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• Accommodating people in constrained financial circumstance (for example 
offering reduced charges for community services card and/or Gold Card holders) 

Service variations are easier to handle administratively than opting in or out as they have 
less impact on service viability and require less policing. 

The decision to offer limited opting out or other service variations does not have to be 
made at this stage but can be worked through at later stages of the process, if the 
decision is made to proceed. 

2.4 User Pays 
There are a variety of ways that user charges can be applied. Each method has 
advantages and disadvantages. Under the options considered, the user pays element 
applied only to the rubbish collection component. For the purposes of the discussion we 
have assumed that, in line with scenario 5, wheeled bins would be the main containment 
for rubbish collections but that bags may need to be offered for properties in certain 
areas such as more rural households or commercial properties. The key characteristics 
of the main user pays methods are presented in the table below: 

Table 1: User Pays Approaches for General Waste 

Method 

User pays 

bags 

Description 

An official bag or 
sticker is printed and 
made available through 
retail outlets. 
Households purchase 
and set out as many as 
they need 

Key Characteristics 

This is the most established system and is 
well proven and easy to operate . 58% of 
households in Western Bay with a kerbside 
collection use private user-pays bags.1 Bag 
systems are often appropriate for rural 
collections due to long driveways and lack of 
a berm to place bins. However, it has also 
been shown to be vulnerable to losing 
market share to wheeled bins, which can be 
problematic for service sustainability. Other 
issues include preventing forgeries and theft, 
and health and safety with manual 
collection. 

1 Eunomia (2016) Waste and Recycling Customer- Market Research . Report for Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 
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Method Description Key Characteristics J 
~--r------+------

W heeled Bin 
Pay per 

pickup 

Households are 
charged each time they 
put their bin out for 
collection. This can be 
done with a bin tag, 
electronically or on the 
basis of weight 

7 

Auckland Council is the only place where a 
pay per pickup system is currently operating 
in NZ. They use a bin tag system. Tags are 
purchased at supermarkets and dairies etc. 
and attached to the bin on collection day. 
The system is relatively expensive as it incurs 
printing costs, GST, retailer margins and 
requires a runner to remove the tags. There 
have been media reports of tags being 
removed prior to collections. The system is 
functional however. 

Other methods involving the use of 
electronic bin tags still have a number of 
operational issues but these are being 
worked through and pay per pickup or 
weight systems may be practical in a couple 
of years when WBOP would be looking at 
introducing the service. An electronic bin tag I 
system would be cheaper than a manual bin 
tag system, as it does not have any of the 
retail costs or runner costs. 
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Method 

Wheeled bin, 
pay by 
volume 

Description 

This is essentially a 
subscription service, 
and is similar to what 
private sector 
operators currently 
offer. A fixed amount 
is charged for each bin 
for a given period (e.g. 
quarterly, annually) 
based on its size. 
Households are billed 

Key Characteristics 

This is a relatively simple model to establish 
and has the advantage of providing 
householders with choice. The systems can 
be provided as a package- i.e. the recycling 
food waste and rubbish services are all 
charged as one. 

Under this model households could be 
charged a targeted rate or could be billed 
separately (similar to water usage bill)
which would mean the householder rather 
than the ratepayer is responsible for the 
costs (this could be via Council or the 
contractor) . 

J 

in advance and can put 
their bins out as many 
collection days as they 
want (or on eligible 
collection days, if they 
have chosen a lesser 
frequency) . This means 
some customers could 
have a small bin, 
emptied less frequently 
and pay less than those 
with larger bins or 
more frequent pick-up. 

The main disadvantage is that once 
households have chosen a bin size, there is 
no disincentive to minimise waste. If fact the 

1 

incentive is to make maximum use of the 
service, they have paid for and fill it up as 
much as possible each collection day. 

2.4.1 Part Charges 

In addition to the options noted above, a further possibility is to offer a partly rates
funded rubbish collection. This is similar to the approach taken to Water Supply, with an 
availability/connection charge and a usage charge. This could include, for example, 
funding the cost of the collection service through rates and then charging the cost of 
rubbish disposal directly (which is the variable portion of the cost) . This would 
approximately halve the charge per lift. The advantage of this would be greater security 
of market share . 

Further detail about the interplay between user pays charges and market share is 
addressed in appendix A.l.O. 

2.5 Collaborative Working 
Joint working with other councils does not necessarily imply a joint procurement of 
services. It could for example consist of: 

• Undertaking joint waste management and minimisation planning; 
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• Harmonising service delivery for example: materials recycled, services offered to 
households, communications; 

• Establishing a joint administrative structure for the management of waste and 
recycling services. 

