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Date 
Subject 

29 November 2018 
Waste Management and Minimisation Investigations 

Open Session 

Attachment A 

2016 

Timeline 
WBOPDC's consideration of waste has been ongoing for sometime, including several 
phases of community engagement. The below provides an outline of the key steps 
over the past two and a half years and the potential key dates going forward. 

WMMP- vision and goals developed collaboratively with TCC. 

Joint community engagement- awareness raising, surveys undertaken 

Joint waste audit and scenario modelling 

Joint WBOPDC-TCC Waste Assessment 

TCC and WBOPDC agree to separate processes. 

2017 

2018 

2019 

2020 

2021 

A3244849 

Pre-engagement May-July 

Draft WMMP adopted for consultation 7 September 2017 

22 Sept-23 Oct 2017- Consultation on draft WMMP 

31 October- Hearings 

30 November- Deliberations 

5 December- WMMP adopted 

March- April- Waste investigations project signalled through LTP consultation document 

March- Waste Management stop kerbside glass collections 

May- Investigations project scoped 

July- Background report considered and outcomes and options identified 

August- High-level modelling of six options and these refined to two options 

October- Detailed investigations and consideration of the two preferred options 

December- Decision on preferred option for public consultation 

March- Public consultation on the preferred option 

June- Council decision on proposal 

July- Prepare for tender process 

Tender process 

Service set-up and establishment 

Service goes live 
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Date 
Subject 

29 November 2018 Open Session 
Waste Management and Minimisation Investigations 

Attachment B 
Annual Plan 2019-20 - Issues and Options Paper- Kerbside Waste services 

Attachment C 
Annual Plan 2019-20 - Issues and Options Paper- Commercial services 

Attachment D 
Annual Plan 2019-20- Issues and Options Paper- Rural recycling drop off services 

Attachment E 
Annual Plan 2019-20- Issues and Options Paper- Construction and demolition waste 
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Annual Plan 2019-20 
Issues and Options Paper 

Issues and Options Paper ./ 

Project Re-budget D (Also complete detail in Appendix A) 

Issue and Options (lOP) 
Number Description 

Topic AP14 Solid Waste 

Issue 01 Kerbside Waste Services 

Related strategies Solid Waste Strategy, Waste Management and 
Minimisation Plan 

Staff Narrative 
Background 
Council has been investigating alternative recycling and rubbish collection models 
to achieve better oversight and management of solid waste and recycling 
throughout the District. This aligns with the direction provided by Council through 
the Waste Management and Minimisation Plan (WMMP) 2017 and the Long Term 
Plan 2018-2028. 

The WMMP sets the vision of "Minimise waste to landfill" and the target of 
increasing the quantity of diverted material by 80% by 2022. 

In order to make progress towards achieving this target, Council will need to 
consider which steps it may be prepared to take in order to change the status quo. 
The WMMP identified a Council kerbside collection as the biggest potential 
contributor to reduce waste landfill. 

The Council committed through its Long Term Plan 2018-28 to undertake 
investigations in 2018/19 before consulting on options with the community. 
Consequently, Council has been engaged in investigations to compare different 
options to ensure the best outcomes are delivered for our community. 

Issue and Trends 
What do we throw away? 
SWAP shows residential kerbside waste contains about 70% of material that could 
be diverted or recycled. The biggest component of this is kitchen food waste which 
makes up about 40% of waste collected . The other biggest components that could 
be recycled are glass bottles and jars and recyclable paper. 
Composition of kerbside bags and wheelie bins over all four waste audtts 
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Glass M ultimateri al/ 

Non-ferftlbS!rmetals
Mu l tima t:e~a l/ other 

0% 

Non-fe rrous 
metals-

aluminium cans 
1% 

Ferrous Metars -

Textiles 
5% 

M ultimateri al/ 
stee l ca ns 

other 
1% Organics- 1% 

Greenwaste/other 

9% 

Why is this a problem? 

Ru bble, concrete, Potent ially ha~yclab l e paper 
1% 1% 

2% 

What we throw away and how we dispose of it can have big impacts on our 
environment. 
Due to the way in which biodegradable (food) waste breaks down in a landfill, it 
produces methane (approximately 25 times more powerful as a greenhouse gas 
compared to C02) and leachate. Composting food waste separately reduces the 
environmental footprint (producing C02 rather than methane) and provides a 
useful composting product. 
Glass is easily reused (when collected correctly and colour sorted). As a material it 
can be reprocessed an infinite number of times, melted down and turned into 
something new, without any loss of material . Our glass is reprocessed here in New 
Zealand. Sending a useful commodity to landfill is a waste, and costly. 
Paper and plastics (1 and 2) are usually two of the most valuable kerbside 
commodities, as these can more easily be reused. Collecting paper and plastics 
and recycling these thoughtfully means that we need less resources to produce 
future products. This reduces our environmental impact and helps us get the most 
amount of value from limited resources. 

