of its residents.

1

12

That Council should introduce a garden service in a 240-litre bin collected fortnightly to all single
residential dwellings in townships.

1

13

That Council offers an optional garden waste service to all medium-density and multipleoccupancy residential buildings.

1

14

That Tweed Council offer residents a 140-litre bin as the standard service with the option of a
differential service rate for an 80-litre or 240-litre in the interests of social equity. The price
differential for these service options will be assessed once the tender for domestic waste
management services is completed.

1

That new lids in accordance with the AS 4123 Mobile Waste Container be provided to all existing
and new domestic waste, recycling and garden organics bins as part of the collection contract.

1

15

3

Progress

No.

TSC is a member council of Newaste, and has informal and irregular discussions with SEQ Councils.
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3

Progress

No.

Recommendation

16

Council should continue to monitor developments by other local governments which have
introduced, or are proposing to introduce, organic waste collection programs, in particular, Coffs
Coast and Hastings Councils, to learn from their experiences. Council should also assess new
and emerging technologies and processes which have applicability for the area.

2

17

That Council introduce dedicated collections for specific materials, that is, metals / whitegoods
and continue with the bi-annual household cleanup service.

1

18

Should Council maintain its own MRF, then the future collection contract should specify a
maximum compaction for the collection of recycling at 180 kg/m3 and in accordance with best
practice.

3

19

That Council enter into discussions with third parties in relation to the acceptance of Tweed Shire
Council recyclables.

1

20

That a two-bin system – garbage and ‘containers only’ or alternate litter bin system be trialled in
key strategic areas.

1

21

That a performance review of the system be undertaken three months after the system is
introduced.

1

22

Recycling stations should be provided in strategic visitor locations to reduce the incidence of
visitors using private or commercial bins.

1

23

That the existing blue litter bins should be replaced with green bins with red lids for rubbish and
yellow lids for recycling.

1

24

That Council develop a Waste Not DCP and place a notation or condition on all Development
Approvals requiring the source separation and containerisation of all waste on building sites to
minimise waste generation and prevent unintended pollution.

1

25

That source-separation of loads prior to delivery is desirable due to the differential pricing policy
to be applied to mixed loads at Stotts Creek and Murwillumbah landfills.

1

26

That Council undertakes a community education and industry information campaign to promote
source-separation of all loads delivered to the Stotts Creek landfill.

1

27

That Council directly approaches the significant users of its landfills on a personal basis to inform
and educate them regarding the role of source- separation and of Council’s intention to introduce
a substantial change to the future fee structure and charges for disposal of waste.

2

6

That Council resolves to introduce differential landfill fees for sorted and unsorted loads and offer
a significant price variation to create the necessary motivation for source-separation within the
community.

3

7

29

That council introduces a significant differential pricing policy to encourage source-separation by
waste generators of building materials.

1

30

That the current education and communication program delivered by the contractor be reviewed
to assess and evaluate the effectiveness and value for money prior to developing the new
contract specification.

1

Given the high proportion of visitors to the area, that the use of graphic images supported by the
English words must be incorporated into all communication modes.

1

28

31

4

TSC maintains a watching brief; this strategy and the AWT Situational Analysis can help inform decisions.
The Chinderah MRF, built under the current collection contract, will not revert to TSC’s ownership.
6
TSC writes to each waste transporter annually to provide advice on changes to gate fees.
7
TSC introduced this gate fee structure, and then repealed it as it proved too difficult to implement.
5
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4

5

Progress

No.

Recommendation

32

That Council must commit sufficient and ongoing budgetary resources to continue the education
of both residents and visitors.

2

33

That the waste depots should be renamed as Resource Recovery Centres.

1

34

That Council ensure that the new waste education centre is a demonstration site for green
building and sustainable living and be called The Sustainable Living Centre.

1

35

That concurrently with developing plans for the local landfill, Council reviews other long-term
disposal options for the Shire’s waste as identified in the Strategy having regard to transport and
disposal costs, method and number of vehicle movements to accurately assess traffic impact.

1

8

External Policies and Objectives
The following regional, state and national documents are of relevance to the outcomes of
Tweed’s waste strategic planning:
•

Newaste Regional Waste Plan 2012–2015

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Waste Less, Recycle More: Waste and Resource Recovery Initiative
NSW Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery (WARR) Strategy
QLD Waste Reduction and Recycling Strategy 2010-2020
National Waste Policy 2010
Product Stewardship Act 2011
Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 2001 (NSW)
Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (NSW)
Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2005 (NSW)
Waste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011 (Qld).

Waste Less, Recycle More
The NSW Landfill Levy is enforced under the Protection of the Environment Operations
Act 1997 and the Protection of the Environment Operations (Waste) Regulation 2005).
Following a review undertaken by accounting firm KPMG in 2012, the NSW Government
committed to changing the way in which monies raised through the levy are returned to
industry in order to support resource recovery efforts. Details of the Waste Less, Recycle
More (WLRM) Initiative were subsequently released in early 2013.
The proportion of waste levy money returned to the industry will not change (about 30% of
levy revenue), but the aim of replacing the former Waste and Sustainability Innovation
Program (WaSIP) with the WLRM system is to focus effort on “the establishment of much
needed waste and recycling infrastructure”.
Under the new WLRM package, $465.7 million in funding will be allocated over five years,
and focused on the following areas:
•
•
•
8

Waste and recycling infrastructure fund ($250 million)
Supporting local communities ($137.7 million)
Combating illegal dumping ($58 million)

TSC currently engages 0.5FTE for waste minimisation community based activities, in addition to Newaste programs.
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•
Tackling litter ($20 million).
The funding package is further discussed in Section 0.
The $137.7 million for “local communities” will be allocated on a non-contestable basis,
presumably allocated on the basis of population. However, councils also have access to
contestable grants of $85.1 million (solely for local government), and non-exclusive access
to a further $133.9 million in contestable grants.
The fact a significant portion of the funding will be allocated on the basis of ‘contestable
grants’, rather than being allocated on the basis of population alone, provides an
opportunity for TSC to secure ‘more than its fair share’ by outcompeting other councils to
access funding. The flip side, of course, is that it also means TSC may get less than its fair
share if it is not as well prepared as other councils to apply for and win the grant support.
This aspect is further discussed within Section 0.
There are limited details of how applications will be assessed. However, it can be
reasonably assumed there is a political incentive, at the State Government level, to
achieve some relatively ‘quick wins’, which will favour those councils who are already
reasonably progressed in their assessment of options to increase resource recovery
through infrastructure development. There is also likely to be increased political support for
projects that may help to address the issue of NSW waste being disposed in Queensland,
given some media coverage of this issue.
NSW WARR Strategy
The NSW Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery (WARR) Strategy 2007, developed
to reflect priorities of the Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 2001, aims to
establish a “framework for reducing waste generation and improving the efficient use of
resources”. The strategy set goals across four key result areas:
1.

Preventing and avoiding waste

2.

Increasing the recovery and use of secondary materials across municipal solid
waste (MSW), commercial and industrial (C&I) and construction and demolition
(C&D) sectors

3.

Reducing toxicity in products and materials

4.

Reducing litter and illegal dumping.

The strategy also established landfill diversion targets across the different waste sectors.
The targets, to be achieved by 2014, are highlighted in Table Error! No text of specified
style in document.-3, along with progress as reported by the NSW Government in the
Draft NSW WARR Strategy 2013–21.
Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-3 NSW WARR waste diversion
targets, and recent progress (all streams)
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2002–03

2004–05

2006–07

2008–09

2010–11

2014 Target

Municipal

30%

33%

38%

44%

52%

66%

C&I

34%

38%

44%

52%

57%

63%

C&D

64%

62%

67%

73%

75%

76%

Overall

2002–03

2004–05

2006–07

2008–09

2010–11

2014 Target

45%

46%

52%

59%

63%

NA

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-4 Municipal resource recovery
rate trend, by levy area in NSW
Area

2005–06

2006–07

2007–08

2008–09

2009–10

2010–11

NSW (all
regions)

37.8%

40.5%

43.2%

43.7%

45.2%

46.5%

SMA

39.2%

42.9%

47.1%

45.3%

48.5%

50.8%

ERA

40.9%

40.9%

40.0%

43.0%

42.9%

42.3%

RRA

-

-

-

-

49.3%

51.1%

Rest of State

32.7%

37.2%

38.0%

40.0%

34.1%

34.6%

Source: NSW Local Government Waste and Resource Recovery Data Report 2010-11

The NSW Government commissioned a review of the WARR Strategy in 2010, aiming to
ensure “the policies and programs applied to waste management and resource recovery
were optimised and sufficient to achieve the 2014 resource recovery targets”.
David Richmond chaired the review, and “the Richmond report” released in early 2011
noted:
“Steady progress is being made to achieve the targets. However, there remain
significant challenges in achieving the 2014 targets of 66% diversion from landfill for
municipal (household) waste and 63% for C&I waste in particular, while the C&D
waste is already very close to the 76% target.”
In terms of the municipal waste sector, the Richmond Review found that although the
waste and environment levy does not have a direct impact on individual householders, it is
having an impact on councils, which are actively seeking alternatives to landfill. The report
surmises that:
“The main issue in this sector is the need to remove more recyclables and
food/organic waste from household red residual bins. This can be achieved by more
source separation of waste by the householder, or by central sorting via alternative
waste treatment facilities (AWTs). As the current lead time for the development of
more AWT plants is very long, the short-term emphasis needs to be on improving
source separation at the household level. This can be achieved by encouraging best
practice models of bin configurations and volumes, collection frequencies and
education.”
In response to the Richmond Review, the NSW Government announced five new focus
areas under the Reducing Waste: Implementation Strategy 2011–2015:
•
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Making it easier for households to separate and recover their waste

•

Making it easier for businesses to separate and recover their waste

•

Reducing or removing problem wastes to improve resource recovery and
produce environmentally safe recyclable materials

•

Facilitating investment in waste infrastructure

•

Reducing litter and combating illegal dumping.

The Implementation Strategy refers to analysis of household waste which identified that:
•

Food makes up 40% of the residual (red) bin and this could potentially be added
to garden waste to form a consolidated organic waste stream

•

An estimated 23% of the waste in the red bin is dry recyclables that could be
recovered, consisting largely of paper (8.8%), plastic (8.7%) and glass (3.6%).

The report suggests the “lack of progress on source separation of household waste” may
be due to “apathy, lack of knowledge, or insufficient bin capacity or emptying frequency, or
a combination of all of these. The growing number of households in apartment blocks
compared with those in single dwelling houses also presents very different waste
management opportunities, particularly for garden and food waste, and these will require
new strategies”.
Draft WARR Strategy 2013–21
The WARR Act requires that the WARR Strategy is updated every five years and, in
accordance with this requirement, the Draft NSW Waste Avoidance and Resource
Recovery Strategy 2013–21 (Draft WARR Strategy) was released in October 2013, with
public consultation to close in December 2013. The key result areas in the Draft WARR
Strategy are very similar to those laid out in the 2007 WARR Strategy, and are as follows:

•

Avoid and reduce waste generation

•

Increase recycling

•

Divert more waste from landfill

•

Manage problem wastes better

•

Reduce litter

•

Reduce illegal dumping.

Key result No. 4 highlights that certain waste materials can create issues apart from just
toxicity (which was the focus of the 2007 WARR Strategy). For example, gas bottles are
identified as a “problem waste” due to potential explosions, rather than toxicity.
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The Draft WARR Strategy has nominated the following targets, to be achieved by 2021–
22:

•

Reduce the rate of waste generation per capita

•

70% recycling rate for municipal solid waste

•

70% recycling rate for commercial and industrial waste

•

80% recycling rate for construction and demolition waste

•

Establish or upgrade 86 drop-off facilities or services for managing household
problem wastes

•

By 2016–17, reduce the number of litter items by 40% compared with 2011–12
levels and then continue to reduce litter items to 2021–22

•

Implement the NSW Strategy to Combat Illegal Dumping to reduce the
incidence of illegal dumping statewide.

•

75% diversion of waste from landfill9

The Draft WARR Strategy also outlines roles and responsibilities for the implementation of
the Strategy. Local government is allocated the following responsibilities:

9

•

Work collaboratively with neighbouring local government areas to develop and
implement regional waste and resource recovery strategic plans that provide a
clear pathway for delivering the outcomes in the WARR Strategy

•

Provide their communities with best practice waste and resource recovery
services, including (where appropriate) kerbside collection systems, public
place litter infrastructure, drop-off facilities for problem wastes, resource
recovery infrastructure and well-managed landfill

•

Provide information and work with their communities to improve waste and
resource recovery outcomes

•

Ensure compliance and enforcement of waste, litter and illegal dumping
regulations

•

Provide timely assessment of local planning and development applications for
resource recovery operations and infrastructure

•

Tackle litter and illegal dumping

The ‘recycling rate’ targets do not appear to include energy recovery, while the overall landfill diversion target does.
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•

Specify and purchase recycled materials, such as compost for use on parks and
playing fields

•

Comply with regulations.

Queensland's Waste and Recycling Strategy
Queensland’s Waste Reduction and Recycling Strategy 2010-2020 was premised on the
introduction of a levy applied to waste disposed to landfill, initially set at $35/tonne for nonmunicipal waste and at $0/tonne for municipal waste. The levy came into effect in
December 2011. However, following the landslide victory of Campbell Newman’s LNP in
the 2012 State Election, the levy was repealed.
The industry waste levy effectively ended on 1 July 2012 through an amendment to the
Waste Reduction and Recycling Regulation 2011 to set all levy prices to nil. In November
2012 Queensland Environment Minister Andrew Powell introduced legislation into
Parliament to formally “remove the [levy] for good”. The repeal of the levy was completed
when Parliament passed legislation on 5 March 2013 to remove references to the levy
from the Waste Reduction and Recycling Act 2011.
The Queensland Government is currently, “working with industry and the community to
develop a new, industry-led waste strategy”. There is precious little detail available, but
certainly no indication that the new strategy would look to re-introduce any kind of levy on
landfill disposal in Queensland.
The implication for TSC is that, for the foreseeable future, it is highly likely that landfill
disposal within SEQ will be significantly cheaper than disposal in NSW, where the state
government has applied a landfill levy. It is also noted that there are a number of very well
managed, highly engineered and high capacity landfill sites available in SEQ, as
highlighted in the Regional Waste Disposal Strategy (Hyder, 2012).
National Waste PolicY
The National Waste Policy, endorsed by all Australian states and territories in November
2009, sets directions in six key areas, and identifies 16 priority strategies that would
benefit from a national or coordinated approach.
While not directly impacting TSC, some NSW Government policy – which does impact
TSC - may reflect a drive to implement reforms identified at a national level. The aims of
the National Waste Policy are to:
•

Avoid the generation of waste, reduce the amount of waste (including
hazardous waste) for disposal, manage waste as a resource and ensure that
waste treatment, disposal, recovery and re-use is undertaken in a safe,
scientific and environmentally sound manner, and

•

Contribute to the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, energy conservation
and production, water efficiency, and the productivity of the land.

The 10 key principles that underpin the National Waste Policy are:
•
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Management of all wastes, including hazardous wastes, in line with Australia’s
international obligations

•

Environmentally responsible management of waste to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and contribute to broader sustainability outcomes

•

Holistic approaches which address market, regulatory and governance failures,
duplications and inconsistencies

•

Participants in the product supply and consumption chain, rather than the
general community, bear responsibility for the costs of resource recovery and
waste management

•

Evidence-based decisions informed by the waste management hierarchy of
actions and the principles of ecologically sustainable development, including the
precautionary approach and the principle of intergenerational equity

•

The environmentally sound management of materials, products and services
embracing whole-of-life cycle strategies and quality assurance practices

•

Avoidance or minimisation of hazardous and other waste generation, taking
account of social, technological and economic factors

•

Minimisation of intergenerational legacy issues through understanding and
management of the risks

•

Regular provision of nationally consistent and comprehensive data on waste
and e-use of materials to assess performance and inform policy

•

Consideration of overall community benefits taking account of social,
environmental and economic outcomes for any measures, whether voluntary or
regulatory; and implementation of policy by the appropriate level of government,
industry or the community.