Potential benefits of a joint working approach include: 

• More cost-effective administration; 

• Reduced costs through increased bulk purchasing 

• Efficiencies of collection, if services with a neighbouring council are provided 
jointly 

Collaborative working is discussed in more detail in appendix A.2.0 

2.6 Key Assumptions 
Calculating likely costs for various service options requires assumptions to be made 
about certain key parameters and factors. The key assumptions made in developing 
these costs are : 

• The number of households receiving the service within the Western Bay, 
given t hat elected members have already concluded that it would be 
impractical to provide services to every household; 

• The estimated quantities of waste and recycling available in the Western Bay; 

• Service options that are not practical for Western Bay of Plenty at this time 
(such as electronic based pay per pickup systems) are not considered at 
present although they may be considered further in the future; 

• That food waste and recycling services will be targeted rates funded across 
defined areas of benefit; 

• Opt-in methodologies excluded, and opt-out minimised; 

• That costs of administration have been included in the costs; 

• Waste sorting, reprocessing can be delivered by potential contractors, 
including organic waste; 

• A well -structured procurement process will be followed that will allow the 
market to offer solutions that will work best for Western Bay of Plenty. This 
could modify the level of service that is eventually delivered; 

• The private sector will continue to operate and offer services to select 
customers regardless of which scenario is implemented. 

It is also important to note that all figures provided in this report are GST inclusive . This 
allows private and council provided service costs to be more readily compared . All other 
assumptions are as set out in the parameter report and earlier modelling report. 

2. 7 Serviced Areas 
The areas that would be serviced by a council service would need to be determined. For 
the purposes of this report all but approximately 3,500 households were assumed to 
receive a service. This roughly corresponds to the areas shown in the following map: 
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Figure 2: Indicative Areas for Council Collections 
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3.0 Service Options 

This section compa res the two preferred options, how these compare across various 
components of the service compared to the existing provision, and also summarises how 
each option delivers against the five preferred waste service outcomes. 

Through this process six potential options were identified and then refined to two key 
scenarios for detailed investigations, scenarios 2 and 5. Scenario 5 has been split into 
two sub options, Sa and Sb, to better explore different user-pays approaches. 

Scenario 2 
Kerbsort 
recycling 

3.1 Scenario 2 
Scenario two comprises : 

Six options 

Scenario 5 
User pays 

wheeled bins 

Scenario Sa 
Pay per 
Pickup 

Scenario Sb 
Pay by 
Volume 

• Reta ining 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 

• A weekly kerbside food waste collection from urban areas 

• Drop-off services (up to three additional locations) provided to rural areas. 

This service scenario delivers on the five key priorities as follows : 

• Low t ota l community cost: this scenario has the potential to achieve a low 
total community cost, but relies on customers choosing a lower-cost rubbish 
collection option and focusing more effort on diverting waste through 
recycling and food waste collections 

• Diversion from landfill; this scenario is an improvement over the status quo 
as the kerbside recycling collection ensures that glass and other key materials 
are recycled, rathe r than leaving this to the choice of the private sector 

11 



299 ATTACHMENT D 

• Flexibility: this option retains a lot of flexibility as customers can still chose 
their rubbish collection option (and cost) from the existing range of 
alternatives 

• User pays: this scenario retains the current user-pays privately operated 
services for rubbish collection, but funds recycling and food waste through 
targeted rates 

• Improved environmental outcomes: the kerbside recycling service is 
improved and rationalised; but the kerbside rubbish services continue to be 
provided by a number of operators, meaning reduced efficiency and 
environmental outcomes due to duplicated collection journeys etc. 

For this scenario, it is assumed that plastics 3-7 are not collected, but that a higher 
quality of recyclable material is collected due to the kerbside sort methodology. This is 
assumed to partially reduce exposure to some of the impacts of international 
commodity markets (e.g. the current lowered income from commodities as a result of 
the China National Sword policies). 

3.1.1 Costs 

Table 2: Scenario 2 Cost per Household Estimates 

Cost of the council 
service for households 
with a food waste 

collection (per hh) 

Cost of the council 

service for households 

without a food waste 
collection 

Cost of private 
collections (average) 

Cost of private and 

Council service (incl 
food) 

Cost of private and 

Council service (excl 
food) 

12 

Cost 

$103 

Detail 

Applies to all urban 
households on a targeted 
rate or rates-funded basis 

Applies to all households in 
$49 rural areas on a targeted 

rate or rates-funded basis 

All households continue to 
$191 pay for a private-sector 

$294 

$240 

refuse collection 

For urban and sub-urban 

households 

For rural households 

1 

I 
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Cost of additional drop 
off services (per 

household not served 
by a council kerbside 

service) 

Cost of extending 

service to commercial 
properties (per 

commercial property) 

3.2 Scenario 5 
Scenario five comprises: 

$18 

$83 

ATTACHMENT D 

For all rural households not 
receiving a kerbside service 

Optional user pays service 
for kerbside recycling and 

food waste collection 2 

• A Council-contracted user-pays rubbish collection service; 

• 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 (probably in alternate weeks to the 
glass collection service); 

• A weekly kerbside food waste collection from urban areas, and; 

• Drop-off services provided to rural areas (allowance for up to three). 