What are people saying? 
There has been a clear push from the community at large and also Central 
Government for the nation to take a more active and considerate role in 
addressing environmental issues. Be this banning single use shopping bags, 
acknowledging the vast swathes of plastic filling the oceans, increasing awareness 
on the importance of removing food waste from the landfill or taking action on 
climate change. 
This is something that has been reflected in community views expressed to Council 
through previous engagement around our WMMP, the LTP and in response to 
private companies' changes to glass collections. It can also be seen in the latest 
Vital Signs survey which found that the number one thing people loved most about 
living here is our natural environment, climate and air quality (91 %), with 
promoting and improving waste management, including recycling, as one of the 
top priorities for environmental sustainability. 
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The process so far 
Council has been considering its approach to waste management in some detail 
over the past two and half years, through the commissioning of the Waste 
Assessment and development of the WMMP. 

The investigations have progressed through th ree key phases. 

• Phase 1: Research and options development - including init ial 
engagement with industry 

• Phase 2: Collection Modelling - high level modelling of six options 
• Phase 3: Detailed investigations of preferred options - modell ing of 

two preferred options and additional services. 

The Committee identified five key outcomes which have driven this work: 
Low total community cost: 

the new system should cost the community as a whole less than the 
current system. 

Diversion from landfill: 
reduction in the amount of solid waste sent to landfill (or other residual 
disposal). 

Flexibility: 
this encompasses a number of issues such as customer choice, 
appropriate services for various customer groups, convenience for 
various customers. 

User-pays: 
this encompasses a range of ideas around waste producers paying 
more if they produce larger quantities of waste and minimising the 
'cross-subsidisation' of waste services. 

Improved environmental outcomes: 
the new services should reduce the community's overall impact on the 
environment. 

Direction is necessary as to which option is to be considered the preferred option to 
take forward to community consultation and feedback. 

The process going forward 
Should Council formally identify option 3 (SA) as its preferred option for 
community consultation, this is not the final decision on how a service would look. 
It would be able to take into account submissions from the consultation process. 
Additionally, there would be a two year lead in time before a service is delivered 
allowing for a robust tender process and forward preparation, prior to a service 
being put in place. There are multiple opportunities for decision making and expert 
industry input. 
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Negotiate 

Everyone's waste habits are different. Some of us do the right thing and divert or 
compost as much as we can; some of us think we are doing the right thing but 
maybe are missing opportunities; some of us take the easiest route and don't 
necessarily think about what happens to our waste. The options presented 
consider our overall impact on the district's household waste. 

The four key options below represent the range of Council involvement in kerbside 
waste services. 

The options, the costs, the performance and the underlying assumptions have all 
been prepared and modelled by Eunomia and presented to the Committee. 

Service Range 
An indicative map of serviced areas is provided below. It is not cost effective to 
carry out kerbside collections for every road in our District. The roads highlighted 
in white have been included as part of the modelled service options to receive only 
the glass, recycling and rubbish kerbside collections through existing private 
operators. The areas in red are considered urban and have been included in the 
food waste collection service, alongside glass, recycling and rubbish kerbside 
collections. The serviced area for glass, recycling and kerbside rubbish represents 
over 80% of households. Approximately 3,500 households have been modelled as 
not bein eli ible for an service, this would be refined throu h a tender rocess. 
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N 

_ ........... ,..,. ....... ~ .... .......... ,..,....,. ............. -----.. .......... l'tlla .. a.. A 

Opting out of any Council led rubbish, recycling or food waste service would be 
very limited. This means that everyone has to have a service and do their part to 
reduce waste to landfill. It also provides certainty for Council and any operator as 
to how many households would need to be serviced. Examples of where opting 
out may be considered include gated communities, multi-unit dwellings (such as 
apartments), retirement homes, or where access is an issue (such as a very long 
driveway). 

Further details are available in the three Eunomia Reports: Kerbside Waste and 
Recycling Services- Background Information (July 2018)/ Solid Waste Services 
Options- Modelling Report (August 2018)/ Solid Waste Services Options-
Detailed In 2018 

Options 
1 That Council does not take an increased role in waste management, 
Status AND 
Quo That Council looks to revise the current WMMP and its targets in 

2019/20. 

2 That Council takes an increased role in waste management 
Council AND 
led That Council delivers a kerbside collection service for glass and 
recycling recyclables, to become operational in 2021 funded through a targeted 

rate/ 
AND 
That Council deliver a kerbside collection service of food waste in urban 
areas, to become operational in 2021 funded through a targeted rate. 

(Note: Option 2 in Eunomia report) 

3 That Council takes an increased role in waste management 
Council AND 
led That Council delivers a kerbside collection service for glass and 
recycling recyclables, to become operational in 2021 funded by a targeted rate/ 
and AND 
rubbish That Council delivers a kerbs1de collection service of food waste in 

urban areas, to become operational in 2021 funded by a targeted rate/ 
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(pay per AND 
pickup) That Council delivers a pay per pick-up kerbside rubbish collection 

service/ to become operational in 2021. 
(Note: Option 5A in Eunomia report) 

4 That Council takes an increased role in waste management 
Council AND 
led That Council delivers a kerbs1de collection service for glass and 
recycling recyc/ables/ to become operational in 2021 funded by a targeted rate; 
and AND 
rubbish 

That Council delivers a kerbside collection service of food waste in (pay per 
volume) urban areas/ to become operational in 2021 funded by a targeted rate; 

AND 
That Council delivers a kerbside rubbish collection service/ and that this 
be charged as a subscription on a volume basis/ to become operational 
in 2021. 
(Note: option 58 in Eunomia report) 
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Option 1: (Status quo} 
That Council does not take an increased role in waste managemen~ 
AND 
That Council looks to revise the current WMMP and its targets in 2019/20. 
This option comprises: 
• Retaining the private sector rubbish collection service (Council has no direct role apart from regulation); and 
• Retaining the private sector recycling collection service (Council has no direct role apart from regulation and provision of community recycling 
centres) . 
• Council would revisit its WMMP and look at alternative targets or actions . 