Product Stewardship Act
The Product Stewardship Act 2011 acknowledges and seeks to foster a “shared
responsibility” for end of life impacts of products across all levels of government, industry
and the community. The development of product stewardship programs under the Act
could potentially have a significant impact on TSC.
Televisions and computers were the first products regulated under the new Product
Stewardship Legislation. The intention of the regulation is for the manufacturers and
retailers of those products (i.e. the groups which profit from their sale and use) to shoulder
more responsibility for their end of life treatment and disposal.
Of significance for local government, the Product Stewardship (Televisions and
Computers) Regulations 2011 outlines requirements for ‘reasonable access’ to collection
services, which could take a number of forms including a permanent collection site, or take
back events. The Regulations require ‘reasonable access’ to collection services by 31
December, 2013.
Reasonable access is defined in the Regulations by the following set of minimum
requirements:
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•

For each metropolitan area, the number of collection services available in each
financial year must at least equal the population of that area divided by 250,000
and rounded up to the closest whole number

•

For inner regional areas, at least one service must be provided within 100km of
the centre point of every town of 10,000 people or more in each financial year

•

For outer regional areas, at least one service must be provided within 150km of
the centre point of every town of 4,000 people or more in each financial year.

For TSC alone, this means only one collection centre or ‘service’ will be required in the
LGA. There is an obvious opportunity for such collection services to be linked with existing
waste drop off facilities, and for the Product Stewardship approach to help subsidise local
government administration of the collection system(s).
Other products which may be considered for future coverage under the national product
stewardship legislation include lead acid batteries, tyres, and compact fluorescent light
tubes. While it will be some time before the effectiveness of such schemes can be properly
assessed, there is certainly potential for them to help reduce the burden on Local
Government of providing essential waste services.
TSC may therefore be able to improve its ability to provide cost effective waste
management services by advocating for the speedy development of Product Stewardship
schemes at a National level, and by playing an active role in the design of such schemes
to ensure Local Government plays an appropriate role in the implementation of any such
systems. The progressive extension of product stewardship schemes will magnify the
importance of local government being heavily involved in early system design.
While the new legislation has the potential to assist local government, either by removing
problem waste from the MSW stream or providing financial support to councils for doing
so, local government will need to be closely involved in designing the new collection/drop
off arrangements to ensure ratepayers are not disadvantaged.
Summary
•

TSC’s various internal planning documents map out a series of strategy
objectives and targets for improving waste management in its LGA. TSC has
mostly met many of these targets, or is well underway to doing so.

•

The Waste Less Recycle More funding initiative is likely to provide TSC with
significant opportunities to access funding, especially for development of
organics processing infrastructure. It is critical that appropriate processing
facilities are available in order for TSC to be able to roll out improved organics
collection services, which will be required in order to make significant progress
toward the NSW landfill diversion targets.

•

There may also be opportunities to secure funds for community education and
to tackle litter and illegal dumping under the WLRM package, although details of
the initiative need to be finalised.
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•

The NSW Government has set a landfill diversion target of 66% by 2014 for
municipal waste, and achieved 44% (across the state) in 2008–09.

•

The Draft WARR Strategy 2013–21 sets a revised target of 70% landfill
diversion from the municipal sector by 2021.

•

Included in the Draft WARR Strategy is an outline of roles and responsibilities
for the implementation of the Strategy, with Local government specifically
required to, “Work collaboratively with neighbouring local government areas to
develop and implement regional waste and resource recovery strategic plans
that provide a clear pathway for delivering the outcomes in the WARR
Strategy”.

•

Within the immediate future, it is highly likely that landfill disposal within SEQ
will be significantly cheaper than disposal in NSW.

•

The development of nationally-legislated product stewardship programs could
potentially have a significant impact on TSC, in relation to requiring collection or
drop off areas for a growing range of specific waste items, with financial support
for processing those items.
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Waste Data Review and Analysis
Tweed residents generated nearly 40,500 tonnes of household waste and recycling
material in 2011–12, around 467kg per person. While there is a considerable degree of
uncertainty around the reporting accuracy of per capita waste generation rates (with
potential inconsistencies in terms of how waste tonnage data and population data is
collected in different areas), it does appear that TSC waste generation is relatively low
compared to relevant benchmarks.
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Figure 4-2 Tweed domestic waste generation, compared with NSW Landfill Levy Regions
NSW data sourced from WARR Progress Report; Australian Government data is based on
application of a consistent methodology to the assessment of state waste data, as outlined
in Waste & Recycling 2011.
Out of TSC’s total 40,500 tonnes of household waste in 2011–12, over 10,300 tonnes of
commingled dry recyclables, 550 tonnes of hard waste from the kerbside clean up
services, and nearly 5,100 tonnes of garden organics was diverted from landfill via
kerbside services. Another 2,500 tonnes of organics and dry recyclables were recovered
through drop-off facilities. The remaining 22,000 tonnes (54% of total household waste)
was residual disposed to landfill.
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Figure 4-3 Composition of TSC’s household waste generation, 2011–12
Includes kerbside collections, drop-off, and clean-up hard waste material
In 2005–06, TSC’s domestic waste generation was just over 31,000 tonnes. This included
nearly 25,000 tonnes of residual waste disposed to landfill, with 2,130 tonnes of organics
and nearly 4,000 tonnes of dry recyclables collected from the kerbside and an additional
150 tonnes of organics and dry recyclables recovered through drop-off facilities.
Over the six year period between 2005–06 and 2011–12, the amount of waste each
resident placed in the kerbside collection system increased only slightly (5%), from 365 to
384 kg/yr. However, when considering total domestic generation (including drop-off and
clean-up materials) household waste generation across TSC increased by 30%.
Taking into account population increase during the period (9%), the apparent increase in
per capita total domestic waste generation over the period is around 19%, or 3% p.a. It is
important to note that, despite the significant increase in overall waste generation, the
tonnage of household waste to landfill actually decreased 12% due to the increase in
resource recovery.

Figure 4.-4
Total domestic generation (including kerbside collections, clean-up hard
waste collections and drop-off at council-owned facilities)
The overall domestic landfill diversion rate (incorporating both kerbside-collected and dropoff material) has improved from 20% in 2005–06 to 46% in 2011–12. For kerbsidecollected material only, the landfill diversion rate has improved from 21% to 46%.
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This significant increase in diversion rate is partially due to the increased uptake of the optin kerbside garden organics collection. In 2005–06, only 18% of total households had an
organics collection, compared with around 43% of total households in 2011–12. In
addition, the introduction of the multi bin system in 2009 (replacing the previous split-bin
approach) has assisted in improving recovery rates of recyclables.
It is noted that the garden organics collection was introduced in 2005, and pre-2005 waste
volume data is patchy, as TSC only received patchy reports from the contractor running
the landfill weighbridge. This means it is not possible to determine how the introduction of
an additional collection service impact TSC’s per capita waste generation rates.
A breakdown of TSC’s waste generation and resource recovery rates are provided in 4.-5
and Table 4t.-6.

Table 4.-5 Kerbside-collected domestic waste streams10
Waste
Stream

Residual
Waste
(t)

Recyclables
(t)

Organics
(t)

Total
(t)

Population

kg/pp/yr

Diversion
Rate
(%)

2005–06

23,394

3,998

2,130

29,522

79,321

365

21

2011–12

17,362

10,847

5,068

33,277

86,645

384

46

11

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-6 Total domestic waste (including
kerbside, hard waste collections and drop-off)
Waste
Stream

Residual
Waste
(t)

Recyclables
(t)

2005–06

24,900

2011–12

21,988

Organics
(t)

Total

Population kg/pp/yr

Diversion
Rate
(%)

6,275

31,175

79,321

393

20

18,485

40,473

86,645

467

46

Future Waste Generation
In order to estimate the amount of waste TSC will need to manage in the future (and to
allow for infrastructure planning to be adjusted accordingly), domestic waste generation
(including recyclables generation) was modelled over the period 2011–12 to 2029–30. To
account for the inherent uncertainty in these future forecasts, ‘low’, ‘medium’ and ‘high’
growth scenarios were considered as follows:
Low – population growth as per NSW Department of Planning projections, and static per
capita waste generation rate (based on 2011–12 data)
Medium – population growth as per NSW Department of Planning projections, plus per
capita waste generation increase in line with CPI (2.5% p.a.)
10

Tonnage data from NSW WARR Surveys. Population data from 2006 and 2011 Census, and the NSW Department of
Planning growth projections.
11
Includes contamination of 498 t.
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High – population growth as per NSW Department of Planning projections, plus a per
capita waste generation increase of 3.5% (higher than TSC’s historical data of 2.9% p.a).
Figure 4.-5 shows that under the ‘low’ scenario (based on increases in line with projected
population growth only), annual domestic waste generation would be at least 53,000 tpa
by the year 2029–30, an increase of nearly 13,000 tonnes compared to the 2011–12
tonnage. Under the ‘high’ growth scenario, where per capita waste generation continues to
grow at a rate above CPI (assumed to be 3.5%), domestic waste tonnage could grow to
nearly 100,000 tpa.

Figure 4.-5
Overall domestic waste generation projections – 2011–12 to 2029–30 –
with low, medium and high growth rates (including residual waste, recyclables and garden
organics, collected through kerbside collections, hard waste collections and drop off)
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Figure 4.-6 below provides a breakdown of the total waste stream, under the ‘medium
growth’ waste generation scenario and with ‘business as usual’ conditions that assume the
relative proportions of TSC’s waste stream (in terms of recyclables, organics, and residual
waste) remain the same as 2011–12. We note that a key objective of this strategy is to
assist TSC to identify the most effective pathways to ensure less of the waste stream is
residuals for disposal, and more is recovered as resources.

Figure 4-6 Projected resource recovery versus residual waste disposal, under a ‘Business
as Usual’ situation where the relative proportions of each material stream remain constant,
while total waste generation grows in line with the ‘medium growth’ scenario described
above.
The detailed modelling conducted in Chapter 6 around the introduction of a FOGO
collection system involved predicting the future tonnage of food and garden organics that
may collected under a kerbside collection (to urban properties only). 4-8 shows the
predicted tonnage under a scenario with a 90% participation rate and a 5% food capture
rate, over the period 2016–17 to 2029–30.
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Figure 4-7 Domestic kerbside FOGO generation projection12
Waste Composition
Between 2005 and 2013, three compositional audits have been conducted on residual
waste bins across TSC. Full Circle Environmental Solutions conducted the 2005 audit,
APC Environmental conducted the 2009 audit, and Newaste coordinated the most recent
audits that were completed in May, 2013.
Table 4-7 provides a comparison of the residual bin composition across these years. It
shows the proportion of garden organics in the residual waste bin has decreased
significantly (from 18.1% in 2005 to 8% in 2013), following the continued uptake of the
voluntary garden organics collection service. The significant reduction in garden organics
means the relative proportion of other materials has increased.
In each audit, food organics make up the biggest single material stream. However, the
relative proportion of food organics has increased, and now accounts for almost 40% of
the household residual waste stream.

12

Note – As the modelling includes a factor for an increase in organics generation due to the introduction of an organics
collection, the information in this graph does not directly correlate with Figure 4-5.
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Table 4-7 Material breakdown audit data for residual waste bin – 2005, 2009 and 2013 13
Material Category

2005

2009

2013

Food Organics

26.7%

27.9%

39.1%

Garden Organics

18.1%

16.5%

8.3%

Other Organic Materials

6.4%

1.9%

4.0%

Recyclable Paper

13.4%

9.0%

10.5%

Recyclable Plastics

1.4%

1.5%

4.4%

Steel Packaging

1.3%

1.5%

1.3%

Aluminium

0.4%

0.6%

1.1%

Recyclable Glass

6.7%

6.1%

5.8%

Non-Recyclable Paper

0.8%

6.1%

3.2%

Non-Recyclable Metals

1.0%

0.9%

1.0%

Non-Recyclable Plastics

8.9%

9.2%

10.6%

Other Waste Materials

14.7%

18.7%

10.6%

Total

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

Source: Domestic Kerbside Residual Waste Stream Audit (Tweed Shire Council, 2013)
Summary
TSC’s domestic waste generation is comparatively low, at 467kg per person per year
Per capita overall waste generation (residual waste, recyclables and garden organics
collected through kerbside collection, hard waste collections and drop off) increased an
average of 2.9% p.a. between 2005–06 to 2011–12
TSC achieved a landfill diversion of 46% in 2011–12, an increase from 20% in 2005–06
Under the ‘low growth’ scenario, accounting for predicted population growth only, it is
anticipated that at least 53,000 tonnes of waste per annum will be generated by the TSC
community by 2029–30
If recent waste generation growth rates continue, domestic waste generation in the TSC
LGA could grow to 80,000–100,000 tpa by 2029–30

13

Upon analysis of the 2013 audit, Hyder found 16% of the bins audited appear to have been either incorrectly weighed
or recorded (the net bin weight differed from the sum of the components by more than 5%). The data in this table
includes this inaccurate data, as the accuracy level of the 2005 and 2009 audits was unknown.
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Food organics comprises the largest single material stream in the residual waste bin,
accounting for almost 40% of the total quantity.
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Assessment of Current Waste Systems and Infrastructure
TSC is in a relatively enviable position in relation to current waste infrastructure. A very
significant advantage for the council is that it has recently secured approval to develop
long-term disposal capacity within the LGA, but it does not currently need to utilise that
airspace due to the availability of high-quality and low-cost disposal options in SEQ.
TSC also has access to a modern local MRF for processing commingled recyclables, with
that facility having sufficient capacity to handle TSC’s current and future requirements.
As outlined in the following sections, the major aspect of TSC’s current infrastructure that
may not be appropriate for future needs is in relation to the processing of food organics.
Opportunities to address this issue are outlined Chapter 7.
Collection Systems
TSC currently offers kerbside collection services for single unit dwellings (SUDs) as
outlined in Table 5-8, and multi-unit dwellings (MUDs) as outlined in 5-9.
Table 5-8 Kerbside collection services for SUDs
Waste stream

Standard bin size

Standard collection
frequency

Variations to standard
service

Residual Waste

140 L red-lidded bin

Weekly

80 L or 240 L bins
Additional bins*

Recyclables

240 L yellow-lidded bin

Fortnightly (alternate to
organics collection)

360 L bin
Additional bins

Garden Organics

240 L green-lidded bin

Fortnightly (alternate to
recycling collection)

Additional bins

Optional, user-pays and
offered only to serviceentitled urban areas
* Bin volume for recyclables must be equal to or greater than bin volume for residuals for any property
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Table 5-9 Kerbside collection services for MUDs
Waste stream

Standard bin size

Standard collection
frequency

Variations to standard
service

Residual Waste

140 L red-lidded bin

Weekly

80 L or 240 L bins

OR

Additional bins*

240 L red-lidded bin
(shared between two
units)
Recyclables

Garden Organics

240 L yellow-lidded bin

Fortnightly

360 L bin

OR

OR

Additional bins

240 L yellow-lidded bin
(shared between two
units)

Weekly

240 L green-lidded bin

Fortnightly (alternate to
recycling collection)

Additional bins

OR
240 L green-lidded bin
(shared between two or
more units)
Optional, user-pays and
offered only to urban
areas
* Bin volume for recyclables must be equal to or greater than bin volume for residuals for any property

Large unit complexes can utilise bulk bins or 240 L red-lidded bins for residual waste and
360 L or 240 L yellow-lidded bins for recycling, in accordance with Part B of the TSC
Waste Not Development Control Plan (DCP). Optional garden organics bins are provided
on request. Large-scale residential unit complexes must meet the follow criteria:
•

Waste: 80 L/unit/week

•

Recycling: 40 L/unit/week.
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Kerbside collection services are also offered to the commercial sector, as outlined in Table
5-10.
Table 5-10

Commercial kerbside collection services
Waste stream

Bin sizes

Standard collection
frequency

Residual Waste

80 L, 140 L or 240 L
red-lidded bins

Weekly

Recyclables

240 L or 360 L yellowlidded bins

Weekly or Fortnightly

Garden Organics

240 L green-lidded bins

Fortnightly

TSC also offers the following disposal and recycling services:
•

For materials that do not fit (or are not suitable for) the kerbside collection
services, TSC residents have access to Stotts Creek Resource Recovery
Centre (SCRRC) and Tyalgum Transfer Station, although the latter is not
heavily patronised

•

All residents with a garbage collection service are entitled to bi-annual
scheduled ‘council clean up’ collections of excess household items (maximum
1m3 in volume)

•

TSC offers free on-property collection of unwanted, large metal items to
residents

•

Free recycling of e-waste, batteries, waste oil, gas bottles and fluorescent light
bulbs (in residential quantities) if the material is dropped off at SCRRC

•

SCRRC has a dedicated household detox facility for household chemicals to be
dropped off by members of the community

•

SCRRC offers two collection days per year for empty plastic and metal drums
that comply with the DrumMUSTER guidelines. Collection at other times is
generally acceptable, however residents with large quantities are encouraged to
make an appointment.