The key difference between scenario 5 and scenario 2 is that Council provides a kerbside 
rubbish collection service in scenario 5. The success of this service options depends 
greatly on Council achieving a significant market share for the refuse collection service, 
and therefore choices around how this service is configured are crucial. 

There are two main ways that a user-pays rubbish collection service can be implemented 
using wheeled bins: 

• Households are charged on a pay per pickup basis (Scenario Sa) 

• Households are charged on subscription fee based on the size of their bin 
(Scenario 5b) 

Each of these has different costs and considerations attached and so these are 
considered separately. 

The other major difference with scenario 2 is that the kerbside recycling collection is a 
two-stream collection system, with glass collected separately from a crate fortnightly 
and all other materials collection fortnightly (probably alternate weekly) from a wheeled 
bin. This has the benefit of capturing a larger quantity of material but may result in 

2 Note that this is cheaper on a 'per customer' basis because it assumes urban only collections and it is 
only the marginal cost of adding ext ra customers. 
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lower quality material as well as higher post-collection processing costs. The recycling 
collection service is the same for both scenario 5 variants. 

The food waste collection service is the same as for scenario 2. 

3.2.1 Scenario Sa (Pay per Pickup) 

The key features of this service are: 

• Households may have a choice of rubbish bin size with variable cost for each bin 
size. We have casted a default size of 140L with a cost of $3.50 per lift. Other bin 
options would be limited to 80L and perhaps a 120L option. It is not 
recommended that 240L bins are offered. 

• Households purchase a specially designed tamper-proof tag that is attached to 
the bin handle when households put their bins out for collection . Once removed 
it cannot be reattached 

• Households can put their bins out as frequently as they wish. They only pay 
when they attach a tag 

• Bins without tags are not picked up 

• Bins are put out less often but are fuller, which makes collections slightly more 
efficient (it takes the same length of time to empty a bin whether it is a quarter 
full or totally full) 

• There are additional costs of this system including the need for a runner to go 
ahead of the truck and remove tags, bin tag printing and distribution, retail 
markup and GST. This is all included in the $3.50 cost3 . 

• The service is currently operational in parts of Auckland 

This service scenario delivers on the five key priorities as follows: 

• Low total community cost: this scenario is likely to achieve a lower total 
community cost than the status quo private rubbish collection option, 
provided improved economies of scale can be achieved through high market 
share 4 • 

• Diversion from landfill: this scenario is an improvement over the status quo 
as the kerbside recycling collection ensures that glass and other key materials 
are recycled, rather than leaving this to the choice of the private sector. The 
food waste collection also ensures this significant portion of the current 
landfill stream can be diverted. Council also achieve an improved level of 
control over the refuse collection system, such as the ability to discourage 
customers from using large wheeled bins for refuse collection 

3 Note that while Council can set a 'recommended retail price', it is not possible to stop retailers from 
adding their variable mark up to this cost. 
4 Note, however, that a rates-funded council rubbish collection service would be cheaper again- due to 
reduced administration and management costs and increased efficiency through consistent collection 
systems. 
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• Flexibility: this option retains a high level of flexibility in that customers can 
choose the extent to which they use the refuse collection service (instead of 
the alternatives) and how often/how much refuse is collected 

• User pays: this scenario retains the aspect of user pays for refuse collection, 
but brings it under Council control (recycling and food waste collections 
would be funded through targeted rate). 

• Improved environmental outcomes: the kerbside recycling and refuse 
collection services are rationalised, and additional material is diverted from 
landfill through the improved recycling collection and the new food waste 
collection. 

For this scenario, it is assumed that a functional methodology can be developed to 
deliver the user-pays service within a refuse collection provided using wheeled bins. 
While this has not yet been fully accomplished within New Zealand; many councils are 
currently exploring the option to provide a RFID tag-based pay per pickup system and 
carrying out trials, and Auckland Council currently provides a tag-based pay per pickup 
system. 