Food Waste I Glass I Recycling I Rubbish 
Individual households make arrangements with private companies or deal with their waste themselves. 

Private funding arrangement 

The average household cost is $267 p.a. (including gst), paid to a private company. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Flexible and customisable - households can opt to receive the • Significant quantities of divertible waste going to landfill, which has 
service they want, from the private operator of their choice environmental and financial implications. 

• Some price incentive to reduce waste • Does not make progress on our WMMP targets and requires Council to 

• Council does not incur costs relating to procurement and reconsider its WMMP. 
administration . • Comparatively high average cost to households than other options. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
yfe June 2019/ 20 2020121 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 Comments 

$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 
Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 
Capex funding 

• Rates 
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• Fin 
Contribution 

• External 

• Other 

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 
Opex funding 

• Rates 

• External 

• Other 

Attachment B 

50 Cost to rework WMMP. 
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Option 2: 
That Council takes an increased role in waste management 
AND 

That Council delivers a kerbside collection service for glass and recyclable~ to become operational in 2021 funded through a targeted rate; 
AND 

That Council deliver a kerbside collection service of food waste in urban areas, to become operational in 2021 funded through a targeted rate. 
(Note: Option 2 in Eunomia report) 

Counci l led recycling (Note: Option 2 in Eunomia report) 
This option comprises: 

• Retaining the private sector rubbish collection service (Council has no direct role apart from regulation); 

• A council-provided weekly kerbside sort based recycling service using two recycling crates (one for glass and one for other recyclables) covering 
the area serviced by existing private operators - urban and rural; and 

• A weekly kerbside food waste collection from urban areas only . 

Food Waste Glass Recycl ing Rubbish 

Council led urban collection. Council led collection Council led collection Led by private companies as per 
status quo 

Targeted rates Targeted rates Targeted rates Private funding arrangement 

The average household cost is $294 p.a. (including GST) where they are eligible for a food waste collection (urban). This is split between $103 on rates 
and $191 for private rubbish collection. 
The average household cost is $240 p.a. (including GST) where they are not eligible for a food waste collection (rural). This is split between $49 on rates 
and $191 for private rubbish collection. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Recycling capacity for households is limited . 
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• Improves diversion of recyclable or compostable waste from • Health and safety risks with manual hand ling need to be managed 
landfill, align ing to overarching WMMP vision • Relatively high cost to households in comparison to other options 

• Delivers good recyclable quality 

• Little post collection processing of recycling needed 

• Flexible and customisable rubbish collection 

• Some price incentive to reduce waste 

• Increased Level of Service to the commun ity 

Option 2: Implications for Work Pro_gramme/Budgets 
yle June 2019120 2020121 2021122 2022123 2023124 2024125 2025126 2026127 2027128 Comments 

$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 
Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 
Capex funding 

• Rates 

• Fin 
Contribution 

• External 

• Other 
(specify) 

Opex cost 70 70 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 Costs for tender work, pre-
e.g. grants, implementation education, and 
service then service delivery from 
delivery, 2021/22 onwards. Not 
maintenance accounted for growth or 

inflation. 
Opex funding 

• Rates 70 70 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 1,329 Service provision funded 
through targeted rates. One for 
glass and recycling collection. 
One for urban food waste 
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collections. Not accounted for 
growth or inflation. 

• External 

• Other 
(specify) 

Option 3: (Note: Option SA in Eunomia repoft previously identified as preferred option) 

That Council takes an increased role in waste management 

AND 

That Council delivers a kerbside collection service for glass and recyclables, to become operational in 2021 funded by a targeted rate; 

AND 

That Council delivers a kerbside collection service of food waste in urban areas, to become operational in 2021 funded by a targeted rate; 
AND 

That Council delivers a pay per pick-up kerbside rubbish collection service, to become operational in 2021. 

Council led recycling and rubbish (pay per pickup) (Note : Option SA in Eunomia report) 
This option comprises: 
• A Council-contracted user-pays rubbish collection service - households are charged on a pay per pickup basis covering the area serviced by existing 
private operators- urban and rural; 
• A Council-provided kerbside recycling service, with a crate provided for a fortnightly glass collection service, and a 240L wheeled bin provided for 
fortnightly collection of other recyclables covering the area serviced by existing private operators- urban and rura l; and 
• A weekly kerbside food waste collection from urban areas . 