TSC maintains a number of public place bins for collecting street litter, including around 50
recycling bins and 335 general waste bins.
Processing Infrastructure
Two key processing facilities support TSC’s current resource recovery systems. The
Chinderah MRF processes commingled dry recyclables, and an organics processing
facility at the SCRRC processes garden organics. Concrete processing is also undertaken
at Stotts on EPL 6108.
Chinderah MRF
Commingled dry recyclable material, predominately the contents of the ‘yellow-lidded’ bin
collected from the kerbside, is currently processed at the Chinderah MRF. The existing
processing contract is linked to the collections contract, with the processing cost of
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recyclables built into the lift price for collection of recycling bins. TSC has use of the facility
for the term of the collections contract, which expires in December 2016.
The Northern Rivers Materials Recovery Facility (Chinderah MRF) is owned and operated
by Polytrade Recycling, on privately owned land. The facility was commissioned in mid2010, following an open tender process where TSC went to market seeking processing of
its dry recyclables (including an option for the former MRF at TSC’s SCRRC facility to be
redeveloped, although the successful tenderer elected to develop the MRF on an alternate
site).
The design capacity of the Chinderah MRF is approximately 30,000 tpa, while TSC
currently provides in the order of 10,000 tpa of feedstock. The operator has the ability to
utilise the additional capacity to process material from commercial customers, or other
local government clients. Under existing contract arrangements, TSC is entitled to a small
royalty payment for any non-TSC material processed at the facility from another LGA
(excluding Byron Shire Council).
TSC’s processing contract expires in November 2016. As the facility is privately owned, its
future use will be at the discretion of the facility owner.
Organics processing facility
Solo Resource Recovery is contracted to process TSC’s garden organics, including
kerbside collected material as well as material self-hauled to SCRRC (EPL 6108). The
company operates at the SCRRC facility, with the processing contract rolling on a 1 year
+14 month term enclosed with the landfill management contract.
Hyder notes that TSC has been unable to offer a long term landfill management and
garden organics processing contract due to uncertainty around the approvals process for
Eviron Road. Now that TSC has secured approval for that development, it is understood
that TSC will entertain a longer term contract (at the expiry of the current contract) to
bundle landfill management, bulking of waste for transport, and garden organics
processing at the site.
The current organics processing operation involves open-air stockpiling of incoming
feedstock, followed by batch shredding and maturation in open windrows. The footprint of
the existing operation is constrained, and there is insufficient area on site to expand the
footprint in the current location. Hyder understands that the green waste processing
operations is earmarked to move once closure of the SCRRC putrescible landfill is
complete.
The current organics processing operation is suitable for managing TSC’s garden
organics, and could be expanded to process additional volumes of material relatively
easily once the facility has moved to an alternative location on the site. However, the
current operation would not meet regulatory requirements for the inclusion of food items in
the organic feedstock.
Concrete/Rubble processing
Solo Resource Recovery is contracted to stockpile available clean feedstock suitable for
crushing and reprocessing that is self-hauled to SCRRC (EPL 6108). The company
operates at the SCRRC facility with the processing contract rolling on a 1 year +14 month
term, enclosed with the landfill management contract.
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The current operation involves open air stockpiling of incoming feedstock, stockpile
management, contamination management, and arrangements for processing. The
contractor has rights to process and market the material on-site, or bulk haul to an
alternative site for processing. The material must go for beneficial reuse, and not be
landfilled.
Residual Waste DIsposal
TSC currently has a number of facilities that are relevant for the management of residual
waste streams, as outlined below.
Stotts Creek
The Stotts Creek Landfill Facility, hosted at the SCRRC, has until recently been TSC’s
primary facility for managing the receipt and disposal of residual waste. Since January
2013, however, TSC has amended the operation of the SCRRC such that it is now used
as a transfer facility for the majority of putrescible waste, with the bulk of residual waste
received at the site loaded into transfer vehicles and transported for disposal at Veolia’s TiTree facility at Ipswich, SEQ.
The efficient loading of waste material for transfer has been enabled by capitalising on
existing infrastructure, specifically the MRF that was decommissioned when the Chinderah
MRF opened in mid-2010. The reconfiguration of the MRF involved upgrading the old
hopper so that it could be used to load residual waste for transfer.
Stotts Creek Landfill is located approximately 20km south of Tweed Heads on Leddays
Creek Road, Eviron. The site has a putrescible waste landfill cell, an inert waste landfill cell
and the following additional infrastructure:
•

Green waste processing

•

Concrete/rubble processing

•

Transfer station for dry recyclables

•

Bulking facility for putrescible waste

•

Buy Back centre

•

Landfill gas capture and electricity generation

•

Drop off facilities for the following materials from domestic and commercial
sources:
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o

General mixed waste

o

Recyclables (glass bottles, plastic bottles, plastic containers, steel and
aluminium cans, clean paper and cardboard, e-waste, CFL / fluorescent
light globes, car / boat batteries, empty gas bottles, oil (up to 20 L)

o

Green waste

o

Building and demolition material

o

Metal (car bodies, caravans, straight metal e.g. roofing iron / fencing wire,
white goods)

o

Hazardous and contaminated waste, including asbestos and dip sites

o

Deceased animals

o

Tyres (small quantities only)

o

Drums (as part of the DrumMUSTER program).

Environmental Protection Licence No. 12181 for the landfill allows the waste types and
limits outlined in Table 5-11. The putrescible waste capacity of the landfill, contained in
Cell A, is now almost completely utilised, while the inert Cell B has significant remaining
capacity, however TSC is currently considering transferring all waste, including inert
waste, to SEQ to ensure that local capacity is available should the SEQ option become
unviable.
Table 5-11

Stotts Creek Landfill input limits and allowable waste types
Cell

Limits
(tpa)

Waste types allowed

Cell A

55,000

General Solid Waste (putrescible)
General Solid Waste (non-putrescible)
Asbestos Waste
Waste Tyres

Cell B

15,000

Virgin Excavated Natural Material
Building and Demolition Waste
Paper and Cardboard
Asphalt Waste
Asbestos Waste
Waste Tyres

The SCRCC is also regulated by Environmental Protection Licence No. 6108, which is the
capped old landfill component of the site that now incorporates all recycling and
reprocessing activities on the site, including the tip shop, transfer station, household detox
facility and the weighbridge. This licence also hosts the greenwaste processing facility,
concrete/rubble processing facility, putrescible waste bulking facility, stormwater wetland
and leachate management ponds, as well as the landfill gas flare and micro power station.
There is also a nursery on this licence that produces vetiver grasses and serves as the
hub for landfill revegetation and regeneration activities.
Should Council entertain the recommendation to host a FOGO processing facility at
SCRRC, it will be required to consider options as to which licence to host the facility on.
Both licences would likely allow an ancillary activity such as FOGO processing as it is a
consistent activity to the current operations on the site. Any structures for an enclosed
processing option may have to undergo a Development Application process, with a
Statement of Environmental Effects under the relevant legislation (most likely a Part 4 or 5
of the EP&A Act) if the tonnage were to exceed 10,000 tonnes per annum – which is likely.
Any Development Application process for the structure would need to be associated with
an application to vary the EPL to include this activity on the licence. As it currently stands,
P a g e | 42

EPL 6108 allows for the acceptance, processing, and marketing of garden waste without
attracting the waste levy, which is an incentive to keep operations at this location.
However, the site is constrained by size and environmental controls, which make
EPL 6108 less attractive for a FOGO processing location.
While transactions on EPL 12818 would attract the levy, this site offers a far larger
footprint (once landfilling is complete in Cell A), and more sophisticated environmental
controls (leachate and storm water management).
The alternative arrangement would be to situate a FOGO processing operation at Eviron
Road (Quirks Quarry), however neither the Project Approval or Concept Approval issued
by DoP allowed for such a facility on this site. Further investigations and planning
approvals would be warranted.
In terms of processing equipment, the current contractor hosts a loader and operator and
floats in shredding equipment on an as needs basis. It is expected that this level of
equipment and logistics could remain to service a FOGO processing facility, albeit with an
increase in sophistication required.
TSC could continue to contract out the operation and marketing of the facility and outputs,
as is the current service arrangement for all waste and recycling services in Tweed, or
bring the operation in-house. The final decision would revolve around ownership of the
facility. If the decision is to establish infrastructure around higher order processing option
than the current open windrow shredding (which will be required with the addition of food
into the feedstock), TSC would need to consider the procurement model, and whether
TSC owns the facility outright, contracts out the ownership of the facility of follow a BOOT
model where the facility transfers to Council in time, or allows an operator to develop a
facility at a privately owned site.
Quirks quarry Landfill
TSC received final development approval to develop a new putrescible landfill facility on a
site at Quirks Quarry in January 2013. The approval process for this Environ Road
development began in August 2006, and it is planned that operations at the site will
commence in 2015, at the expiry of the current haulage and disposal contract to SEQ and
on completion of the filling of Putrescible Cell A at EPL 12181 at the Stotts Creek Landfill
Facility.
While the final approval secures significant landfill capacity for TSC (some 2.6 million m3 of
airspace, across three project stages), the complexity and length of the approvals process
(EPA approval is required for each cell in addition to the development approval) serves to
demonstrate the importance of maximising the useful life of the asset.
Quirks Quarry is owned by TSC and has been used for the extraction of roadbase and
chert aggregates since the 1950s. The new landfill development will involve ongoing
quarrying and subsequent landfilling of the extraction voids. The initial stage (Quirks
Quarry) will provide approximately 10 years of landfill capacity, with a design void of
750,000 m3, while two additional stages could provide a further 1.8–1.9 million m3 of
landfill void.
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Tyalgum Transfer Station
Tyalgum Transfer Station is located off Limpinwood Road, north of Tyalgum Village, and is
currently only open to the public on weekends. It accepts the following domestic waste
only:
General mixed waste (less than 1m3)
•

Green waste

•

Recyclables (glass bottles, plastic bottles, plastic containers with a lid, steel and
aluminium cans, cardboard, cartons, newspaper and magazines)

•

Metal (car bodies, caravans, straight metal e.g. roofing iron / fencing wire,
washing machines, fridges)

•

E-waste.

The facility is raising less than $200 per week in revenue from users, while costing TSC in
the order of $60,000-70,000 per annum to operate. Given the low patronage of paying
customers to the facility, which is likely due to TSC continually expanding the kerbside
collection service, continuing to operate the site as a waste transfer station may not
represent an efficient use of TSC’s resources. Hyder understands that TSC is considering
alternate uses for the site.
Summary
•

TSC offers a variety of kerbside collection services to SUDs, MUDs and the
commercial sector, including residual waste, recyclables and (optional) garden
organics collections

•

TSC also offers clean up services for bulky household waste, and maintains the
SCRRC to enable services including household chemicals drop off and
DrumMUSTER collections

•

TSC’s principal resource recovery processing infrastructure includes the
Chinderah MRF and a garden organics processing facility at the SCRRC

•

SCRRC would be the likely destination for any FOGO processing facility,
subject to necessary approvals and licence variation, although a range of
alternate options are also available

•

The putrescible cell at Stotts Creek Landfill is close to capacity, and the hence
the bulk of putrescible residual waste in the LGA is transported for disposal to
SEQ

•

TSC has received approval to develop a new putrescible landfill facility at
Quirks Quarry (Eviron Road). It is planned that operations at the site will
commence in 2015 and the initial stage of the development will provide
approximately 10 years of landfill capacity.

P a g e | 44

Opportunities to Increase Diversion
TSC currently has access to relatively cost effective landfill disposal through the transfer of
waste to high-capacity, well-run landfills in SEQ. It also has approval to develop significant
additional landfill capacity within the LGA, providing additional assurance of TSC’s longterm access to appropriate waste disposal facilities. Despite the physical availability of
landfill airspace, however, there remain multiple reasons for TSC to minimise its waste to
landfill.
Key drivers for TSC to increase its landfill diversion rate include community expectations
around the sustainable management of resources, the landfill diversion targets set by the
NSW Government (currently 66% for the municipal waste stream by 2014, and flagged to
increase to 70% by 2022), and the desire to maximise the useful life of the Eviron Road
landfill development and the existing Stotts Creek Landfill.
Options available for increasing TSC’s landfill diversion rate from the current 46%14
include:
•

•

Increasing the recovery of organics through:
o

Increasing participation in the existing garden organics collection service

o

Introducing a food organics and garden organics (FOGO) collection

o

Processing the mixed residual waste stream through an Advanced Waste
Treatment (AWT) facility

Increasing recovery of other recyclables through:
o

Inclusion of a pre-sorting facility at SCRCC for recovery of dry recyclable
material from residual waste.

The inclusion of a pre-sorting facility would not address the recovery of organics from the
residual waste stream, and therefore will not provide a significant increase in terms of
percentage landfill diversion. However, it may still provide a cost effective opportunity for
TSC.
This chapter will demonstrate (Section 0 to Section 0) that while small improvements could
be made through optimising the current organics collection, significant diversion will only
be achieved through either a FOGO collection or by processing mixed residual waste
through an AWT facility. A FOGO collection is demonstrated to be the more cost-effective
option in the short to medium term.
While TSC has the most influence over the collection and processing of the household
waste stream, TSC also has other opportunities to improve resource recovery rates across
its LGA. These are explored in Section 0, and include improvements to public place
recycling services, and influencing outcomes from the commercial sector.
Improving the GO Collection
The GO collection service is currently offered as an opt-in voluntary system to urban
residences only, which comprise around 65% of all households in TSC. Despite an
additional $54/year charge being applied to those households that do take up the green
bin, approximately 15,000 GO services were provided in 2012–13, which indicates a
14

Based on 2011-12 data, and only considering kerbside-collected household materials
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participation rate of approximately 67% of potential users, and approximately 43% of all
TSC households.
In terms of improving outcomes achieved through the existing GO collection service, TSC
has two principal options:
•

Full participation among the urban households currently offered the service

•

Offering the service to all households (i.e. expanding to include all rural
properties)

Figure 6-8 demonstrates the apparent increase in diversion under these two scenarios,
compared with Business As Usual (BAU).
Option 1 (increased participation among urban households) is projected to increase TSC’s
current municipal waste landfill diversion rate from 46% to 50%, while Option 2 (expanding
the service area) has the potential to achieve a bigger improvement, up to a 55% diversion
rate.

Figure 6-8 Potential diversion rates through adjustment to the garden organics service.
Option 1 involves increasing participation rates among urban households, while Option 2
involves offering the service to all TSC households.
It is noted that a common issue associated with the introduction of an additional collection
service is that householders tend to use the additional capacity, and therefore there is
often an apparent increase in waste generation rates once a new service (or bigger bins)
are introduced.
Analysis of TSC’s garden organics quantities has revealed the introduction of its GO
collection increased the quantity of garden organics in the waste stream by up to 220 kg
per household per year. For example, garden clippings that may previously have been
managed on-site (such as being spread on the garden) rather than being put into the redbin may instead be placed out for council collection when a resident has access to a
green-bin service.
The apparent improved resource recovery rate of Option 2, compared with Option 1, is
largely due to the expected increase in total waste within the collection system. Despite
the improved performance against the NSW landfill diversion targets, measures that
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increase waste generation levels (and waste management costs for TSC) obviously have
perverse outcomes.
It is also reasonable to assume that the residents who have already taken up the voluntary
garden organics collection are likely to be generating a higher volume of garden organics
than those residents who have not opted in to the system. Extrapolating results from the
‘early adopters’ in terms of material recovered per household is likely to overstate the real
impact of rolling the garden organics collection out to existing households.
Further analysis was conducted to demonstrate the “real” impact on system performance,
adjusting assumptions around waste generation increases in order to better determine the
likely impact of increasing uptake of the garden organics service. Figure 6-9 shows Option
1 would only increase the landfill diversion rate to 48%, and Option 2 would increase the
rate to 50%.
On the basis of Hyder’s analysis of the available data, it appears evident that improving
the current GO collection would only slightly increase TSCs landfill diversion rate, unless
the changes result in an elevated volume of garden organics in the waste system (which
would be a perverse outcome). While the costs of collection and processing this additional
quantity of garden organics could be offset by the household additional service charge,
negative impacts include additional collection vehicles in the road system, increased
carbon emissions associated with diesel usage in collection and processing, and less onsite reuse of organic materials.