3.2.2 Costs 

Table 3: Scenario 5a Cost per Household Estimates 

Cost of the council 
service for households 
with a food waste 

collection (per hh) 

Cost of the council 
service for households 

without a food waste 
collection 

Cost 

$260 

(food waste and 
recycling collection 
cost added to rates 
- $105 per annum; 

remainder is 
recovered through 
user-pays charges) 

$209 

(recycling collection 
cost added to rates 

- $53 per annum; 
remainder is 

recovered through 
user-pays charges) 

15 

Detail 

Total waste management 
cost for these households

target rate or general rate 
for kerbside recycling and 
food waste, and user pays 
charges (full or partial) for 

refuse collection 

Total waste management 
cost for these households

target rate or general rate 
for kerbside recycling, and 

user pays charges (full or 
partial) for refuse collection 
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Cost of private 
collect ions (average) 

Cost of addit ional drop 
off services (per 

household not served 
by a council kerbside 

service) 

Cost of extending 
service to commercial 

properties (per 
commercial property) 

NA 

$18 

$158 

ATTACHMENT D 

Would only apply to the 
small proportion of 

households that choose to 
use a private collection, 

despite a competitive 
Council refuse collection 

For all rural households not 
receiving a kerbside service 

Optional user pays service 
for kerbside recycling and 

food waste collection 5 

Where charging systems are in place there are usually additional administrative costs 
involved in billing. The level of these administrative costs is extremely variable and 
depends on the type of charging system implemented, who it is administered by, and 
how it is administered. Administration charges could add up to 50% onto the cost of 
service provision. More work would be required to understand the level of these costs 
once a preferred service configuration has been identified. 

By way of comparison, a private sector services where users could choose on a weekly 
basis whether to have a collection or not would cost in the vicinity of $6.50 per collection 
to operate. A Council -provided collection operated on this basis would cost in the 
vicinity of $3.50 per household per collection. 

3.2.3 Scenario Sb (Pay by Volume) 

The key features of this service are: 

• Households select a bin size and (potentially) frequency. They are charged a 
variable cost based on the size of their bin and frequency. A 140L bin collected 
weekly is assumed to be the default service, with other options being a smaller 
80L and perhaps a 120L. 240L bins would not be offered due to the significant 
negative impact these have on waste diversion. 

• Households are billed in advance . Any bins put out where the account has not 
been paid are not collected. 

5 Note that thi s is cheaper on a 'per customer' basis becau se it assumes urban on ly collections and it is 
only the marginal cost of adding extra customers. 
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• Separate billing systems for refuse would be required to bill the householder 
rather than the property owner (not funded as a rate). This may be delivered by 
the contractor (who already use these systems for private customers). 

• A weekly collection of a 140L bin would cost in the order of $2.60 each week. 
This includes additional costs of billing and GST. 

• The uptake of this service is assumed to be high due to the relatively low cost 
compared to current service offerings. 

This service scenario delivers on the five key priorities as follows: 

• low total community cost: this scenario is likely to achieve a lower total 
community cost than the status quo private rubbish collection option, 
provided improved economies of scale can be achieved through high market 
share 6, and slightly cheaper overall than a pay per pickup service. 

• Diversion from landfill: this scenario is an improvement over the status quo 
as the kerbside recycling collection ensures that glass and other key materials 
are recycled, rather than leaving this to the choice of the private sector. The 
food waste collection also ensures this significant portion of the current 
landfill stream can be diverted. Council also achieve an improved level of 
control over the refuse collection system, such as the ability to discourage 
customers from using large wheeled bins for refuse collection 

• Flexibility: this option retains some flexibility in that customers can choose 
the bin size and, potentially, how often rubbish is collected 

• User pays: this scenario retains the aspect of user pays for refuse collection, 
but brings it under Council control (recycling and food waste collections 
would be funded through targeted rate). 

• Improved environmental outcomes: the kerbside recycling and refuse 
collection services are rationalised, and additional material is diverted from 
landfill through the improved recycling collection and the new food waste 
collection. 

3.2.4 Costs 

Estimated costs per household are provided in the table below. 

Table 4: Scenario 5b Cost per Household Estimates 

Cost l_o_e_t_a_il----------------~ 
6 Note, however, that a rates-funded council rubbish collection service would be cheaper again- due to 

reduced administration and management costs and increased efficiency through consistent collection 
systems. 

17 



305 ATIACHMENT D 

$236 
Total waste management 

(food waste and cost for these househo lds-
Cost of the council recycling collection target rate or general rate 
service for households cost added to rates for kerbside recycling and 
with a food waste - $105 per annum; food wast e, and user pays 
collection (per hh) remainder is charges (full or partial) for 

recovered through refuse co llection 
user-pays charges) 

$184 

Cost of the council (recycling collection 
Total waste management 
cost for these households-

service for households cost added to rates target rate or general rate 
without a food waste -$53 per annum; for kerbside recycling, and 
collection remainder is user pays charges (full or 

recovered through partial) for refuse col lection 
user-pays charges) 

Would only apply to the 
small proportion of 

Cost of private 
NA 

households that choose to 
collections (average) use a private collection, 

despite a competitive 
Council refuse col lection 

Cost of additional drop 

off services (per 
For all rura l households not 

household not served $18 
receiving a kerbside service 

by a council kerbside 
service) 

... .......... . ........................................ 