Food Waste Glass Recycling Rubbish 
Council led urban collection Council led collection (urban and Council led collection (urban and Council led collect ion. Users pay a 

rural) rural) charge only when the bin is 
collected . (urban and rural) 
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Targeted rates Targeted rates Targeted rates Council provided bin. 
Pre-pa1d tags or pre-pa1d RFID 
account (user pays) 

The average household cost is $265 p.a. (including GST) where they are elig ible for a food waste collection (urban) . This is split between $105 on rates 
and $160 for rubbish collection (pre-paid tags/ RFID system). 
The average household cost is $213 p.a. (including GST) where they are not eligible for a food waste collection (rural) . This is split between $53 on rates 
and $160 for rubbish collection (pre-paid tags/RFID system). 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Improves diversion of recyclable or compostable waste from • Recycling contamination can be high 
landfill, aligning to overarching WMMP vision • Recycl ing requires a sorting plant 

• High quantity of recyclables can be collected • Overhead costs of a tag system 
• Flexible rubbish collection - pick up available on a weekly basis, • Uncertain market share 

household pays per pick up as required • Pay per pick-up are still relatively unproven in NZ, although increasingly 
• Increased price incentive to reduce waste used . 
• Perceived to be fair as those that make more rubbish pay more 

• Cost savings for households and increased level of service . 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 Comments 

$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 
Capex funding 

• Rates 

• Fin 
Contribution 

• External 
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• Other 
_(specify) 

Opex cost 70 70 3/688 3/688 3/688 3/688 3/688 3/688 3/688 Costs for tender work/ pre-
e.g. grants/ implementation education and 
service then service delivery from 
deliver~ 2021/22 onwards. Not 
maintenance accounted for growth or 

inflation. 
Opex funding 

• Rates 70 70 1/513 1/513 1/513 1/513 1/513 1/513 1/513 Service provision funded 
through targeted rates. One for 
glass and recycling collection. 
One for urban food waste 
collections. Not accounted for 
growth or inflation. 

• External 

• Other- 2/175 2/175 2/175 2/175 2/175 2/175 2/175 User fees charged for per pick-
User fees up rubbish collection. 

- - -- - ------ - -- - - - - -- -- ----- - ------ -
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Option 4: (Note: option 58 in Eunomia report) 
' I 

That Council takes an increased role in waste management 

AND 

That Council delivers a kerbside collection service for glass and recyclables, to become operational in 2021 funded by a targeted rate; 
AND 

That Council delivers a kerbside collection service of food waste in urban areas, to become operational in 2021 funded by a targeted rate; 
AND 

That Council delivers a kerbside rubbish collection service, and that this be charged as a subscription on a volume basis, to become operational in 2021. 

Counci l led recycl ing and rubbish (pay per volume) (Note: Option SB in Eunomia report) 
This option comprises: 
• A Council-contracted user-pays rubbish collection service - households are charged on subscription fee based on the size of their bin, covering the 
area serviced by existing private operators- urban and rural; 
• A Council-provided kerbside recycling service, with a crate provided for a fortnightly glass collection service, and a 240L wheeled bin provided for 
fortnightly collection of other recyclables, covering the area serviced by existing private operators - urban and rural; and 
• A weekly kerbside food waste collection from urban areas . 

Food Waste Glass Recycling Rubbish 
Council led urban collection Counci l led collection (urban and Council led collection (urban and Council led collection. Users pay a 

rural) rura l) subscription charge based on the 
volume of the bin selected. (urban 
and rural) 

Targeted rates Targeted rates Targeted rates Pre-paid subscription to a service. 
Generally compulsory 
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The average household cost is $236 p.a. (incl uding GST) where they are el igible for a food waste collection (urban) . Th is is spl it between $105 on rates 
and $131 for rubbish collection (pre-paid subscription to a 140L bin collection) . 
The average household cost is $184 p.a. (including GST) where they are not el igible for a food waste collection (rura l). This is split between $53 on rates 
and $131 for rubbish collection (pre-paid subscription to a 140L bin collection) . 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Improves diversion of recyclable or compostable waste from • Recycling contamination can be high 
landfill, aligning to overarching WMMP vision • Recycling requires a sorting plant 

• High quantity of recyclables can be collected • Some market share uncertainty (less risk than pay per pickup) 
• Some flexibility in rubbish collection, as can opt for sma ller or • Once households have selected a bin size, does not encourage waste 

larger bin minimisation. 
• Administration and billing is simpler than for pay per pickup 

systems 

• Cost savings for households and increased level of service . 

Option 3: I mplications for Work Programme/Budgets 
yle June 2019120 2020121 2021122 2022123 2023124 2024125 2025126 2026127 2027128 Comments 

$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 
Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 
Capex funding 

• Rates 

• Fin 
Contribution 

• External 

• Other 
(specify) 

Opex cost 70 70 3/305 3/305 3/305 3/305 3/305 3/305 3/305 Costs for tender work/ pre-
e.g. grants/ implementation education and 
service then service delivery from 

2021/22 onwards. Not 
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delivery, accounted for growth or 
maintenance inflation. 
Opex fund ing 

• Rates 70 70 1/373 1/373 1/373 1/373 1/373 1/373 1/373 Service provision funded 
through targeted rates. One for 
glass and recycling collection. 
One for urban food waste 
collections. Not accounted for 
growth or inflation. 