Figure 6-9 Likely diversion rates (adjusted to reduce the effect of additional organics)
under Option 1 (increased urban participation) and Option 2 (roll out to all properties)
FOGO Collection v. AWT - Diversion Rate
The landfill diversion rates which could be achieved under various Advanced Waste
Treatment (AWT) facility options were explored in detail in the North East Waste AWT
Situational Analysis Report (Hyder, 2013), which was produced for the seven Newaste
member councils and is contained in Appendix B. Figure 6-10 demonstrates the landfill
diversion rates that could potentially be achieved under the following scenarios:
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Processing mixed residual waste through an energy-from waste (EfW) facility, whilst
maintaining the current GO collection
Processing mixed residual waste through a mechanical biological treatment (MBT) facility,
whilst maintaining the current GO collection
FOGO collection and processing (for urban areas only), whilst maintaining current residual
waste disposal to landfill. 15
On the basis of Hyder’s analysis, it is expected that a FOGO collection service could
enable TSC to achieve an overall landfill diversion rate of up to 59% from the municipal
waste stream, while MBT could achieve up to 76% and EfW could achieve up to 86%
diversion from landfill.

Figure 6-10

Landfill diversion rates of various waste treatment options 16

FOGO Collection v. AWT - Cost
While either a FOGO collection service or treatment of residual waste via AWT would
achieve significant improvements on the current landfill diversion rate, it is important to
examine the relative costs over time of these options in order to establish the optimum
solution for TSC.
It is evident from Figure 6-11 that options for increasing the diversion rate are not
significantly cheaper than BAU, which is based on the proposed use of Quirks Quarry
landfill from 2016–17. Note that the disposal cost of residual waste for the FOGO, EfW and
MBT scenarios is based on the anticipated Quirks Quarry landfill cost (which attracts the
NSW landfill levy) and not the current SEQ disposal option, which is significantly cheaper
than any alternate scenario.
15

Assuming a 90% participation rate of urban households, a food organics capture rate of 55% and a garden organics
capture rate of 90%.
16
The diversion rates reported in this graph differ slightly to those reported in the North East Waste AWT Situational
Analysis Report as updated waste stream quantities have been used here.
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It is obvious that continued use of the SEQ disposal options would provide a very cost
effective option for TSC, although it would not achieve the desired increase in resource
recovery. Potential risks associated with SEQ disposal include political issues associated
with NSW waste being disposed in SEQ, and there is potential for either the NSW or
Queensland State Governments to take steps to address this situation.
Figure 6-11 suggests there are similar costs associated with the FOGO system, or
processing of residual waste through either an EfW or MBT facility, especially for the first
five years of the modelling period. This financial modelling is based on a number of core
assumptions, including the anticipated gate-fees outlined below:
FOGO processing (enclosed composting) - $60/t17
•

EfW processing (gasification) - $240/t18

•

MBT processing - $220/t.19

A number of important considerations for TSC are not captured through investigation of
the potential gate-fees, including different contract lengths associated with the various
technologies. Where there is a higher up-front capital cost to establish a facility, TSC is
likely to be required to enter a longer contract in order to allow the operator to depreciate
the capital investment.
Risks associated with the different systems are not fully reflected in the gate-fees above
either. EfW treatment is a fledgling industry in Australia, and hence has the greatest
associated risks and uncertainties. As discussed in the North East Waste AWT Situational
Analysis report, the use of EfW facilities may become a more attractive option over the
long term, but this is contingent on the systems being commercially proven in the
Australian context.
There is a track-record for MBT use in an Australian context, reducing risks compared with
the EfW technologies. However, there is not a compelling argument for the introduction of
any mixed waste processing in the short to medium term. Given the potential for emerging
EfW systems to provide a more attractive outcome for TSC over the medium to long-term,
Hyder believes it would be prudent to maintain a watching brief on EfW technologies rather
than developing residual waste processing infrastructure using existing technology (i.e.
MBT).
The higher capital costs associated with development of a mixed waste AWT (in the order
of $30-100 million) compared to a FOGO processing system (in the order of $5-20 million)
would require a longer investment horizon, should TSC choose to go down the pathway of
processing mixed residual waste. Also, FOGO processing systems are relatively proven,
reducing technical and commercial risks compared with mixed waste processing.
Over the short to medium term, the introduction of a FOGO collection system could
provide TSC the most cost-effective solution for achieving a significant increase in landfill
diversion rates. The fact that this system is less capital intensive than development of a
mixed waste AWT also provides greater flexibility in terms of TSC’s future options. It is
significant that a FOGO processing system could complement future systems for
processing mixed residual waste.

17

Includes process and disposal of residual waste, based on current costs at reference facilities within the region.
Includes pre-treatment in a Dirty MRF and gasification, but does not include disposal of residual waste.
19
Includes processing but does not include disposal of residual waste.
18
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The estimated cost over the modelling period (2016–17 to 2029–30) of a FOGO system
would be 2% less than the cost of the BAU system (using the Quirks Quarry landfill cost),
although all options are significantly more expensive than the current system using SEQ
landfill sites.
While the economic costs of the FOGO system are similar to the costs of BAU, there are
significant differences in terms of the ‘triple bottom line’ impacts. Diversion of resources
from landfill and into the productive economy (in the form of compost products) provides
significant environmental benefits. Resource recovery activities are generally also more
labour intensive than disposal activities, increasing local employment and contributing to
improved social outcomes compared with disposal.
While a detailed Triple Bottom Line (TBL) assessment was beyond the scope of this
current project, in Hyder’s experience, where the economics of increased resource
recovery are demonstrated to be on-par or better than the costs of BAU, resource recovery
will score very favourably on any TBL assessment.

Figure 6-11
to 2029–30

Costs of different waste management scenarios over the period 2016–17

Costs are cumulative and are not discounted. Costs are for the collection, processing and
disposal of kerbside-collected residual waste, organics and recyclables.

Optimising the FOGO Collection
The current GO collection is offered only to urban areas, which comprise around 65% of
the total dwellings in TSC. A GO collection to rural areas is not considered feasible, as
organics can generally be better managed on-property. Expansion of a FOGO collection to
rural areas would also be unsuitable, as it would significantly increase costs with limited
benefits, and high potential for perverse outcomes (for example, discouragement of on-site
reuse options).
For a FOGO collection to urban areas to make a cost-effective and considerable impact to
the overall diversion rate, the system must be optimised to maximise landfill diversion and
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to reduce costs. A variety of factors contribute to this optimisation , including participation
rates, food capture rates, gate-fees and education, as explored in the following sections.
Participation and Food Capture
Two critically important factors in achieving system optimisation are associated with:
•

Participation rate – the percentage of households who use the collection service

•

Food capture rate – the percentage of available food that is placed in the
organics bin.

Figure 6-12 demonstrates that, as the participation rate and the food capture rate increase,
the diversion rate increases while the cost of the system decreases. This highlights the
importance of the promotion of the FOGO collection amongst residents and best practice
education in the use of it. This is further explored in Chapter 10.
The current participation rate in the voluntary GO collection is around 67% in the urban
service area. If a FOGO collection was introduced with a similar participation rate, Figure
6-12 shows the system could help TSC to achieve an overall landfill diversion rate of 5760%, at a system cost of $105-108 per tonne of waste generated.
The expected TSC diversion rate increases to 59–63% in the case where a 90%
participation rate is achieved across the urban service area, while the total system costs
fall to $102–106 per tonne of waste generated.

Figure 6-12

Impact of Participation Rate and Food Capture Rate 20

Increased participation is demonstrated above as being critical to increasing performance
and minimising costs to TSC. Another important aspect is the ability to offset costs through
20

Figure 6-10 shows three different participation rates (65%, 75%, 90%) and the effect on the diversion rate and cost as
the food capture rate increases. The solid lines represent the diversion rates, and should be read against the left vertical
axis, while the dotted lines represent the cost per tonne generated, and should be read against the right vertical axis.
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adjustments to service levels. Specifically, the modelling outlined above is based on the
assumption that TSC would modify collection frequencies in the urban areas by increasing
the organics collection frequency from fortnightly to weekly, and decreasing the residual
waste collection frequency from weekly to fortnightly.
The approach to changing collection frequencies is justified on the basis that, once food
organics are removed, the residual waste stream contains limited putrescible material.
This approach has been adopted by many Australian councils, although it is noted that the
transition does require careful planning and management of issues, such as likely
resistance to the reduced garbage collection frequency for families with children in
nappies.
Altering the collection frequencies would have the effect of encouraging households to
participate in the FOGO collection in order to maintain the hygiene and odour of their
residual waste bin, and to conserve space in their residual waste bin. This would increase
participation.
Education
As shown in Figure Error! No text of specified style in document.-12, overall system
costs are reduced by increasing the participation rate and increasing the food capture rate.
One of the most obvious ways to achieve this improved performance is through effective
education programs. It is possible that the increased cost of community education could be
partially offset by the savings involved in increasing both the participation and food capture
rates. Note that the modelling is based on the assumption that the FOGO collection
service is compulsory and hence equipment and education costs are constant regardless
of participation rate; however, given the cost per tonne is higher for landfill disposal than
for FOGO processing, improved participation reduces TSC’s overall system costs.
Figure 6 illustrates the potential savings created by increasing the food capture rate from
55% to 90% (assuming a 90% participation rate). The scale of the financial savings that
can be achieved through optimal use of the FOGO system may provide justification for a
significant increase in education efforts to support roll out of the proposed system.

Figure 6-13
Savings over the modelling period by increasing food capture rate from
55% to 90%
Undiscounted costs; participation rate 90%.
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Organics Processing Facility Gate-Fee
System costs will be impacted by the gate-fee for the processing of the FOGO material.
Figure 6-14 illustrates potential cost of a FOGO system (achieving a 90% participation rate
and a 55% food capture rate) should FOGO be processed at either a local TSC facility21 or
at a potential regional facility22. Figure 6-14 shows that, on the basis of Hyder’s
understanding of current costs at comparable local facilities, a facility for the processing of
the FOGO material developed within TSC could be more cost-effective than TSC seeking
to utilise a facility elsewhere in the region.
The relative costs and merits of infrastructure development would need to be tested
through an EOI or Tender process; this provides the only accurate way to determine real
costs to TSC at a specific point in time. Hyder would recommend TSC follow an outcomesbased approach when going to market, being prescriptive about desired outcomes while
allowing the market to determine the most effective way to achieve those outcomes. In
relation to organics processing, it would be desirable to offer a site at TSC while also
allowing interested parties to propose alternate sites (existing, or new facilities) in order to
ensure TSC is able to make an informed decision about which approach can achieve its
goals most cost effectively.

Figure 6-14
Cost comparison (total system) over time, based on different FOGO
processing gate fees

It will also be important for TSC to continue to encourage rural properties to process
garden organics and food organics on-property, rather than placing these in the residual
waste bin. This can be done through continued education, and potentially by offering
discounted equipment such as compost bins and worm farms that enable on-site reuse.
Hyder notes that TSC currently offers ad-hoc worm farm and composting training, usually
around National Recycling Week. This service complements the year round offering of
21
22

Assuming a $60 / t gate-fee, based on Hyder’s understanding of recent developments at Clarence Valley Council.
Assuming a $73 / t gate-fee and a $25 / t transfer fee, as per assumptions within the AWT Situational Analysis report.
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compost bins and worm farms for sale at Council Offices and at SCRRC, at or below
actual costs.
Pre-Sorting (‘Dirty MRF’) Facility
As highlighted in the discussion above, the ‘big ticket item’ for TSC to increase its landfill
diversion rate involves capturing organics from the waste stream. However, there are other
components of the residual waste stream that could also be recovered and recycled.
An additional potential method of capturing resources from the residual waste stream is
the use of a pre-sorting facility (‘Dirty MRF’). The general approach involves attempting to
‘scalp’ a low volume of relatively high value materials, such as metals, plastics and
potentially cardboard.
Based on TSC’s waste composition data from the 2013 audit, and previous studies
conducted by Hyder, it is estimated that a pre-sorting facility has the potential of recovering
around 5-10% of TSC’s current domestic residual waste stream by targeting ferrous and
non-ferrous metals, plastic containers, and cardboard materials. This could boost TSC’s
overall municipal waste diversion rate by around 3-5 percentage points.
It should be noted that such a pre-sorting facility could complement the proposed FOGO
system. If the proportion of organics in the residual waste stream was reduced through
introduction of a FOGO system, the relative proportion of recoverable material for the Dirty
MRF would increase, and it would also be easier to access this material.
Commercial waste streams could also be processed through the Dirty MRF, and these
wastes commonly have a higher relative proportion of recoverable material (such as
cardboard) that can be recovered. Section 6.6.2 below discusses the benefits of TSC
providing access to infrastructure that enables recovery of materials from mixed
commercial waste streams.
A critical question around development of a Dirty MRF is whether it is economically viable
to recover the relatively small volume of recyclable materials that can be relatively easily
captured from the residual waste stream. In order to determine this, a site-specific
feasibility study would need to be undertaken. The feasibility study should include the
possibility of feeding commercial waste streams through the facility, in order to provide the
dry waste that the technology requires to maximise diversion efficiency.
A previous study into the feasibility of pre-sorting systems, undertaken by Hyder for a
similar site, provides the following indication of associated costs of a pre-sorting facility:
•

Operation and maintenance -$15-20 per tonne of throughput

•

Equipment capital costs - $0.4-1.1 million, dependent on technology selection23

•

Building costs (including design, construction and services) - $1.9-2.75 million.

The above building costs relate to a new building, although there is a strong possibility that
TSC could utilise its old MRF building, which is now being used for bulking waste for
transfer to SEQ. In order to ascertain whether this building would be suitable, would
require modifications, or whether a new facility is necessary, further feasibility studies
would need to be conducted to address this in detail.
23

This range is based on a low-tech approach, and would not cover the system described in ‘Concept 1’. Hyder expects
it is highly unlikely that such a high-tech system would be viable for use based on TSC’s current tonnage.
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Hyder understands there is a commercial arrangement with the current collections
contractor regarding the use of the MRF shed for the life of the Collection Contract. TSC
would need to enter into discussions or partnership with the collection contractor to
entertain use of this facility prior to December 2016 (contract expiry date).
A number of potential pre-sort system designs could be considered for use by TSC, with
five general concepts outlined below. These are listed in order of decreasing technical
complexity, which would also correlate to decreasing resource recovery efficiency and
decreasing capital investment costs.
•

Concept 1: Complex automated MRF - bag opener, trommel, ballistic separator,
two magnets, sorting cabin and interconnecting/ feed/ discharge conveyors

•

Concept 2: shredder, trommel, magnet, eddy current separator, manual picking

•

Concept 3: shredder, trommel, magnet, manual picking

•

Concept 4: trommel, magnet, manual picking

•

Concept 5: magnet, manual picking.

Each of the general concepts outlined above would require some degree of manual labour,
and would be likely to increase local employment opportunities compared with the BAU
approach. An example flow chart, based on ‘Concept 2’ above, is provided in Figure 6-15.
A further factor to be carefully considered is the impact that the pre-sorting activities would
have on transport efficiencies of the residual waste stream. TSC is currently transferring
residual waste to SEQ, and it is quite possible that pre-sorting of the waste would present
an opportunity to improve transport efficiencies for the residual waste. This could help to
reduce the relative cost impact on TSC of processing waste through a pre-sorting facility,
resulting in a more attractive outcome in terms of dollars spent per tonnes of resources
recovered.