Cost of extending Optional user pays service 
service to commercial 

$158 
for kerbside recycling, food 

properties (per waste collection, and 
commercial property) rubbish collection 7 

7 Note that this is more expensive on a 'per customer' basis because the additiona l cost of extending the 
service is spread across a relatively small number of potential customers. 
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3.3 Summary of Total Costs and Income 
The tab le be low shows a summary of the estimated total costs of the scenarios under 
consideration. 

Table 5: Summary of Total Costs and Income by Scenario 

Scenario Sa: 

Scenario 2: 2 stream 

Kerb Sort recycling, 

Status Quo 
recycling, Food waste, 

Food waste, and Council 

and Private Pay per 
Rubbish Pickup 

Rubbish 

Recycling $870,221 $988,509 
.............................. ... ......... .. .................... 

Food $582,903 $590,492 
. ........... . ..... ...... . ..................... 

Rubbish $0 $1,847,414 

Estimate of what the $1,453,124 $3,426,415 
council would pay a 

contractor 

Estimate of Council 
$75,000 $100,000 

administration costs 
........ ............................................ ................ ........ ..................... ........ ·· ···· --- ----- --··· -··· ·· ···· ···· ···················· 

Estimate of user-pays 
$714,712 8 

admin costs (up to) 

Total cost of service 

provision paid by $1,528,124 $4,241,127 
Council 

Estimate of Income $2,501,42310 

8 These costs include printing and distribution of tags, retail markup, and GST 
9 Includes operation of billing systems (5% of service cost) and GST 

Scenario Sb: 
2 stream 
recycling, 

Food waste, 

and Council 
Pay by 

Volume 

Rubbish 

$988,509 

$590,492 

$1,768,570 

$3,347,571 

$75,000 

········· · 

$3 78,227.52 9 

$3,800,799 

$2,221,79811 

10 Income based on $3.50 per lift w ith 90% market share with an average of 43 lifts per year per 
participating household . 
11 Assume households are billed in advance for the service and charges cover all rubbish collection, 
disposal and administration costs 
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Net cost to Council (incl 
GST} 

Add-on services 

Cost of additional drop
off services 

Cost of extending 
service to commercial 
properties 

$1,528,124 

$66,888 $66,888 

$29,359 

ATIACHMENT D 

$1,739,704 $1,579,001 

$66,888 $66,888 

$55,998 $55,998 

The net cost to council is similar across all systems as the user charges in scenarios Sa 
and Sb are assumed to largely cover the costs of providing the rubbish collection service. 
It should be noted that there is risk around the level of income that may be obtained 
from a user-pays service due to the market share being unknown. This net cost is the 
amount that presumably Council would seek to recover through rates funding (general 
and/or targeted rates). 

The pay per pickup service is more costly to deliver as it assumes a manual bin tag 
system. This means a runner is required to go ahead of the trucks and remove the tags 
and there are additional costs of printing, distribution and retail markup. Managing a bin 
tag service is also assumed to require some additional Council resource due to the need 
to try and maintain market share. 
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3.4 Summary of Advantages and Disadvantages 
Table 6: Advantages and Disadvantages by Scenario 

Recycling collection 

advantages 

!'-Scenario 2 

• Preserves material quality 
better and so reduces market 

11 
Scenario Sa Scenario Sb 

• Collecting glass separately helps preserve material quality 

price risk I • 
• Cost effective service as does • 

High capacity for households means more material is collected 

Reduced health and safety risks from manual handling (although still 
present on glass collections) not need as much post 

collection processing 
··· ···· ··· · ·· ·-· ·· ·· - ··· · I ···················································································· ······················· · I···· 

Recycling collection 

disadvantages 

• Health and safety risks with 
manual handling need to be 1 • 

managed 

• Capacity for households is 
limited as small bins are 1 • 

needed to be able to hand sort 
from 

Mixed collection of recycling in a wheeled bin leads to more 
contamination and reduced material quality and price . More market 
risk. 

Slightly more expensive service due to more sophisticated sorting 
plant requirements 

············t ··········································· ···········································································+ ···· . .,. .... . 