• External 

• Other- 1/932 1/932 1/932 1/932 1/932 1/932 1/932 User fees charged for volume 
user fees based annual subscription. 

---- ·---- --
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Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 
Option 3 (option SA in Eunomia report) 
That Council take an increased role in waste management 

and 
That Council deliver a targeted-rate funded kerbside collection service for glass 
and recyc/ables/ to become operational in 2021/ 
and 
That Council deliver a targeted-rate funded kerbs1de collection service of food 
waste in urban areas/ to become operational in 2021/ 
and 
That Council deliver a pay per pick-up kerbside rubbish collection service/ to 
become operational in 2021. 

Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2019-20 
Issues and Options Paper 

Issues and Options Paper ~ 

Project Re-budget D (Also complete detail in Appendix A) 

Issue and Options (lOP} 
Number Description 

Topic AP14 Solid Waste 

Issue 02 Commercial services 

Related strategies Solid Waste Strategy, Waste Management and 
Minimisation Plan 

Staff Narrat ive 
Background 
Council has been investigating alternative recycling and rubbish collection models 
to achieve better oversight and management of solid waste and recycling 
throughout the District. This aligns with the direction provided by Council through 
the Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2017 and the Long Term Plan 2018-
2028. 

The WMMP sets the vision of "Minimise waste to landfill" and the target of 
increasing the quantity of diverted material by 80% by 2022. 

In order to make progress towards achieving this target, Council will need to 
consider which steps it may be prepared to take in order to change the status quo. 
The WMMP identified a Council kerbside collection as the biggest potential 
contributor to reduce waste landfill. 

The Council committed through its Long Term Plan 2018-28 to undertake 
investigations in 2018/19 before consulting on options with the community. 
Consequently, Council has been engaged in investigations to compare different 
options to ensure the best outcomes are delivered for our community. 

Extending Council led services to commercial property 
Businesses that generate recyclable material can access user-pays commercial 
services. Where there is any significant quantity of this material, commercial 
services are most appropriate. Commercial providers are able to supply different 
numbers and sizes of bins for different materials and collect these at whatever 
frequencies suit the business. They also can collect from pre-arranged areas. In 
these situations where the services each business receives is bespoke there is no 
advantage to using a council -contracted service. 

However, for businesses that have household quantities of recyclables (such as 
from lunchrooms, small offices, or small shops) some councils offer the same 
service as households receive. The council services in this instance are not 
intended to suit specific business needs, but where these needs do align with the 
level of council service, then offering the service to businesses makes sense. In 
some instances, such as where there is a dense central business district, councils 
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will offer a specific level of service such as early morning or late-night collections 
(so as not to interfere with shoppers), bag collections so there are no issues with 
bins remaining on the footpath or bins having to be wheeled through shops, or 
collections of flattened cardboard . 

Provision of a household-type kerbside recycling and food waste service to some 
businesses could increase diversion from landfill, and achieve improved 
environmental outcomes in a more general sense. 

The Proposal 
Businesses in the 'commercial ' or 'commercial transition ' zones could be supplied 
with a kerbside recycling and food waste service and, depending on Council's 
direction, could also participate in a Council user pays rubbish service. This is 
approximately 350 properties. 

For the purposes of modelling it has been assumed that the service would be 
essentially the same as the standard household service; with the exception of 
rubbish, where bags could be provided where required instead of wheeled bins to 
minimise any issues with wheeled bins remaining on the footpath (noting this can 
be further developed through any future tender discussions) . 

Due to the small number of properties involved, an opt-in or opt out service may 
be a viable option for collections from commercial properties. 

When the costs are calculated on a per property basis there is negligible difference 
with the additional properties. However, for the commercial properties, the cost is 
slightly lower (about $75 per property for recycling, glass and food waste 
collections, not including GST, as opposed to $85 per household). This reflects the 
fact that the additional properties are assumed to be in urban areas and therefore 
have better collection logistics than the district as a whole. Alternatively, Council 
could determine to charge at the same rate as households, reflecting the same 
level of service received. 

The proposal requires increased funding, but will see increased revenue. It does 
not affect the overall impact on households, due to the small number of properties 
involved. 

Further details are available in the three Eunomia Reports: Kerbside Waste and 
Recycling Services- Background Information (July 2018); Solid Waste Services 
Options- Modelling Report {August 2018); Solid Waste Services Options
Detailed Investig{Jtions Report (October 2018). 

Options 
1 That Council does not offer a Council led rubbish, recycling, glass or 
Status Quo food waste service to commercial properties. 

2 That any Council led waste service includes 'commercial' and 

Commercial 'commercial transitional' zoned properties; 

Services AND 

That this be funded through a targeted rate, for glass, recyclables 
and food waste; 

AND 
That this rate be set at the same level as a residential property; 

AND 
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That a Council led rubbish collection service would be paid on the 
same basis as the household; 

AND 

That this be an opt in service. 
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Option 1: That Council does not offer a Council led rubbish, recycling/ glass or food waste service to commercial properties. 
Status Quo 
Council does not provide any services to the commercial sector. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Does not add increased costs to rates. • May not encourage recycling, or increased diversion . 