Figure 6-15
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Example concept design for a pre-sorting facility (‘Dirty MRF’)

Shredder

Eddy current
separator

Manual Picking

Tipping Flooor

ECS

Fines (organics, inerts,
plastic film, etc) to landfill

Ferrous metals

OUT

Over-belt magnet

20 m

Slow speed
shredder

Trommel

Trommel

Hazardous (tyres,
batteries, chemicals, etc) +
reusable bulky items

IN

Tipping floor sort

Rejects bin

40 m

20% C&I + 75% C&D to
landfill or other recovery

Magnet

Classify loads at
weighbridge

Non-ferrous metals

Paper & cardboard

Manual picking
station

Plastics
Timber products

Rejects (to landfill)

Other diversion Opportunities
In addition to addressing resource recovery of the residual waste stream via organics
collection and pre-sorting as outlines above, TSC has some other opportunities for
improving resource recovery rates across the LGA. These include strengthening public
place recycling services, and influencing and providing services to the commercial sector.
Public place recycling
As mentioned in Section 0, TSC maintains a number of public place bins for collecting
street litter, including around 50 recycling bins and 335 general waste bins. There is an
option to further roll out recycling opportunities into public places, and shorten the gap
between the numbers of public place waste bins to recycling bins.
Hyder notes that TSC has recently upgraded the bin lids for those bins outside of bin
enclosures to match the current Australian Standards, and have placed educational
messages on all bin enclosures.
While it is notoriously difficult to achieve the required low contamination rates in public
place recycling bins, there is an opportunity for improvement. Processing of public place
waste streams through a Dirty MRF would also enable recovery of materials, such as drink
containers.
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Commercial Recycling
Local government is not directly responsible for managing commercial wastes, although
TSC can provide leadership to influence commercial waste production and resource
recovery through policies, planning instruments, marketing, education, enforcement and
advocacy. TSC also owns and operates key waste management facilities in the region,
and could consider investing in additional infrastructure designed to recover resources
from commercial waste streams, such as a ‘Dirty MRF’ pre-sorting facility.
All commercial and industrial premises in the TSC LGA are eligible to receive council
waste and recycling services for an annual fee, payable via the Council Rates of the
premises. Rental commercial tenants must gain the owner's permission to apply for bins.
While commercial waste generators are not compelled to use the council-provided
services, and many engage private waste service providers, in 2011–12 more than840
businesses elected to use council residual waste collection services, and more than 350
the council recycling collection.
The Review of Waste Strategy and Policy in New South Wales 2010 (the Richmond
Review) notes, “C&I waste is diverse, making it technically difficult and expensive to sort
and recover materials” and that this waste stream is “the hardest stream to tackle as it has
so many players of different sizes and across different areas, with often diverse and ad
hoc recycling systems”.
One of the reasons the C&I stream is difficult to influence is that waste management
generally represents a very small cost to individual business, relative to other business
operating costs. This means waste is often ‘below the radar’ for businesses and, even if
landfill disposal costs were to double, the overall cost to an individual business may still
remain a small line item. Another issue is that most C&I generators will pay a contractor a
set fee to empty a container of set capacity on a regular frequency. Whether the bin is half
full or totally full on collection day, the business is likely to pay the same rate.
Resource recovery in the C&I sector can be achieved either through uptake of source
separation systems that allow for relatively clean streams of homogenous materials to be
collected and processed, or via technology solutions that can recover resources from
mixed C&I waste streams. However, private sector operators commonly report it is difficult
to justify making significant investment in resource recovery infrastructure targeting the
C&I sector because of commercial risks associated with feedstock security. Unlike the
municipal sector, where councils aggregate large volumes of material and can enter into
long term contracts, the C&I sector commonly involves a high number of relatively lowvolume, short term contract arrangements.
Another major issue preventing private development of resource recovery infrastructure for
the C&I stream is the difficulty and risks associated with securing a suitable location with
appropriate development approvals in place. The approvals process can take many years
and private operators are not assured of any return for the up-front investment in
purchasing land and going through this process, which is a major disincentive.
The Richmond Review identifies five key factors that determine whether and how
recyclables will be handled in the NSW C&I sector. Table 6-12 describes these five
factors, and provides an overview of options for TSC in order to improve outcomes.
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Table 6-12
Issue

Barriers to commercial recycling, and strategies to overcome them
Discussion

Options for TSC

Availabilit Businesses may have insufficient
y of space space for multiple bins (internally or
for bins
externally) to source separate
materials or to aggregate separate
streams of material. In these cases,
other than direct disposal at landfill,
the only option if available is to
recover resources from mixed waste
materials at a C&I materials
recycling facility (commonly referred
to as a ‘Dirty MRF’).

Utilise existing Development Control
Plans and Guidelines to their full
potential, with a view to ensuring
sufficient space is allocated for bin
storage at Development Approval
stage.

Price
signals

Businesses may be deterred by the
cost of recycling. This includes not
only the lift price but also perceived
costs associated with source
segregations compared to the use
of a single mixed-waste bin (in terms
of staff labour etc.).

Review charges associated with
council-provided services with a
view to ensuring appropriate price
differential between recycling and
disposal.

Types of
waste
generated

The composition of the waste
generated by a business will
determine the kind of recycling
system that can be provided and
used effectively.

Help businesses access programs
and services that can help address
waste generation, including
Industrial Ecology style options
where groups of businesses may be
able to utilise each other’s byproducts.

Variable
service
offering

Different waste contractors may
have access to different
infrastructure, and this will affect the
nature of the service they can offer
C&I generators.

Hyder understands the current MRF
is located in an industrial park close
to transport networks. TSC could
encourage further investment in this
location, or promote investment in
resource recovery infrastructure at
SCRRC which hosts a
complimentary licence.

P a g e | 58

Facilitate recovery of resources from
mixed C&I waste streams, either at
council owned facilities or by
enabling development of new
private sector facilities. By
identifying and/or providing access
to appropriate locations for
development of the required
infrastructure, TSC can help
overcome one of the major barriers
to private investment.

Provide education and training to
help businesses (especially SMEs)
understand how to use recycling
services.

Issue

Discussion

Options for TSC

Other
non-price
barriers

Around a quarter of businesses in
NSW do not have source separation
bins for paper. As these are
currently offered at a very low price,
the Richmond Report concludes lift
price is not a primary barrier: inertia,
transition costs (including education,
administration and space
constraints) appear to be the most
likely obstacles. Many C&I
generators may lack general
knowledge of what can be
recovered from the waste stream,
and how to go about changing
services.

TSC can provide leadership by
example in terms of achieving (and
promoting) high resource recovery
rates from council operations and
activities.
Ongoing education and training
support can help to overcome these
non-price barriers, and TSC can
either develop its own programs or
facilitate local businesses taking
part in existing programs (such as
the NSW Sustainability Advantage
program).

Summary
•

A FOGO collection to urban areas appears the most cost-effective method of
achieving a significant increase in TSC’s landfill diversion rate.

•

Maximising the participation rate and food capture rate of the FOGO system will
increase the diversion rate while decreasing costs.

•

Increased education efforts could potentially pay for themselves several times
over, given the reduced costs to TSC where household participation and food
capture rates are high.

•

Increasing the collection frequency for organics, from fortnightly to weekly, and
decreasing the collection frequency for residual waste from weekly to fortnightly,
would encourage residents to use the FOGO service, and help minimise TSC’s
transition costs.

•

A local facility for the processing of the FOGO material could be more costeffective than a facility elsewhere in the region, although this can only be
determined through an EOI or Tender process.

•

Both licences at SCRRC would allow for the complimentary activity of FOGO
processing (subject to necessary development approvals for any infrastructure),
although EPL12181 would attract a levy administration transaction cost, while
EPL6108 is constrained by size and adequate environmental controls

•

The Quirks Quarry site could be an alternative location for FOGO processing
infrastructure to be developed, although the current Major Project Planning
Approvals is silent on this activity occurring on this site

•

Households in rural areas should continue to be encouraged to processing their
organics on-property

•

Development of a pre-sorting facility (Dirty MRF) could enable recovery of
around 5-10% of the household residual waste stream, with an operating cost
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potentially in the order of $15-20/t processed and the potential for the required
equipment to be integrated into the existing ‘old MRF’ structure, which is being
used for bulking waste for transport
•

A Dirty MRF would provide an opportunity to improve recovery of materials from
the commercial waste stream and public place street litter bins, and also
present local employment opportunities

•

A Dirty MRF would complement the proposed FOGO processing system, and
provide an additional lift in TSC’s household waste diversion rates of around 35%

•

A site-specific feasibility study into development of a Dirty MRF will be required
to determine commercial viability and likely performance outcomes for TSC.
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Existing Contracts
A prime opportunity to implement changes recommended in this strategy will be during the
renewal of existing contracts. Given the complexity of modern waste services, and the high
dollar values involved over the contract terms, a long lead time may be required to prepare
for the changeover of contracts. This is especially the case where the successful tenderer
will need to purchase equipment prior to commencement of services.
Table 7-5 provides a snapshot of key existing contracts, with further detail about key
opportunities for chances to the services provided in the following sections.

Table 7-13

Summary of key waste contracts and expiry dates

Contract/ Contract
Type

Current
Contractor

Contract
Commencement

Contract Expiry
(minimum)

Contract Expiry
(max options)

Collection

Solo Resource
Recovery

1 Dec 2009

30 Nov 2016

Nil

Recyclables
Processing (MRF)

Solo Resource
Recovery

1 Dec 2009

30 Nov 2016

Nil

Garden Organics
Processing

TBA – currently
out to tender.

1 Dec 2013

30 Nov 2014

14 month
extension to align
with the cessation
of the Bulk
Transfer Contract
in 30 Jan 2016

Landfill Operations

TBA – currently
out to tender

1 Dec 2009

30 Nov 2014

14 month
extension align
with the cessation
of the Bulk
Transfer Contract
in 30 Jan 2016

Bulk Transfer of
Residual Waste

Veolia Ti-Tree
Bioenergy

30 Jan 2013

30 Jan 2016

(all streams, and
bi-annual clean up)

Collection Contract Opportunities
Potential changes to the configuration of the domestic waste collection service in order to
expand the recovery of organics from the waste stream are discussed in Chapter 6.
Should TSC decide to introduce a FOGO kerbside collection system, there are a number
of operational sub-options to consider around the collection system and equipment
provided to householders, including:
•
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Would householders be provided a ‘bench-top’ kitchen caddy for collecting food
organics?

•

Would the kitchen caddy be enclosed (requiring washing out), or require a liner
system?

•

If a liner system is required, would TSC provide a one-off supply of liners, or an
annual supply?

•

Would the collection frequency and bin size change for the organics and/or
garbage services?

How would TSC develop effective education strategies to maximise correct use of the new
system and minimise contamination (especially from nappies, soft plastics etc).
Benchmark costs for a ‘bench top’ kitchen bid
are around $5-10 per unit, while the cost of bin
liners is in the order of $0.06-0.08 per liner.
Assuming average use of three (3) liners per
household per week, this equates to around
$9.50-12.50 per household per year. While this
may present a significant additional cost to TSC
if it were to provide liners, it may improve
system participation as it avoids the need to
washout bins as often (saving water, as well as
improving customer convenience).
TSC currently provides a fortnightly garden
organics collection service, while the cocollection of FOGO usually requires a weekly
organics collection24. Increases in overall
collection costs can be minimised if it is
possible to simultaneously move to a fortnightly
garbage collection if organics are collected
weekly.

Food Waste Collection Trials
Between 2009 and 2010, Zero Waste SA
coordinated a 12 month household food organics
collection pilot, which was the largest trial of its kind
in Australia and involved 10 local councils, trialling
two different collection system configurations
across 17,000 households. The main aim of the
pilot was to identify the key factors within a
domestic collection system that would maximise the
diversion of food waste from landfill.
The pilot found the best performing collection
system involved using a lined, ventilated kitchen
caddy with a fortnightly residual collection, with this
configuration recovering an average of
1.86 kg/hh/week of food. This represented a food
waste capture rate of up to 74%.
The system combining a solid and unlined kitchen
caddy with weekly collection of residual waste had
a much lower performance, yielding an average of
0.38 kg/hh/week of food waste and up to 20%
capture of total food organics disposed. The food
capture rate varied widely between different trial
areas, being as low as 5% in one sample and as
high as 74% in another.

The combination of weekly organics with a
fortnightly garbage collection can support
improved landfill diversion rates25 (see box
opposite), as can reducing the size of the
residual waste bin. However, there is always
concern that reducing garbage collection
frequency, or the size of the garbage bin, will
result in increased complaints from residents,
and potentially greater contamination of the
organics bin.
The most appropriate approach for TSC will need to be carefully considered, in order to
balance resource recovery goals with community satisfaction. Introduction of a FOGO
collection would also require TSC to implement a new organics processing approach (see
Section 0).

24

Some European councils opt for a weekly collection in summer and a fortnightly collection in winter, although this
requires more elaborate communication with the community and is unlikely to work given Tweed’s climate.
25
Food and Garden Organics Best Practice Manual, produced for the Australian Government by Hyder in 2012 www.environment.gov.au/wastepolicy/publications/organics-collection-manual/.
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Bulk waste collection opportunities
TSC currently offers a bi-annual hard waste collection service, which is available to all
households at no additional cost (the service charge is incorporated into the Domestic
Waste Management Charge). While the uptake of this service is high, the current
configuration presents a number of issues including:
•

Bi-annual approach results in unsightly public areas around collection time, with
the impacts exaggerated by the fact many residents participate at the same
time

•

A range of WHS and environmental risks are associated with large volumes of
hard waste being placed out for collection

•

Households must stockpile material until the defined collection time, rather than
having the opportunity to put out material for collection at a time of their own
selection

•

Resourcing issues for the contractor, having to complete high volume of work in
a relatively short period, rather than spreading collection more evenly
throughout the year.

The issues identified above have been faced by many Australian councils and, while there
are a variety of options around the systems implemented to improve outcomes, the most
common approach to managing the issue is to introduce a ‘booking system’.
A booking system can allow residents to request a bulk waste collection service at a time
that (generally) suits them. While the merits of the broad level approach are obvious, there
are a number of finer details that require consideration:
•

What level of detail / discussion is entered into during the booking?

•

Do all households receive a set number of services they can use per annum?

•

Should users be charged for each service?

The City of Sydney (CoS) has taken an interesting approach to encouraging reuse
opportunities through its hard waste booking system26. Each CoS household is entitled to
book up to two free hard-waste collections per annum (1m3 per booking). When booking a
collection, residents are asked for details about the type of material they will be placing,
and the quality of items which may potentially be reused. Where, for example, a goodquality couch is being disposed, the CoS may direct a re-use organisation (such as the
Salvation Army) to visit the address in order to assess the condition of the item and
determine if it can be reused, rather than collected in the waste stream.
Wollongong City Council (WCC), meanwhile, allows households in its LGA to book27 up to
two free collections per annum, with a maximum volume of 2m3 collected at each booked
collection, excluding the volume of mattresses, e-waste, tyres and metal items. WCC
operates a separate collection vehicle for items targeted for recycling including:

26
27

•

Television and Computer E-waste

•

Televisions (max 4 per collection)

Booking system available at https://online.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/BookACollection/SelectService
Booking system available at www.wollongong.nsw.gov.au/services/household/pages/annualhouseholdcleanup.aspx
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•

Computers (max 2 per collection)

•

Computer peripherals

•

Mattresses (max 8 per collection)

•

Tyres (max 6 per collection - passenger vehicle or motorbike tyres only).

Based on information published in its recent Collections Tender, WCC recorded a total of
26,000 hard waste collection bookings in 2010–11, and serviced around 78,500 domestic
premises that year. The apparent average participation rate is therefore around 0.33
bookings per household, per year.
Shellharbour City Council (SCC) also uses a booking system28, although SCC has
adopted a ‘user pays’ approach where residents can book as many services as they like,
but are charged a flat rate ($72 in 2013) for up to 200kg of material collected. An additional
$25 fee is applied to the collection of mattresses and ensemble bases to cover recycling
costs.
Based on information published in its recent Collections Tender, SCC recorded
approximately 4,750 hard waste collection bookings in 2010–11, and serviced around
24,100 domestic premises that year. The apparent average participation rate is therefore
around 0.20 bookings per household, per year.
Given SCC and WCC are neighbouring councils with similar demographics, it could be
reasonably assumed that the significant apparent difference being uptake of the hard
waste collection booking service is largely based on the application of a ‘user pays’ versus
a ‘free’ booking service. There is much higher patronage of WCC’s “free” service (0.33
uses per household per year) compared with SCC’s “user pays” service (0.20/hhld/yr).
Viability of a Hard Waste booking system for TSC
The costs of TSC’s current hard waste system, based on two collection periods per year
offered to all residents, are outlined in Table 7-14. The total cost includes disposal of
collected materials, of approximately 2,200 tonnes per annum (1,100 t / collection period).