Rubbish collection 

advantages 

• High level of flexibility for 
householders 

• No change required, so no cost 
or risk to Council 

• Provides some price incentive 
to reduce waste 

21 

• High level of flexibility for 
householders 

• Fair because people pay for 
what they throw out 

• Can be very effective at 
encouraging waste 
minimisation 

• Some flexibility for 
householders 

• Administration and billing is 
simpler than for pay per pickup 
systems 

• Likely to be more cost effective 
than private servic~s 

J 
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Scenario 2 

• High cost to households 

• More vehicles on the street 

Rubbish collection ,. Council may be perceived to be 

disadvantages 
responsible even though they 
are not providing the service 

• Large wheeled bin users 
generate more rubbish 

22 

I 

Scenario Sa 

• More expensive to implement 
due to overhead costs 

• High risk due to uncertain 
market share 

J e Pay per pickup systems are still 
relatively unproven in NZ 

ATTACHMENT D 

Scenario Sb 

• Once households have selected 
a bin size does not encourage 
waste minimisat ion 

• May still have some market 
share issues (but less risk than 
pay per pickup) 

l e There may be a lag in uptake of 1 • There may be a lag in uptake of 
the new service as households 
come off private contracts, 
although this could be 
minimised by communicating 
to householders and private 
contractors well in advance. 

the new service as households 
come off private contracts, 
although this could be 
minimised by communicating 
to householders and private 
contractors well in advance. 

15/10/2018 



310 ATIACHMENT D 

4.0 Additional Services 

A number of additional services have been explored at this point, particularly with 
respect to how these services might interact with the main kerbside services, and what 
(if any) impact these would have on costs. 

These additional services are discussed briefly here, and interactions with main kerbside 
service summarised. These are explained in more detail in appendix A.3.0. 

4.1 Rural Drop-off Points 
As discussed in the previous report, it is not proposed that kerbside collection services 
extend to remote rural households (generally those beyond the existing private 
collection routes). One option is to provide recycling services to remote rural 
households by providing additional recycling drop off sites in strategic locations. 

It is assumed that the community recycling centres would continue to operate and that 
they would provide supplementary capacity for residents with kerbside services as well 
as offering recycling facilities for some residents without access to kerbside recycling 
collections. However, the existing sites may be some distance for remote rural 
households to travel. 

To supplement the existing recycling centres, a number of additional small drop-off sites 
are proposed. The total capex required to establish three high quality drop-off sites is 

approximately $250,000. However, once established the sites would be expected to be 
quite robust and last for a number of years. If it is assumed that the capital costs are 
amortised over 10 years this would equate to an annual cost of capital of in the order of 
$40,000 (including interest costs). 

Depending on the locations and the numbers of households serviced the per household 
cost of the drop off sites is likely to less than the cost of kerbside recycling service 
provision for the remaining households in the district. Our estimates suggest this would 
be $16 per household if spread across all households not receiving a kerbside service . 

Additional detail on the rural drop off options is contained in appendix A.3.1. 

4.2 Commercial Collections 
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 (such as from the back of premises). In 
these situations where the services each business receives is bespoke there is no 
advantage to using a council-contracted service. 
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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. 

Estimates are that rolling out collection services to the 355 additional commercial 
properties in the district would add in the order of $30,000 (incl GST) per annum to total 
service costs for a kerbside sort recycling and food waste service (Scenario 2) and close 
to $55,000 (lncl GST) for a council supplied 2 stream recycling collection, food waste 
collection and rubbish collection (Scenario 5). It is more expensive to add the additional 
properties in Scenario 5 because it also includes a council-provided rubbish collection . 

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 (two of the key preferred outcomes for services) . An 
opt-in or opt out service may be a viable option for collections from commercial 
properties. Because of the small number of properties involved this would be 
manageable and the variation in participation would not significantly affect collection 
logistics. 

Additional detail on the commercial property options are contained in appendix A.3.3. 

4.3 C&D waste 
Construction and demolition (C&D) waste can be broken down into two main categories: 
household and industrial. 

Household-type C&D waste comes from 'DIY' projects and smaller scale renovations, and 
usually involves quite small quantities. It is almost impossible to predict where this type 
of waste will arise as usually building consents or permits are not required or sought. 

Industrial C&D waste relates to formal building projects, and has the double benefits of 
being predictable in location (generally in the designated urban growth areasL and larger 
in quantities. The quantity of individual waste material types is easier to predict and 
separate for processing. 

Generally in New Zealand C&D waste is not well served by targeted waste management 
services. This is partly due to the fact that landfill and other 'clean fill' charges are too 
low to make C&D recovery services economic. C&D waste that is diverted is usually 
items of high individual value that are able to be reused, rather than recycled or 
otherwise recovered. 