• Commercial owners take ownership of their waste and can • Does not provide a service to businesses that could easily access it. 
procure private services 

O~tion 1: No im~lications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Option 2: Opt-in commercial services 
That any Council led waste service includes 'commercial' and 'commercial transitional' zoned properties/· 

AND 

That this be funded through a targeted rate/ for glass/ recyclables and food waste; 
AND 

That this rate be set at the same level as a residential property; 
AND 

That this be an opt in service; 
[AND ALSO 

That a Council led rubbish collection service would be payed on the same basis as the household service] 

Opt-in commercial services 
This option comprises: 
• A rates funded council-provided kerbside recycling service for commercial properties that opt-in to the service; 

• A rates funded council-provided food waste collection for commercial properties that opt-in to the service; 
• (Depending on the decision made in lOP AP14- Kerbside waste services) A Council-contracted user-pays rubbish collection service for commercial 
properties that opt-in to the service; and 
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• Approximately 350 properties would be elig ible to opt-in to the service . 
I 

Costs per property would be similar to those as per household and outl ined in lOP AP14 - Kerbside waste services. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Recycling made more easily avai lable for some businesses • Opt- in methodology does not bring certainty on numbers and requires 

• Food waste diversion more easi ly available for businesses some additional administration. 

• Little work requ ired to extend the service to commercial • Some properties waste is unsuitable for 'residential ' sized services and will 
properties in the urban area (should a residential service also be still require private solutions. 
provided) 

• Flexibi lity possible for businesses 

Option 2 Opt-in commercial services (Recycling, glass and foodwaste - NO RUBBISH): Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
vie June 2019120 20 20 121 2021122 2022123 2023124 2024 125 20251 26 2026127 2027128 Comments 

$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 
Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 
Capex funding ' 

• Rates 

• Fin 
Contribution 

• External 

• Other 
(speofy) I 

Opex cost 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 Cost of service provision for 
e. g. grants/ recycling/ glass and foodwaste 
service collection services. Ser vice 
deliver~ provision funded through 
maintenance targeted rates. 
Opex funding 
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• Rates 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 Service provision funded 
through targeted rates. 

• External 

• Other 
(soecifvJ 

OR 

Option 2 (Rec, cling, glass, foodwaste- INCLUDES RUBBISH): Implications for Work Pro~ ramme/Budgets 
yle June 2019120 2020121 2021122 2022123 2023124 2024125 2025126 2026127 2027128 Comments 

$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 
Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 
Capex funding 

• Rates 

• Fin 
Contribution 

• External 

• Other 
(speofy) 

Opex cost 48.7 48.7 48.7 48.7 48.7 48.7 48.7 Cost of service provision for 
e.g. grants/ recycling/ glass/ foodwaste and 
service rubbish collection services. 
delivery, 
maintenance 
Opex funding 

• Rates 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 Cost of service provision for 
recycling/ glass and foodwaste 
collecbonserwce~ Ser~ce 

provision funded through 
targeted rates. 

• External 
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• Other- 21.5 21.5 21.5 21.5 21.5 21.5 21.5 User fees charged for rubbish 
user fees collection. Methodology to 

,Jeflect the household service. 
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Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 

That any Counol led waste service includes 'commercial' and 'commercial 
transttional' zoned properties/ 

AND 

That this be funded through a targeted rate, for glass, recyc/ables and food waste/ 

AND 

That this rate be set at the same level as a restdential property/ 

AND 

That this be an opt in service/ 

[AND ALSO 

That a Council led rubbish collection service would be payed on the same basis as 
the household]. 

Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2019-20 
Issues and Options Paper 

Issues and Options Paper ./ 

Project Re-budget D (Also complete detai l in Appendix A) 

Issue and Options (lOP) 
Number Description 

Topic AP14 Solid Waste 

Issue 03 Rural Recycling Drop-off Points 

Related strategies Solid Waste Strategy, Waste Management and 
Minimisation Plan 

Staff Narrative 
Background 
Council has been investigating alternative recycling and rubbish collection models 
to achieve better oversight and management of solid waste and recycling 
throughout the District. This aligns with the direction provided by Council through 
the Waste Management and Minimisation Plan (WMMP) 2017 and the Long Term 
Plan 2018-2028. 

The WMMP sets the vision of "Minimise waste to landfill" and the target of 
increasing the quantity of diverted material by 80% by 2022. 

In order to make progress towards achieving this target, Council will need to 
consider which steps it may be prepared to take in order to change the status quo. 
The WMMP identified a Council kerbside collection as the biggest potential 
contributor to reduce waste landfill. 

The Council committed through its Long Term Plan 2018-28 to undertake 
investigations in 2018/19 before consulting on options with the community. 
Consequently, Council has been engaged in investigations to compare different 
options to ensure the best outcomes are delivered for our community. 

Rural Recycling Drop-off Points 
As discussed in the previous issue and options report it is not proposed that 
Council led kerbside collection services extend to remote rural households. The 
current modelling is based on approximately 83% of households receiving a 
proposed kerbside services. 