Table 7-14

Current System Costs29
No. Households

35,147

Total Cost (including disposal)

$510,000

Average Cost / household / year

$14.51

Apparent Cost / service

$7.26

It is noted that the current hard waste booking system has been costed and provided as
part of a wider collection service contract, and as such the apparent costs may not provide
a true reflection of the ‘real cost’ of the existing service, or the likely cost if this existing
service level was tendered as a standalone service.
28
29

Booking system available at www.remondis-il.com.au/page8265/OnCall-Clean-Up-Services.aspx
No. households and total costs are sourced from TSC’s DWMC 2013-14 budget spreadsheet.
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In order to compare the current system costs against the potential costs of a hard waste
collection using a booking system, the participation rates of SCC (Scenario 1) and WCC
(Scenario 2), discussed above, were used in conjunction with the following range of
potential costs per service, based on Hyder’s current understanding of the market:30
•

Low - $15 / service

•

Medium - $35 / service

•

High - $50 / service

An additional scenario (Scenario 3) with a theoretical 50% participation rate was
considered also, to account for the potential for a very high uptake given the strong history
of hard waste collection usage across TSC. Hyder notes, however, that this theoretical
figure is well above industry benchmarks, and we would expect patronage of the kerbside
hard waste option would reduce in TSC with introduction of a booking system, due to the
(minor) additional inconvenience of having to book a system, rather than just placing
material at the kerbside once the neighbours start to do likewise.
Table 7-15 shows that, in the scenarios where a low cost service is assumed, the overall
cost of a Hard Waste Booking System could be significantly lower than TSC’s current
service, even if the participation rate was at the high-end (50%). Under the low-end
participation assumption (20% uptake) the cost to TSC is significantly lower even if the
cost per service is high ($50 / service). However, scenarios where a high participation rate
is combined with a high cost per service would produce an apparent additional cost to
TSC.
Scenarios that provide an apparent saving compared to the current system (excluding
consideration of disposal costs) are shaded in green, while scenarios that provide an
apparent additional cost to TSC are shaded in red.
Table 7-15

Potential costs for Hard Waste Booking system (multiple Scenarios)
Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Scenario 3

Participation rate

20%

33%

50%

No. services / yr

7,083

11,688

17,709

Cost to TSC
(@$15/service, ex. disposal)

$106,251

$175,314

$265,628

Cost to TSC
(@$35/service, ex. disposal)

$247,919

$409,066

$619,798

Cost to TSC
(@$50/service, ex. disposal)

$354,170

$584,381

$885,425

When considering the relative merits of a ‘free’ booking system versus a ‘user pays’
booking system, one common argument against a ‘user pays’ system is that the perceived
cost of the waste service would increase the incidence of illegal dumping instead of
utilisation of the service. In relation to this, the Review of the NSW Waste and Environment
Levy (KPMG, 2012) stated that:
30

The costs include provision of a Customer Service Centre to take bookings, but are exclusive of disposal.
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Whilst there is no conclusive evidence to suggest that the levy has led to an increase
in illegal dumping, many local councils reported an increase in dumping over time.
This however may be due to other factors such as convenience or naivety, or simply
that local councils have invested more time and resources into looking for waste that
has been illegally dumped and therefore have noticed higher rates.
The Review goes on to state:
The lack of education was seen as a key driver of illegal dumping. Many councils
stated they offered quarterly or biannual cleanup collection services for residents to
dispose of waste that is unable to be disposed of in the kerbside red residual bins.
However, many residents were unaware of these services…
…If household and industry are required to identify and find proper disposal options
themselves, they are more likely to illegally dump.
Effective education and communication about waste collection and disposal services
will make households and industry aware of the services that are available, and
therefore remove this excuse.
In summary, the overall cost of a booking system has the potential to be significantly
cheaper for TSC than the current mandatory hard waste service. The cost of the service
can either be incorporated into the DWMC (for instance, with one or two ‘free’ collections,
and then ‘user-pays’ for subsequent service) or imposed as a cost to the user. TSC should
also ensure that residents are made aware of the hard waste services available.
As TSC has approximately three years to run on the existing collections contract, there
could be opportunity to open discussions with the contractor to move away from the
remaining six mandated bulk waste collections and towards a booking system.
Appendix A provides a range of suggested clauses for an on-call hard waste collection
contract specification, which could be used as the basis of discussion.
Processing Contract Opportunities
TSC will require continued access to a materials recovery facility (MRF) broadly similar to
the current facility. On the basis of the North East Waste AWT Situational Analysis (see
Appendix B), it appears unlikely that an advanced waste treatment facility for processing
mixed waste will be developed in the region over the short to medium term. As discussed
in Section 6, the preferable approach for TSC to increase resource recovery rates will be
to introduce a FOGO service.
Kerbside collected FOGO material will need to be processed in an enclosed facility. Prior
to considering the introduction of a FOGO service, TSC would need to consider securing
an appropriate processing solution for the collected materials. There are several potential
options, and TSC may need to test the market (through an EOI or Tender process) to
determine whether the best outcome could be achieved through:
•

Use of an existing facility (noting there are currently no appropriate facilities in
the LGA)

•

Development of a new facility on land offered by TSC (potential at Eviron Road,
or at SCRRC once the putrescible cell has been closed and capped)

•

Development of a new facility on an alternate, non-TSC site (in or out of the
LGA).
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While TSC may wish to test the market to determine which option provides the best
outcome (in terms of the lowest cost to achieve the desired outcomes), it is noted that
development of organics processing infrastructure within the TSC LGA may be an
attractive option as:
•

The North East Waste AWT Situational Analysis suggests additional FOGO
processing capacity may be required within the region (see Chapter 6)

•

TSC does have a site(s) which appears broadly suitable for development of
organics processing infrastructure (see Section 0)

•

The NSW Government is making grant funding available for development of
resource recovery infrastructure (see Section 0).

Disposal Contract Opportunities
The effort TSC has already expended securing approval for its landfill development means
it is now in an enviable position regarding the future disposal of its residual waste. The
Quirks Quarry development can provide long-term security of disposal for the council.
While the full development has capacity to accept in the order of 2.6 million m3 over its
design life (approximately 25-30 years, based on current TSC waste volumes), it is unlikely
a replacement facility could be developed elsewhere in the LGA once this facility reaches
capacity. The less waste TSC deposits in the approved void, the longer it can maintain the
security of access to its own disposal facility.
The proximity of low-cost, high-quality disposal facilities in the Ipswich region of SEQ
provides an opportunity for TSC to maximise the value of its own approved airspace by
delaying consumption of the approved void. Landfill life can also be extended by
increasing the recovery of waste materials. Options for TSC are discussed in Chapter ,
and include increasing the recovery of organics, introduction of a pre-sorting facility for
residual waste to recover recyclable materials such as plastics and metals, increasing
recycling in public places, and a number of incentives to drive up diversion from the C&I
sector.
The potential development of a new regional landfill at Bora Ridge (in Richmond Valley
Council) is also noted, as Hyder understands Newaste is currently considering the
feasibility of this option. The Regional Waste Disposal Strategy (Hyder, 2012)
recommended that, in the long term, development of a regional landfill would be desirable.
The clear recommendation of the Regional Waste Disposal Strategy (Hyder, 2012),
however, was that all the Northern Rivers councils should consider continuing to utilise
SEQ disposal points while it is feasible to do so. There is currently no indication that the
broad settings in SEQ will change rapidly (for example, there does not appear to be any
serious prospect of a landfill levy being re-introduced by the current state government),
and accordingly this option could continue to provide a viable solution to TSC for an
indefinite period of time.
Hyder reiterates our previous advice that TSC continues to bulk waste for transfer to SEQ
for as long as it is commercially and politically feasible to do so. This approach can be
combined with implementation of all reasonable steps to reduce residual waste volumes
requiring disposal.
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TSC’s current haulage contract expires on 30 January 2016, giving TSC ample time to
continue to develop the Quirks Quarry Site and keep a watching brief on SEQ landfill
pricing.
Summary
•

Introduction of a FOGO collection would be a significant change to BAU for the
local community, and the various components of the system need to be
carefully considered in order to maximise landfill diversion potential, while
minimising costs to TSC and transitional angst among the local community

•

The current bi-annual hard waste collection to all residences presents various
problems, which could be resolved by introducing a booking system that
enables residents to schedule a collection

•

TSC will need to test the market in order to determine the best processing
option for the FOGO material, however it is noted that development of organics
processing infrastructure within the TSC LGA may be an attractive option.

P a g e | 68

Regional Working Opportunities
TSC has a strong history of collaboration with other councils to progress a regional
approach to infrastructure planning and development. Given the limited size of each
individual council in the region, it is likely that multi-council collaboration will either be
necessary or at least highly desirable in order to enable significant infrastructure
developments.
The NSW Government’s new Draft WARR Strategy also places significant emphasis on
the importance of regional working in relation to local government waste management.
The Draft Strategy outlines roles and responsibilities, with Local government specifically
required to, “Work collaboratively with neighbouring local government areas to develop
and implement regional waste and resource recovery strategic plans that provide a clear
pathway for delivering the outcomes in the WARR Strategy”.
An assessment of the feasibility of the use of an AWT for the treatment of household,
kerbside-collected residual waste and organics was conducted by Hyder (North East
Waste AWT Situational Analysis, 2013) for the member councils of Newaste.
The study indicated TSC would likely need to collaborate with at least one other council in
order to have sufficient combined tonnage to support the development and use of an AWT
to treat household kerbside-collected residual waste (with the potential exception of
pyrolysis, which may potentially be viable at a level commensurate with TSC’s own
feedstock).
However, it was also clear that none of the AWTs for residual waste are immediately
commercially attractive for development in the region, especially while member councils
have access to low-cost disposal sites in SEQ.
In the long-term, if energy-from-waste technologies are proven to be able to achieve the
outcomes currently anticipated (in terms of high diversion rates, at a cost comparable with
landfill disposal) in the Australian context, then the opportunity may arise for regional
collaboration for the treatment of residual waste.
To this end, it is important for TSC to maintain relationships with the other councils in the
region, including other member councils of North East Waste, as well as neighbouring
Gold Coast City Council across the Queensland border. It would be prudent to open
dialogue with SEQ Council’s, either directly at officer level or more formally at an executive
or political level (Cross Border Commissioner) to entertain future synergies between TSC
and the dense waste volumes in SEQ.
Hyder understands that TSC is effectively an importer or recyclables with the Chinderah
MRF receiving material from Scenic Rim, Toowoomba, Byron and Kyogle. In this spirit
TSC has the opportunity to continue with, or improve on, its standing in the region in terms
of provider of infrastructure, such as the more immediate opportunity for regional
collaboration in relation to processing of FOGO. There are currently two facilities approved
for processing FOGO in the region, being Clarence Valley Council’s new enclosed tunnel
composting facility, and Lismore City Council’s open windrow composting facility.
While it is highly likely that TSC will have sufficient FOGO tonnage to justify development
of a stand-alone processing facility from a technical standpoint, the inclusion of additional
feedstock may present an opportunity to improve the commercial settings of the facility
and ultimately reduce costs to TSC. Planning for development of an organics processing
facility should include detailed consideration around regional settings, and discussions
through the Newaste forum of potential project partners.
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Finally, and notwithstanding TSC’s current enviable position in relation to landfill disposal
capacity (having access to high-quality sites in SEQ, as well as having approval to develop
its own local solution if needed), there are a number of incentives for TSC to actively
participate in the current planning for a regional landfill facility.
Neither Byron or Ballina Shire Councils currently have significant disposal capacity
available within their own LGAs. While SEQ provides a viable option for their disposal
needs in the current market, there may be increased pressure on TSC’s future landfill void
if the situation in SEQ were to change and waste from both LGAs reported to TSC’s facility
instead. Development of a purpose-built regional disposal facility presents an opportunity
to ensure an orderly and well-planned transition to unlocking regional waste management
efficiencies, without putting undue pressure on any one councils’ existing facilities. TSC
should continue to be a project partner in regional landfill discussions to make an informed
decision when it comes to making investment of resources into the mooted venture.
As a contingency model, and to form part of TSC’s business continuity planning, service
level agreements should be sought with regional neighbours in terms of waste acceptance
during times where access is restricted to SCRRC (such as significant rainfall events).
Service level agreements with Byron, Ballina, Gold Coast City Council, as well as private
transfer station/landfill operators in SEQ, could be enacted to ensure kerbside collection
vehicles can access neighbouring facilities to dispose of kerbside collected waste and
garden organics for a temporary term. A service level agreement would serve as a formal
instrument that outlines delivery arrangements, commercial rates for disposal, and a length
of tenure. Proactive development of this approach would help to remove the ambiguity that
can accompany a natural disaster situation, which could temporarily sever access to local
landfilling and bulking options.
TSC should continue to develop and innovate around waste and recycling management,
and provide insight into the opportunities that waste provides in terms of resource
recovery, recycling, and energy from waste. These opportunities should continue to be
highlighted in the context of the Far North Coast Regional Strategy and the North East
Waste Strategic Plan, and input into the strategic thinking of advocacy groups such as
Sustain Northern Rivers and Regional Development Australia.
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Financial Review
The most recent aggregated data in relation to DWM charges in NSW covers the 2010–11
financial year, as presented in Table 9-16 below. A comparison of Tweed’s Domestic
Waste Management Charge (DWMC) with charges applied by other NSW Councils
reveals that Tweed residents paid less for similar service levels.
At $232 per household in 2010–11, TSC’s DWMC for the standard 2-bin collection service
was approximately 20% less than the NSW Average DWMC for a 2-bin service. TSC
residents that opted in to the voluntary garden organics collection service paid $282, which
was approximately 10% less than the NSW average for a 3-bin service, and approximately
16% less than the average DWMC for a 3-bin service across the Regional Regulated Area
(RRA).
Table 9-16 Domestic Waste Management Charges 2010–11
Area

DWM

NSW Average (2-bin)

$288

RRA Average (2-bin)

$288

Tweed (2-bin)

$232

NSW Average (3-bin)

$313

RRA Average (3-bin)

$336

Tweed (3-bin)

$282

Newaste member councils (av. incl Tweed)

$287

Source: NSW Local Government WARR data report 2010-11 (EPA, 2013)

The DWMC for TSC in 2013–14 is set at $325 for the 2-bin service, and $379 for the 3-bin
service. Benchmark data for other NSW councils is not available for 2013–14, but
considering changes to the TSC DWMC equate to an average increase of 18% p.a. since
2010–11 for the 2-bin service and 16% p.a. for the 3-bin service, Hyder would expect
TSC’s DWMC is likely to now be more in line with relevant benchmarks, rather than
significantly below them.
Based on Hyder’s review of TSC waste budgets, it appears the council is in a relatively
healthy financial position. As of the end of 2011–12, the council maintained waste reserves
of approximately $14.5 million. Hyder understands TSC effectively plans to fund all its
infrastructure development through these Waste Reserves, and to service any future loans
for infrastructure costs above the reserve pool, in order to accommodate some major
capital expenditure on long-term infrastructure while maintaining a relatively consistent
DWMC.
The major capital expenditure in coming years will be associated with development of the
new Quirks Quarry landfill, and closure of the existing landfill at the Stotts Creek facility.
The 10 year CapEx plan (2011–2021) earmarks approximately $19 million for waste
infrastructure development, including an allocation of $5.2 million in 2017–18 of seed
funding for establishment of an AWT facility.
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Hyder notes TSC has a distinct reserve pool for AWT development, which could be utilised
for the partial funding of any infrastructure associated with a FOGO processing facility
and/or a ‘Dirty MRF’ pre-sorting facility. Additionally, TSC has the opportunity to leverage
this allocated funding to access State Government grants under the Waste Less Recycle
More package.
An assessment of required spend on this critical infrastructure against the reserve funds
indicates TSC’s reserve funding should be able to accommodate the expected spending
pressures. This is dependent on TSC continuing to fund reserves from each annual budget
as forecasted in the Long Term Financial Plan, and the cost of infrastructure being similar
to the approximations used in the 10 year Capital Expenditure Plan. The relationship, as
set out in the 10 year Capital Expenditure Plan, is defined in Figure 9-16.

Figure 9-16

Impact on Waste Reserves of expected CapEx
Based on TSC’s 10 year Capital Expenditure Plan

There is a discrepancy between forecasts in the 10 year Capital Expenditure Plan and
actual data, with Waste Reserve at the end of 2011–12 being around $5 million greater
than projected. Hyder understands this is primarily due to:
•

The approvals process for Eviron Road taking longer than anticipated, meaning
that allocated reserves for the landfill development were not used in 2010–11
and 2011–12

•

The non-DWM section performing better since TSC took over operation of the
weighbridge at SCRRC, meaning additional income has been funnelled into
reserves.