A kerbside collection service of C&D waste, even at commercial projects, would be 
marginal under current conditions (although the landfill levy is a key factor, and this 
could change in the near futureL and for these reasons C&D recovery is more likely to be 
an option as a community or non-profit partnership. Council may wish to pursue the 
topic further with Tauranga City Council with a view to establishing a C&D recovery 
service at the Te Maunga Resource Recovery Centre or other agreed site. 
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Provision of a construction and demolition waste recovery facility, particula rly one that 
incorporated reuse, 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. 

Fu rther discussion on construction and demolition waste is contained in A.3.4. 
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5.0 Conclusions 

The detailed investigations undertaken to date have highlighted the following : 

26 

1. Council is still at the very early stages of the process for determining possible 
revised levels of service for waste management. There will be further 
opportunities for decisions on the 'levels of service' to be revisited and changes 
made. 

2. All scenarios will contribute to increased diversion from landfill, compared to the 
status quo. This aligns with the vision set by Council in its WMMP. 

3. Whichever scenario is chosen there are a number of ways the service could be 
adapted to meet the needs of a majority of residents, without fundamentally 
altering the design of the service scenario. 

4. Allowing too many variations however reduces the benefits of Council 'bulk 
purchasing' services on behalf of the residents, so care must be taken to strike a 
balance. 

5. There may be opportunities to reduce the time and expense involved in 
implementing a new level of service through collaborative approaches. 

6. Kerbside sort recycling collections are more likely to reduce exposure to 
commodity risks because they collect better quality material with less 
contamination . They are also slightly cheaper to operate but they usually collect 
less recycling (because of the need to use small bins for hand sorting) and there 
are additional health and safety risks that need to be managed. 

7. Two stream recycling collections collect more material and reduce health and 
safety risks. However, they are more likely to result in material with higher 
contamination and lower value. 

8. There are two main ways that a user pays service can be implemented using 
wheeled bins: pay per pickup and pay by volume (bin size) . Pay per pickup is 
likely to be more expensive and compete more directly with private sector 
options but is fairer and encourages waste minimisation . Pay by volume is 
simpler and less risky to implement but is less likely to encourage waste 
minimisation . 

9. For some properties (such as households with long driveways or no place on the 
roadside to safely place a bin), wheeled bin collections are impractical. Bag 
based collections may have to be offered if these households are to be included 
in Council service provision. 

10. Providing services on a user pays basis risks competing with the private sector for 
market share. Because collections have high fixed costs, low market share can 
affect the service price and viability. 
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11. Scena rio 2 is estimated to cost $294 per household per annum where a food 
waste collection is provided and $240 per household per annum where no food 
waste collection is provided. 

12. Scenario Sa (pay per pickup) is estimated to cost $260 per household per annum 
where a food waste collection is provided and $209 per household per annum 
where no food waste collection is provided . 

13. Scenario Sb (pay by volume) is estimated to cost $236 per household per annum 
where a food waste collection is provided and $184 per household per annum 
where no food waste collection is provided . 

14. The net cost to Council (to be recovered through rates) is likely to be similar for 
all three scenarios (in the order of $1.5m per annum) as income is assumed to 
cover the cost of user pays collection. 

15. Three high quality rural recycling drop off sites can be established for 
approximately $250,000 with an annual service cost in the order of $18 per 
household served (i.e. those not provided with a kerbside collection). 

16. The kerbside services can be extended to commercial premises without 
significantly changing the overall cost of the service. 

17. There may be opportunities to divert more construction and demolition material, 
but the commercial viability of this is uncertain at present. 
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A.1.0 User Pays Charges and Market 

Share 

A.1.1 Examples of Household Charges 

Where charging systems are in place there are usually additional administrative costs 
involved in billing. The level of these administrative costs is extremely variable and 
depends on the type of charging system implemented, who it is administered by, and 
how it is administered . Administration charges could add up to 50% onto the cost of 
service provision. More work would be requ ired to understand the level of these costs 
once a preferred service configuration has been identified. 