One option is to provide recycling services to remote rural households by provid ing 
additional recycling drop off sites in strategic locations. 

A number of councils have continued to develop the way that sites are designed 
and managed and there are now a number of effective, well-functioning examples 
in place around NZ that do not suffer from the issues encountered by drop-off 
sites in the past. The key characteristics for these sites are: 
• The recycling bins are modified shipping containers 
• The sites are serviced regularly 
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• The sites are monitored by a local resident (or group) who is responsible 
for keeping the site generally tidy, and notifying the council/contractor of any 
issues and if additional pickups are needed 
• Any dumping etc. is cleaned up immediately 
• The sites are established in consultation with the local communities and the 
conditions for their use are made clear 

This is very similar to the model used by Hastings District Council (which operates 
7 sites) and adopted by other councils. These utilise 20ft modified shipping 
containers with material appropriate apertures and a number of size adjustable 
compartments in the container to accommodate different volumes of material. 
When the bins are full they can be loaded on a hook truck, which makes 
transportation and emptying very efficient. Spare exchange units are used to 
enable continuous service and reduce transport costs. 

The Proposal 
To supplement the existing recycling centres, a number of additional small drop-off 
sites in rural locations are proposed. 

Three of sites are proposed to cover strategic locations where services would 
otherwise be unavailable. 

Possible locations would be determined in consultation with the specific local 
communities over the coming year. There may also be an opportunity through the 
tendering process to include some additional households in the serviced area, 
which currently don't have access to existing private services. 

It is proposed that the households that would be unable to access a Council led 
kerbside service, would be eligible for a targeted rate to fund the recycling drop
off points. Approximately 3,500 households have been modelled as being eligible 
for this rate. This would mean the average cost is about $16 per household 
(excluding GST). 

Further details are available in the three Eunomia Reports: Kerbside Waste and 
Recycling Services- Background Information (July 2018)/ Solid Waste Services 
Options- Modelling Report {August 2018)/ Solid Waste Services Options
Detailed Investi ations Re art October 2018. 
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Options 
1 That Council does not budget for rural recycling drop-off points. 
Status 
Quo 

2 That Council includes $26~000 in the 2020/2021 year to establish 
Rural three rural recycling drop-off pointS/ 
Recycling AND 
Drop-off That the Council include $1~521 in operational costs for the 
Points 2020/2021 year onwards/ 

AND 
That Council recover the expenditure through a targeted rate/ 

AND 
That Council consult with the relevant communities to determine 
suitable locations in the 2019/20 year. 
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Option 1: That Council does not budget for rural recycling drop-off points. 
Status Quo 
Council takes no further action regarding rural recycling drop-off points. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Does not add increased costs to rates. • Remote rural households will continue to dispose of recycling as they 
currently do (this may be burning, burying, or collecting to take to one of 
Council's existing recycling points). 

• Does not encourage recycling . 

Option 1: No implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
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Option 2: 
That Council includes $266,000 in the 2020/2021 year to establish three rural recycling drop-off points; 
AND 

That the Council include $18,521 in operational costs for the 2020/2021 year onwards; 
AND 

That Council recover the expenditure through a targeted rate; 
AND 

That Council consult with the relevant commumties to determine suitable locations in the 2019/20 year. 

Rural Recycling Drop-off Points 
This option comprises : 

• Three rural recycling drop off points (including concrete pad and platform and 20ft container units) ; 

• Funded through a targeted rate on households unable to access a Council led kerbside service (approximately 3,500 households); 

• Sites to be determined with the relevant communities . 

This would amount to an additional $16 on rates for those households impacted (excluding GST) . 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Improves access to recycling • Recycling made more easily available for remote rural households . 

• Encourages local community input and involvement. • Risk of illegal dumping 

• Little post collection processing of recycling needed • Increased cost to households 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
yle June 2019120 2020121 2021122 2022123 20231 24 2024125 2025126 2026127 2027128 Comments 

$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 
Capital cost 266 Cost of site works and four 
e.q. Asset containers 
Capex funding 

• Rates 36.1 36.1 36.1 36.1 36. 1 36.1 36.1 Annualised capex (10 years) 
-- ---- -·-- - - - - -
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• Fin 
Contribution 

• External 

• Other 
(specify) 

Opex cost 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 
e. g. grants/ 
service 
deliver~ 
maintenance 
Opex funding 

• Rates 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 18.5 Operating costs including 
income from sale of recyclables 

• External 

• Other 
(specify) 
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Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 
That Council includes $266/000 in the 2020/2021 year to establish three rural 
recycling drop-off points/ 

AND 

That the Council include $18/521 in operational costs for the 2020/2021 year 
onwards/ 
AND 

That Counol recover the expenditure through a targeted rate/ 

AND 

That Council consult with the relevant communities to determine suitable locations 
in the 2019/20 year. 