It is noted that the timing of some planned expenditure for Eviron Road has also been
delayed due to the opportunity to utilise SEQ disposal sites. As discussed in the Regional
Waste Disposal Strategy, however, the availability and attractiveness of those SEQ sites
could change in the future, in which case TSC may seek to develop local disposal capacity
more quickly.
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Hyder notes that one private landfill operator in SEQ has aired publicly an appetite to
increase gate-fees in order to provide a more realistic value for waste disposal.
Delaying development of Eviron Road, through the use of SEQ disposal facilities for as
long as it is viable to do so, can help TSC further bolster its Waste Reserves, so that it is
well positioned to fund local infrastructure as the need arises.
Charging for FOGO Collection
As outlined in Section 6, moving to a FOGO collection and processing system will increase
TSC’s waste management costs compared to business as usual, at least in the short term.
Based on the modelling undertaken in this report, we estimate the additional cost will be in
the order of 6-10% above BAU in 2017, when a new collection contract may be in place,
although a slight (2%) saving compared to BAU is expected over the full modelling period
of 2016–17 through to 2029–30.
This additional cost (in today’s dollar terms) equates to approximately $10-18 per
household across the whole of TSC. In considering the FOGO service may only be offered
to the Urban properties, the additional cost in the first year of the FOGO service would
equate to approximately $16-27 per service-entitled household.
We note households that opt in to the existing Garden Organics collection service currently
pay $54 p.a. more than non-participating households, and despite the cost differential the
voluntary uptake of this service has been high (67% of potential users). However, there
may be more community resistance to a compulsory increase in service levels (which will
be required, if the council is to optimise the system through moving to a fortnightly garbage
collection with weekly organics collection).
We also note it would be desirable for the council to minimise the financial ‘penalty’ applied
to those households supporting the council’s efforts to improve recovery rates. A strong
moral argument could be mounted that those households which do not wish to participate
in resource recovery activities should pay more than those which do participate.
Carbon Liabilities
There is considerable uncertainty in relation to Australia’s future carbon pricing
arrangements (if any) following the 2013 Federal Election results, and the incoming
Government’s policy position to repeal existing carbon price arrangements.
A review of carbon liabilities undertaken by MRA Consulting in 2012 highlighted that TSC
was unlikely to trigger thresholds for payment of the (then) Carbon Tax on the basis of
emissions from the Stotts Creek landfill. Subsequently TSC has been provided advice from
the Clean Energy Regulator that it is unlikely to be a liable entity.
Given the political uncertainties around carbon pricing, Hyder suggests TSC maintains a
watching brief on legislative developments, and that it reviews potential carbon liabilities
prior to commencement of filling at Eviron Road.
Potential carbon liabilities should be factored in to the business case for transitioning from
a third-party landfill to the use of TSC’s own facility in the future.
Grant Funding Opportunities
The NSW Government has not yet released full details of how grants under the Waste
Less Recycle More (WLRM) funding package (see Section 0) will be awarded, although of
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most import to TSC, it is known that a portion of the funding will be allocated towards an
Organics Infrastructure Fund and Program, which is well aligned with the
recommendations of this current strategy in terms of developing FOGO processing
infrastructure.
The funding will involve $70 million dedicated over four years to increase organics
recovery through infrastructure and equipment, community awareness and engagement,
collection systems, and regulatory framework and markets for the end product. Of the
$70 million, $43 million will be dedicated to new and renovated infrastructure to process
food organics and garden organics, available through contestable grants.
Hyder understands the Government is currently considering two types of infrastructure
grants – one for small scale infrastructure, and one for large scale infrastructure, available
to councils, the private sector and not-for-profit organisations. The small infrastructure
grants may include funding for the following:
•

Equipment for receipt, management and processing of organics

•

On-site organics processing equipment

•

Food collection and redistribution for reuse.

The large scale organics infrastructure grants would be for facilities which could
significantly increase organics processing capability, and hence would require more
detailed funding applications.
As highlighted in the previous section, TSC has already earmarked $5.2 million of seed
funding for establishment of an AWT facility (in 2017–18) under the 10 year CapEx plan
(2011–2021). The WLRM initiative presents an excellent opportunity for TSC to leverage
its planned investment to access additional support. The ratios for funding under the
WLRM initiative have not been disclosed, but it is unlikely that more than 50% of funding
would be awarded.
Also allocated under the Organics Infrastructure Fund and Program is $17 million over four
years dedicated to the introduction of organics collection services and community
education. The Government has indicated it could support the costs of bins, kitchen
caddies and liners, waste audits and household education.31
Details of the funding discussed above, and other funding available through WLRM, are
outlined in Table 9-17. Although TSC already has a drop-off centre to support the diversion
of household problem wastes from landfill, other opportunities include funding to address:
•

Illegal dumping

•

Littering

•

Recycling programs

•

Community engagement

•

Regional coordinators and voluntary waste groups in regional areas

•

Landfill consolidation and closure in regional areas.

31

This information is the most up-to-date available. As the NSW Government has not yet finalised the details of the
Waste Less Recycle More package, this information is susceptible to change.
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Table 9-17

WLRM funding opportunities for Local Governments

Funding
Program

Scope

Details

Organics
Infrastructure
fund and
program

$70 million
over 5
years

$43 million in contestable grants over 4 years from 2013-14 for
infrastructure and equipment to process food and garden organics (FOGO)
from households and businesses
$17 million in program funding over 4 years from 2013-14 for local councils
to introduce FOGO collections, including community education
$2.7 million in food waste avoidance and reuse education projects over 5
years, to be established with householders, business, councils and not-forprofit organisations
$3 million in market development and support over 5 years for local
councils and industry
$4.3 million in program funding over 5 years to support improvements to
the regulatory framework, increased investment in odour research and
compliance, procurement support, monitoring and evaluation.

Improved
systems for
household
problem wastes

$70 million
over 5
years

$44.3 million to be made available to local governments to assist in the
development of community drop-off centres, including mobile solutions.

Illegal Dumping
fund

$58 million
over 5
years

$13.8 million in funding over 5 years from 2013-14 will be available to local
councils for illegal dumping squads and programs, and community
education and engagement to combat illegal dumping.

Tackling
littering

$20 million
over 5
years

The $20 million fund has been allocated to help NSW meet its target of
having the lowest litter count per capita in Australia by 2016. This includes
$10 million over 4 years from 2013-14 specifically for local government
programs.

Waste and
Recycling
Infrastructure
fund

$60 million
over 5
years

Contestable grants available to councils, groups of councils, not-for-profit
organisations and industry for:

The aim of the drop-off centres is improve the diversion of problem wastes
from residual waste bins, to support Product Stewardship schemes and (in
some cases) to provide a drop-off location for bulk loads of recyclables
such as cardboard and plastic containers.

New infrastructure
Renovating and upgrading existing infrastructure
Equipment
Building and upgrading transfer stations,
in order to increase reuse, recycling and reprocessing of recyclable
materials, processing and stabilisation of residual waste and energy
recovery from residual waste.
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Funding
Program

Scope

Details

Recycling
Innovation fund

$15 million
over 5
years

This fund involves grants to industry, councils, not-for-profit organisations
and charities to develop innovative solutions for certain waste types (these
waste types are to be established at a later stage by the EPA). Contestable
grants will be available in three areas, commencing in 2013-14:
The Priority Waste Infrastructure program - $8.5 million over 5 years for
infrastructure
The Recycled Markets program - $1.5 million over 5 years for market
development and work on recycled product specifications
The Metal Shredders program - $5 million available to the three NSW
metal shredding companies to reduce residual waste from their processes.

Local
Government
Waste and
Resource
Recovery
program

$137.7
million over
5 years

The current WaSIP program will be replaced by the Local Government
Waste and Resource Recovery program which will include:
$38.7 million in early 2013 to assist in the transition from the WaSIP
program. Funds are to be used for actions which have been previously
approved under the WaSIP program or other programs which will deliver
improved waste avoidance and resource recovery or address litter and
illegal dumping.
$70 million over 4 years from 1 July 2013 for recycling programs,
community engagement and addressing litter and illegal dumping.
$9 million for funding of regional coordinators, infrastructure planning and
development of Regional Waste Avoidance and Recovery strategies.
$13 million for voluntary waste groups in regional and rural areas to assist
with regional coordination and infrastructure planning.
$7 million for regional and rural councils to assist in landfill consolidation
and closure, establishment and upgrading of transfer stations and
environmental improvements to rural landfills.

While details of the funding arrangements are being finalised, and the funding applications
will be assessed by the Environment Trust (not the EPA), Hyder would highlight the
following issues of relevance to TSC:
•

The WLRM package has been billed by the EPA as a “once in a generation”
opportunity to improve the state’s infrastructure for managing waste

•

It is reasonable to assume the NSW Government will be seeking to achieve
some “quick wins” with the funding available, in order to demonstrate the
viability of this significant funding program

•

The Government will be seeking to maximise the return on its grant
investments, and will set minimum ratios for matched funding

•

A key assessment criteria is likely to be tonnes of resources recovered per
dollar of grant funding invested, in order for the Government to maximise the
“bang for its buck”
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•

Development of regional resource recovery infrastructure is likely to be
considered favourably

•

A further political consideration in TSC’s favour may be the NSW Government’s
willingness to address cross-border movement of waste, in which case a
solution that reduces the incentive for TSC to access SEQ landfills may be
considered favourably.

As outlined throughout this report, introduction of a FOGO collection system appears to be
TSC’s best option for increasing domestic resource recovery rates. Adopting this system
will require TSC to secure access to a suitable processing facility for the organics.
The timing of the WLRM Grants becoming available as TSC investigates development of a
significant piece of regional resource recovery infrastructure is fortuitous. Hyder believes
TSC could be well positioned to access grant funding to help ameliorate the costs of longterm infrastructure development, and content within this strategy could be used as the
basis for a grant application that could be rapidly developed as details of the funding are
announced.
Summary
•

Though up-to-date pricing information is not available, Hyder expects TSC’s
DWMC is likely be below or in line with relevant benchmarks

•

Based on Hyder’s review of TSC waste budgets, it appears the council is in a
relatively healthy financial position, and that TSC’s reserve funding should be
able to accommodate the expected spending pressures of planned critical
infrastructure

•

Moving to a FOGO collection and processing system will result in a modest (610%) increase in TSC’s waste management costs compared to BAU in 2017,
but result in a modest saving (2%) compared to BAU over the period 2016–17
to 2029–30

•

TSC should review potential carbon liabilities prior to filling at Eviron Road

•

TSC could be well positioned to access grant funding from the WLRM Initiative
to help ameliorate the costs of long-term organics infrastructure development

•

WLRM funding presents the opportunity to leverage funds already allocated for
development of resource recovery infrastructure under the 10 year CapEx plan.
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Implementing a FOGO System
As demonstrated in Figure Error! No text of specified style in document.-12, increasing
the food capture rate and the participation rate of a FOGO system decreases the system
cost whilst increasing the diversion rate. This highlights the importance of engaging and
educating the community in order to optimise outcomes.
The Australian Government Food and Garden Organics Best Practice Collection Manual
(Hyder, 2012) explains there are three main approaches to community engagement when
introducing a new organics collection, being:
•

Information giving – an announcement of intent with no attempt made to
gather or listen to community views. This often leads to a lack of engagement
as the community has been excluded from the decision-making process. An
example is the delivery of a brochure which outlines an impending collection
scheme.

•

Information gathering – a form of engagement where individuals or groups are
engaged in interviews or questionnaires in order to obtain community attitudes
towards a new scheme. It does not offer respondents the opportunity to
influence the process or the eventual use of the information.

•

Consultation – is the seeking of views on a proposal with an intention to listen
to responses and the willingness of the decision-makers to allow this feedback
to influence the final decisions.

The manual states the “most successful community engagement comes through
participatory planning and decision-making, where groups are fully consulted at all stages
and on all questions. This may not be easy initially, but it can help ensure decisions are
widely accepted in the long-run.” (p.33)
Once the decision is made to introduce a new organics collection scheme, there are a
number of stages for education and engagement, including:
•

Pre-launch communications

•

Information when the service is rolled out

•

A monitoring and evaluation program

•

On-going education and communications to householders throughout the life of
the collection service.

Each of these stages is summarised below:
•

Pre-launch communications
Before introducing a food waste collection scheme, it is essential that all
householders are provided with information about the new service. Pre-launch
communication could include an information leaflet, advert or notice informing
residents that a new service is being introduced, what the new service is, when
it will be introduced and why, what types of organics householders will be able
to recycle, and who to contact with queries (for example the number for a
helpline, and a website address).
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•

New service communication
To follow up after the pre-launch leaflet, councils should produce
communications materials to support the launch of the service. This
communication usually takes the form of a ‘service leaflet’ outlining how
householders can participate (in terms of collection dates and what to do with
their collection container), what types of organics householders will be able to
recycle, who to contact if they have a query, and practical advice on how to
make the most of the system and deal with any potential problems.

•

Monitoring and evaluation program
At the inception of the scheme a monitoring and evaluation program should be
considered in order to establish a baseline from which outcomes from the
scheme can be measured. It is also advisable to monitor and evaluate the
effectiveness of the communication methods used. This will help ensure future
communication activities benefit from lessons learned regarding ways of
targeting different audiences, and the effectiveness of different formats for
delivering a message.

•

On-going education and communications
It is essential to continue education and communications to householders over
regular intervals throughout the life of the organics collection service in order to
maintain household participation, high diversion rates and low levels of
contamination.
General feedback in terms of the tonnes of food and garden waste recovered,
environmental benefits, quality and use of the composted material, may
encourage further efforts by residents. While targeted communication and
education may be necessary for particular households or suburbs.

It is noted that household ‘users’ are a very important group of stakeholders, but are not
the only stakeholders TSC must consider in its communications around introduction of a
FOGO system. Local businesses, neighbouring councils, regulators and owners /
occupiers of land near to proposed infrastructure development sites may also need to be
consulted. The needs of each group, in terms of information about FOGO systems, are
likely to be slightly different.
Public exhibition of this current strategy (the concise document) would alert stakeholders
to TSC’s intentions to develop FOGO collection and processing, and could effectively
being the consultation process required ahead of implementing the system.
The Gantt chart provided in Chapter 12 provides indicative timing for the lead-in activities
required prior to commencement of FOGO processing. In order for a processing system to
be in place by the end of December 2016, the preparation of tender documentation may
need to commence in July 2014.
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Reducing Waste Generation
As discussed in Section 0, TSC should be guided by the waste management hierarchy
when making strategic and procurement decisions. It is the nature of the role of local
government that TSC has the most influence over the recovery of waste, as opposed to
avoidance, minimisation and reuse, which sit higher on the hierarchy. However, TSC can
have some influence in encouraging and promoting waste avoidance, minimisation and
reuse.
A key opportunity is for TSC to work with other agencies and lobby for intelligently planned
actions and systems that can be applied at a broad level (particularly nationally) in order to
help address waste generation.
Avoidance and Minimisation
TSC has a strong history of providing quality education and promotion with its community
through the a coordinated education program delivered through the Sustainable Living
Centre, and participation, promotion and advocacy of World Environment Day, National
Recycling Week, Tweed River Festival, and Landfill Open Days. TSC can encourage
waste avoidance and minimisation in the following ways:
•

Integrating waste avoidance and minimisation principles into its procurement
policies

•

Educating the community about the importance of waste avoidance and
minimisation, and offering practical advice of ways in which to achieve this

•

Directing local businesses towards waste avoidance and minimisation
resources.

Potential actions for TSC could include:
•

Providing more focus on the importance of waste avoidance and minimisation in
TSC’s procurement policy. The current policy (Version 1.4, adopted on 20
March 2012) states:
“Officers making decisions on the procurement of goods and services
must consider relevant sustainability criteria associated with the goods or
services”, and suggests sustainability criteria such as recycled content,
end of life disposal and durability.
TSC could include more criteria which directly relate to waste avoidance and
minimisation. Adoption of the NSW Government’s Waste Reduction and
Purchasing Policy (WRAPP) could also be beneficial.

•

The NSW Government offers resources such as Sustainability Advantage
(which provides advice, training, networks and tools to assist businesses in
driving sustainability within their workplace, in energy, water and waste), and
TSC could play a role in promoting such resources within the local business
community.

•

TSC can encourage large local businesses to sign up to the Australian
Packaging Covenant, which is a voluntary agreement with the Commonwealth
Government to increase resource efficiency and reduce the environmental
impact of packaging
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•

TSC could coordinate or support existing campaigns against certain disposable
items (such as expanding the current plastic bag free townships program) in
order to raise residents’ awareness of waste generation

•

TSC can continue to support regional initiatives through North East Waste, such
as the Love Food Hate Waste campaign.

Reuse
TSC currently encourages reuse in the community through the provision of the tip shop at
SCRRC, but there are other ways in which TSC could contribute to increasing reuse,
including:
•

Support existing community-based initiatives, such as On-Track Community
Options and other local reuse charity organisations. This could include working
in conjunction with these organisations to increase reuse opportunities from
hard waste collections, as per the City of Sydney booking model (discussed in
Section 0).

•

TSC may be able to provide support to reuse organisations through developing
a formal network for communication and collaboration between reuse
organisations and other relevant partners. This could be delivered in
conjunction with an online directory or database of reuse organisations that
would serve as an important means of advertising available services to the
community.

•

It could be possible to build demand for used products in the commercial sector,
especially in the fit-out market. TSC can lead by example by procuring reuse
items for government offices where possible.

•

Supporting initiatives such as Second Hand Saturday, the Bicycle Recycling
Network, Lifeline Book Fair and bag share schemes will enable TSC to promote
reuse opportunities.
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Plan to achieve strategic goals
As outlined in Chapter 7, the prime opportunity to implement major recommendations from
this strategy will be during the renewal of existing contracts. A long lead time may be
required to prepare for changeover of contracts, especially where the successful tenderer
will need to develop new infrastructure, or purchase specialist equipment.
Hyder recommends Collections Tenders should be de-coupled from Processing Tenders
(both dry recyclables and organics) in future procurement processes. There are several
reasons that this is likely to result in improved outcomes compared with continuing the
‘collect and process’ model, including:
•

Allowing the contract periods offered to reflect optimum investment horizons
based on the required capital investment to perform services (for example, new
organics processing infrastructure may need to be depreciated over at least 10
years, while collection vehicles may be depreciated over 7 years)

•

Recognising a general market shift away from integrated service providers,
decoupling the services will potentially result in a better outcomes for TSC by
allowing specialist providers of processing services the opportunity to consider
provision of those services without necessarily requiring specialist collections
skills (and vice versa).

Short term actions (1-4 years)
The existing Collections Contract is due to expire 30 November 2016, and transitioning to
the recommended FOGO collection system from this date would require prior agreement
on where organics are to be processed. In order for potential contractors to have sufficient
time to gain the necessary approvals and develop the required infrastructure ready to
receive materials by December 2016, TSC may need to begin drafting tender
documentation by July 2014, with a tender awarded by Christmas 2014.
The organics processing extension expires at the end of January 2016, and should the
new processing infrastructure not be operational by this time, intermediary arrangements
will be required. This could take the form of an agreement with the existing processing
contractor or a short-term arrangement with a regional facility. Alternatively, TSC could
place the onus of the intermediary processing arrangements onto the new organics
processing contractor through provisions in the new processing contract.
Another immediate opportunity relates to the potential transition to a Hard Waste Booking
System. While TSC has approximately three years to run on the existing collections
contract, there could be an opportunity to open discussions with the existing contractor to
move away from the remaining six mandated bulk waste collections and towards a
booking system that would complement the existing self-haul options in terms of enabling
the community to manage items which do not fit within the usual kerbside collection
system.
It is recommended that TSC continues to recoup funds to support the Hard Waste Booking
System through residential waste management charges, with a specified number of “free”
bookings provided to each household, and additional collections charged on the basis of
cost recovery. Funds collected through the DWMC should continue to be quarantined in
order to compensate the new hard waste collection model.
In order to further increase resource recovery rates, it is recommended that TSC conduct
further investigation into the feasibility of a Dirty MRF. Factors for consideration include:
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•

Available feedstocks (residential and commercial)

•

Quantity and type of materials recoverable under various plant designs

•

Value of recovered materials

•

Whether TSC’s old MRF building at SCRRC (with or without modifications)
could be utilised or whether a new building would be required

•

Capital and operational costs associated with various plant designs

•

Savings associated with reduced landfill disposal and transport efficiencies.

•

Preparation of the wider Collections Tender documentation (across all of the
kerbside streams) would need to commence by April 2015 in order to provide
sufficient lead in time for preparation to start a new service in December 2016.

Given that several of the actions identified for implementation by TSC will have a direct
and noticeable impact on members of the community, and considering the benefits derived
from optimising the correct use of the proposed new systems, it will be important to
carefully consider transition strategies. An increased focus on community engagement and
education is likely to be warranted, and planned well ahead of any major changes being
implemented.
Longer Term Focus
Long-range modelling undertaken for TSC and other Newaste members suggests that,
while processing of residual waste is unlikely to be commercially attractive before at least
2020, there is potential for Energy from Waste (EfW) technologies to provide an attractive
opportunity in the future, due to high landfill diversion rates and the ability to generate
renewable energy outputs.
In order for TSC to be well positioned to capitalise on the benefits of such systems, should
they be demonstrated as being able to achieve the anticipated outcomes, it will be
important for the council to avoid locking in systems and approaches that might preclude
the use of future technologies. It will also be useful for TSC to continue to coordinate its
planning around waste systems with other regional councils.
It is recommended that a watching brief is maintained on emerging advanced waste
treatment systems, and that consideration of recovering energy from waste should be
framed in the context of TSC’s wider sustainability efforts given the potential for multiple
benefits in terms of reducing landfill pressure, reducing carbon emissions, and generating
renewable energy.
There will always be a portion of the waste stream for which landfill disposal presents the
safest or otherwise most viable option. Access to well-run landfill will continue to be
extremely important for TSC into the foreseeable future. Buy having multiple potential
options, TSC is better placed than many Australian Councils. However, the current
situation does present significant uncertainties around long-term planning.
Commercial and political settings around SEQ landfills will have a significant impact on
TSC’s long term focus, with any change to the status quo (where SEQ provides very high
quality, high capacity landfills, at very low costs) likely to have a significant impact on
TSC’s long-term planning and activities. The relative commercial attractiveness of
additional resource recovery activities will be heavily influenced by the alternate cost of
residual waste disposal.
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Regardless of the most viable location for disposal of residual waste streams – whether in
the LGA, in SEQ or in a new Regional Landfill – there is likely be continued expectations
on TSC (from the community, and from regulators) to improve resource recovery rates,
and provide sustainable and cost effective waste management solutions.
The Gantt chart provided over page provides a guide as to when key activities will take
place.
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Suggested Clauses for an On-Call Hard Waste Collection Contract
Specification
Collection Point
The collection point for all collections will be from an accessible kerbside position located
outside the service-entitled premise, close to the kerb line and clear of the road and
footpath, where the Mobile Waste Containers are serviced or where the Contractor deems
suitable.
Collection Schedule
All on-call Hard Waste Collection Services must be booked by residents via the Customer
Service Centre or an on-line booking system to be established by the Contractor.
The Contractor shall designate the day of collection, and confirm this arrangement with the
Customer at least two (2) Business Days prior to collection either by e-mail, text message or
letter, according to the preference of the Customer or as otherwise determined by the
Contractor. Hard Waste Collections are to occur on the same day that the Mobile Waste
Containers are serviced for that Service Area.
Customers may book up to the maximum number of collections per year (from the period 1
July to 30 June), being [insert maximum number of collections]. The maximum volume that
may be collected at each booked collection, excluding the volume of [e.g. mattresses,
eWaste, tyres and scrap metal], is [insert maximum volume].
Hard Waste Collection Services must only be provided on Working Days, being [insert
working days e.g. Monday to Saturday], but excluding Public Holidays. There are also no
Hard Waste Collections required over the 2 week close-down period covering Christmas
and New Year, with specific date ranges to be confirmed in each year of the Contract at
least six (6) weeks prior to the commencement of this period. In the event that the waiting
time for collection exceeds four (4) weeks, then the Principal may require the Contractor to
perform the Services on any day to meet these periods of high demand, with the exception
of the aforementioned two (2) week close-down period.
Materials to be Accepted
As part of the Hard Waste Collection Service, the Contractor is required to collect all
materials specified as Hard Waste, including materials specified as Recyclable Hard Waste,
which are to be collected separately.
Hard Waste materials include:
•

[Insert list of Hard Waste materials to be accepted e.g. rolls of carpet, furniture
etc.]

•
Recyclable Hard Waste materials include:
•

[Insert list of Recyclable Hard Waste materials which the Contractor must collect
separately e.g. cardboard, televisions etc.]
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•
Non-conforming Hard Waste materials include:
•

[Insert list of Non-conforming Hard Waste materials e.g. liquid wastes such as
fuels, oils, paints]

•
At its discretion, the Principal may alter the list of materials specified as Hard Waste,
Recyclable Hard Waste and Non-conforming Hard Waste, as above, at any time during the
Contract Term. The Contractor will be notified in writing by the Principal of any alteration to
this list of materials.
The Contractor must not collect any items listed above as Non-conforming Hard Waste
materials.
The Contractor will use its discretion in determining whether or not to accept and collect any
items that do not fall under the lists of materials specified above.
Hard Waste placed on Kerbside without Booking
If the Contractor is made aware that material has been placed out for clean up without a
booking the Contractor is to issue the premises with a letter and supporting education
material, including information as to how to book in for the service, within forty-eight (48)
hours of becoming aware of the issue. This issue may be brought to the attention via
complaint from the public, the Principal or through their own staff.
Operational Requirements
The Contractor will provide a minimum of two (2) personnel per vehicle at any time to deliver
the Hard Waste Collection Services, which will include manual lifting and placement of
acceptable materials into the Collection Vehicle(s) and the safe unloading and placement of
Recyclable Hard Waste as directed.
The Contractor is required to collect any materials specified as Recyclable Hard Waste in a
separate Collection Vehicle or as a separate load to other Hard Waste materials which are
not recyclable.
The Contractor must provide a level of service that is capable of completing [insert number
of collections per day or per year], unless Customer demand is lower than that.
If the waiting time for collection exceeds four (4) weeks, the Principal may require the
Contractor to provide appropriate supplementary resources to meet periods of high demand.
Requirement for Rectification or Notification
The Contractor shall be responsible for the immediate rectification within one (1) Working
Day of all missed collections, provided it can be established that the Hard Waste was placed
at the collection point at the designated time for the Service.
The Contractor must provide written notice (with the format and content approved by the
Principal) to the Customer if any material is left uncollected, on the same day as the
collection. The notice shall detail the reason for the non-collection and include the
Contractor’s Customer Service Centre telephone number as the contact for any follow up
calls or complaints. The Contractor will also be required to collect and record details of
material left uncollected (including capturing visual images) for the purpose of verification or
to address any Customer complaints if required.
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A copy of any written notice, or relevant details contained within the notice, in addition to
photographic evidence and/or any other relevant information, must be uploaded to the
Customer Request Management System and made available to the Principal by 4pm on the
same day as that notice was provided to the Service-Entitled Premise.
The Contractor shall collect and remove any materials dropped or spilt on any road, footpath
or kerbside during the Hard Waste Collection Service.
The Contractor must also ensure any unacceptable material that is not collected is left in a
manner that will minimise any risk to health and safety of the public or any representatives
of the Principal or the Contractor.
If the Contractor deems that there is a serious or urgent health and/or safety risk posed by
any material left at the kerbside, then the Contractor must notify the Principal by telephone
immediately of the material and its exact location. The Contractor will also be required to
collect and record details of the incident, including capturing visual images with a scale to
indicate the size of the pile. A copy of any photographic evidence and/or other relevant
information must be uploaded to the Customer Request Management System and made
available to the Principal by 4pm on the same day of the incident.
Reporting
At the time of reporting each month the Contractor shall send to the Principal, electronically
in a format agreed with the Principal, a report detailing the following:
•

Total number of bookings received through each booking method (e.g. phone,
email, online or other);

•

Premises serviced during reporting month (number and locations);

•

Average waiting time during the month;

•

Tonnage of Recyclable Hard Waste collected;

•

Tonnage of other Hard Waste collected;

•

Total tonnage verified by weighbridge dockets;

•

Total number of complaints received; and

•

Locations where any material was unable to be collected and the reason, (for
example, not presented correctly or unacceptable material).

Requirements for Vehicles
All Collection Vehicles shall carry a broom, shovel and any other necessary equipment to
allow drivers to clean up after a Hard Waste Collection or spillage.
Each Collection Vehicle used must be fitted with effective vehicle-mounted colour camera(s)
which allow the Contractor to record material presented at the kerbside, the loading of
material into the Collection Vehicle, and the condition of the site after collection. The
monitoring equipment shall also have the ability to record visual images and identifying data
to record incidents.
Customer Service Centre
The Contractor is responsible for Customer service under this Contract and shall be the
principal point of contact for all Customer requests, enquiries and complaints about the
Services.
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The Contractor is responsible for establishing a Customer Service Centre that will allow all
customer service requests, enquiries and complaints to be received, recorded, actioned and
reported to the Principal. The Contractor will devise a system that shall include but is not
limited to:
•

The registering and categorising of complaints and enquiries, requests for new
services and alterations to Services

•

Prioritisation of complaints based on their urgency;

•

Tracking of complaint rectification, progress and completion;

The Customer Service Centre must be staffed from 8:30am to 5:00pm on all Working Days,
including Public Holidays. An answering service must be operational after hours to accept
Customer complaints, enquiries and bookings.
Other requirements of the Customer Service Centre shall include but are not limited to:
a)

A recognised comprehensive telephone monitoring system that records number of
calls, time of calls and unsuccessful calls

b)

An email management system to efficiently manage email queries, requests and
complaints

c)

Personal computers of sufficient processing capacity and speed to efficiently track
calls and receive and respond to emails

d)

Call forwarding and telephone call diversions

e)

Appropriate software and data base linked to the in-vehicle data management system.

Customer Request Management System
The Contractor shall electronically log and track each call, email or online submission
received. The Contractor must nominate a web-based communication system that will
achieve the following:
a)

Generate an electronic ‘work flow’ for any requests or complaints that need to be
actioned by the Contractor, which assigns and prioritises these requests or complaints,
tracks the status of actions and incorporates an escalation process for unresolved
issues.

b)

Enable the Principal’s call centre staff and the Principal to view (in real time and
remotely) all key details of each entry (where an entry relates to a telephone call, email
or online lodgement of an enquiry, request or complaint). These details will include at
minimum the date and time, Service-Premise address and response status.

c)

Enable the Principal to see the history of entries relating to an individual Customer and
an individual Service-Entitled Premise.

d)

Enable the Principal to enter additional information or notes to an entry if required.

e)

Enable the Principal and the Contractor to generate reports for key performance
indicators (e.g. number of missed services reported and resolved).

f)

Automatically generate an electronic ‘work flow’ for any requests which are not the
responsibility of the Contractor and need to be referred to the Principal, or for which
approval of the Principal is required prior to the Contractor actioning the request. The
‘work flow’ shall notify the Principal of the request, providing the Principal with the
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option of accepting, approving or rejecting the request and subsequently notifying the
Contractor of the outcome. The exact requirements will be agreed with the Contractor
prior to the Services Commencement Date.
The Customer Request Management System shall also serve as the portal for any reporting
of incidents.
Website
The Contractor shall establish and maintain, at its cost, a website on the Services. The
website shall be linked to the website of the Principal, but hosted by the Contractor. The
Contractor will be solely responsible for maintaining the website and ensuring all information
on the website is accurate and up to date.
The website will be interactive and enable Customers to obtain information on collection
services. Customer shall also be able to lodge online enquiries, requests or complaints. The
Contractor shall ensure that all online lodgements are transferred on the same day into the
Customer Request Management System.
The website will also incorporate a software application, accessible through the website and
mobile devices, which allows Customers to easily obtain information tailored to their own
Premise address.
The website domain name or URL will be agreed between the Principal and Contractor and
ownership secured by the Contractor at least six (6) months prior to the Services
Commencement Date. Ownership of the domain name must be transferred to the Principal
at the expiry of the Contract.
The design of the website, content and format for the information will be agreed between the
Principal and Contractor. The final design must be submitted to the Principal for Approval at
least four (4) weeks prior to the Services Commencement Date.
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