Decision 
{To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
{To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2019-20 
Issues and Options Paper 

Issues and Options Paper ~ 

Project Re-budget D (Also complete detail in Appendix A) 

Issue and Options (lOP]_ 
Number Description 

Topic AP14 Solid Waste 

Issue 04 Construction and Demolition waste 

Related strategies Solid Waste Strategy, Waste Management and 
Minimisation Plan 

Staff Narrative 
Background 
Council has been investigating alternative recycling and rubbish collection models 
to achieve better oversight and management of solid waste and recycling 
throughout the District. This aligns with the direction provided by Council through 
the Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2017 and the Long Term Plan 2018-
2028. 

The WMMP sets the vision of "Minimise waste to landfill" and the target of 
increasing the quantity of diverted material by 80% by 2022. 

In order to make progress towards achieving this target, Council will need to 
consider which steps it may be prepared to take in order to change the status quo. 
The WMMP identified a Council kerbside collection as the biggest potential 
contributor to reduce waste landfill. 

The Council committed through its Long Term Plan 2018-28 to undertake 
investigations in 2018/19 before consulting on options with the community. 
Consequently, Council has been engaged in investigations to compare different 
options to ensure the best outcomes are delivered for our community. 

Construction and demolition waste 
Construction and demolition waste can represent a large portion of the overall 
waste stream. About 10% of what goes to a class 1 landfill can be considered as 
construction and demolition waste; it is the third largest component by source. 
However a lot of construction and demolition waste goes to the three other classes 
of landfill. The lack of precise data about disposal of waste to Class 2-4 landfills 
makes it impossible to reliably monitor the disposal of some major waste streams. 
Given the very active construction sector in Tauranga and the Western Bay at 
present, it would be expected that there would be much more construction and 
demolition waste in the waste stream. 

It is unlikely that a kerbside collection service of construction and demolition 
waste, even at commercial projects, would be feasible under current conditions, 
and for these reasons construction and demolition waste recovery is more likely to 
be an option as a community or non-profit partnership. 
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A construction and demolition waste recycling facility would typically separate 
concrete, bricks, timber, metals, plasterboard, and cardboard. Such facilities can 
divert 80-90% of input material. Concrete and brick is crushed for use as 
aggregate, timber recovered for hog fuel, metals for recycling, and plasterboard 
(gypsum) for reuse or as an additive to soil amendments. A centre with a wider 
focus is also likely to separate out reusable items such as joinery and fittings. 

Provision of a construction and demolition waste recovery facility, particularly one 
that incorporated re-use, does have the potential to increase diversion from landfill 
and achieve improved environmental outcomes in a more general sense. This 
would also offer a wider range of services to customers. A successful community 
non-profit operation would mean no additional ongoing charges (once established) 
to the community, meeting many of the key preferred outcomes for waste 
services. Operations like these are successfully being run elsewhere in New 
Zealand. 

The Proposal 
That Council work with Tauranga City Council to investigate the establishment of a 
community non-profit construction and demolition waste recovery facility. 

This may be located at Te Maunga Resource Recovery Centre or another suitable 
location. 

This would involve staff time, and no direct costs at this point. However, funding 
to aid establishment of such a facility may be required in the future. A future 
Council decision would be sought on this following progress exploring this issue. 

Further details are available in the three Eunomia Reports: Kerbside Waste and 
Recycling Services- Background Information (July 2018)/ and Solid Waste 
Services Options- Detailed Investigations Report (October 2018). 

Options 
1 That Council does not actively progress the establishment of a 
Status community led non-profit construction and demolition waste recovery 
Quo facility in the Western Bay of Plenty - Tauranga area. 

2 That Council actively works with Tauranga City CounCil to investigate 

C&D the establishment of a community led non-profit construction and 

facility demolition waste recovery facility in the Western Bay of Plenty -
Tauranga area. 
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Option 1: 
That Council does not actively progress the establishment of a community led non-profit construction and demolition waste recovery facility in the Western 
Bay of Plenty - Tauranga area. 
Status Quo 
Council takes no further action regarding establishment of a community led non-profit construction and demolition waste recovery facility. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Does not add increased costs to rates. • Does not support cooperation between Councils and community groups. 

• Does not commit staff time. • Does not encourage recovery of construction and demolition waste for 

• Acknowledges that a kerbside service for construction and reuse or recycling . 

demolition waste facility is not considered feasible at this time. 
i 
I 

Option 1: No implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

Option 2: That Council actively works wtth Tauranga City Council to investigate the establishment of a community led non-profit construction and 
demolition waste recovery facility in the Western Bay of Plenty - Tauranga area. 

Construction and demolition waste recovery facility 
This option comprises: 

• Working with TCC to investigate the viability of a community led non-profit construction and demolition waste recovery facility in the Western Bay 
of Plenty - Tauranga area 

• Working community groups to explore their future role in such a facility . 

Advantages Disadvantages 

• Supports cooperation between Councils and community groups. • Requires staff time. 

• Encourages recovery of construction and demolition waste for • May require Council investment at a future point. 
reuse or recycling 

• Potentially enables the provision of cheap materials for the 
community. 
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Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 
That Council actively works with Tauranga City Council to investigate the 
establishment of a community led non-profit construction and demolition waste 
recovery facility in the Western Bay of Plenty- Tauranga area. 

Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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