Potential charging structures for the two preferred service scenarios using a full charge 
and part charge model look as follows : 

Table 7: Illustration of Potential Charges 

Households with no 

council service (i.e. 
remote rural ) 

Households without 
food waste collection 

Households with food 
waste collection 

Council kerbside-sort 
recycling 

No change (average of $267) 

Targeted rate $49 (for 
recycling collection) 

Private rubbish collection 
(average of $191) 

Ta rgeted rate $103 

Private rubbish collection 
(average of $191) 

Council two-stream 
recycling and full cost

recovery rubbish 

No change (average of $267) 

Targeted rate $54 (for 
recycling collection) 

Charge per lift $2 .50-
$3.5012 

Targeted rate $105 

Charge per lift $2.50- $3.50 

12 The service cost per lift is approximately $2.50 administration and billing costs could add up to $1 per lift 
to the price (depend ing on the system implemented) resulting in a cost of up to $3.50 per lift. This 
assumes 90% market share and that th is is maintained. A 120L wheeled bin is assumed. Different sized 
bins would result in different costs. 
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The charge per lift for rubbish co llected illustrated above compared with a private 
rubbish cost of approximately $6.75 for a comparable service.13 

A.1.2 Impacts of user charges on household market share 

We have analysed available data from 34 councils on the impacts of user charges on 
council rubbish collection market share. The data clearly illustrates that user charges for 
rubbish collections result in a lower proportion of market share. The chart below shows 
market share by collection system. 

Figure 3: Council Rubbish Collection Market Share by Service 
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While it is clear from the above chart that user pays services have much lower market 
share than rates-funded services, the average data disguises quite a wide va riation. The 
level of variation is illustrated in the chart below. 

13 Based on prices obtained from Waste Management and Kleena Bins websites 22/09/18 
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Figure 4: Council Rubbish Collection Market Share Detail 
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What is important to note from the above chart is that about half of the user pays 
services have a market share of 20% or less of all households. At this level, sustaining a 
service is unlikely to be economic. Where there is a high market share, this is generally 
due to a lack of competition from commercial service providers. Commercial operators 
compete in the household market for number of reasons for this such as how strategic 
the location is for service providers, their presence in other markets (such as commercial 
services} that would provide a base for operations, expansion plans, the perceived 
profitability of the market (high income areas are more likely to be targeted} etc. In 
Western Bay there is already a strong and well-established commercial presence in the 
marketplace. It could therefore be expected that if private providers perceive that they 
can compete successfully for market share in Western Bay, they will. 

A.1.3 Impact of Market Share on Price 

Rubbish collections have relatively high fixed costs- essentially the vehicles need to 
travel the same routes each day regardless of how many bins or bags are set out. There 
are some savings from disposal, but low participation rates can result in a high cost per 
household using service. 

The chart below illustrates this for different possible levels of market share in Western 
Bay of plenty. The total service cost for refuse collection in Scenario 5 was modelled at 
$1,768,570 per annum, with $876,656 of this being collection costs and $891,915 
disposal costs. This assumed a 90% participation rate for the service. 14 The calculations 

14 The 90% participation assumes that households do not have the option to opt out and that, because of 
the bulk purchasing, the service will be more economic than is able to be offered by private sector 

operators. 
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assume the disposal costs fall in line with the numbers of households using the service, 
while the collection costs stay constant. An average of 43 pickups per household per 
year is assumed. The 'cost' shown on the chart is the amount that would need to be 
charged for each 'pickup' just to cover the collection and disposal costs. Administration 
costs and billing costs could add up to $1 per pickup to the cost of the service. 

Figure 5: Indicative Collection and Disposal Costs by Market Share 
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Market Share 

As can be seen from the chart; once market share goes below about 40%, the fixed costs 
have a disproportionate impact on the cost of the service. 

For this reason, if a user pays service is provided, and the intention is for it to cover its 
own costs, good market share is essential. The issue is exacerbated by the fact that 
rubbish collection services are price sensitive (i.e. fewer people use services when they 
are more expensive). So, if prices need to rise to cover costs from declining market 
share, this can trigger a 'death spiral' where they more that costs go up the more that 
market share declines. 

There is no available data on the price elasticity of rubbish collections in New Zealand, so 
it is not possible to accurately calculate the effect of a rise or fall in price on the level of 
demand. Anecdotally, however, where council user-pays collection costs are low, this 
can either discourage private operators from entering the market or enable market 
share to be maintained. 15 

15 For example, South Wairarapa District Council has a rising market share as it offers only a part user pays 
service (rubbish bags cost 80 cents), where all the other neighbouring councils (which charge $2.70-$3 .20 
per bag) have a lower, and declining market share. 
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A.2.0 Collaborative Working 

Joint working with other councils does not necessarily imply a joint procurement of 
services. It could for example consist of: 

• Undertaking joint waste management and minimisation planning; 

• Harmonising service delivery for example: materials recycled, services offered to 
households, communications; 

• Establishing a joint administrative structure for the management of waste and 
recycling services. 

Potential benefits of a joint working approach include: 

• More cost-effective administration; 

• Reduced costs through increased bulk purchasing 

• Efficiencies of collection, if services with a neighbouring council are provided 
jointly 

Collaborative working is discussed in more detail in appendix xxx. 

As long as the broad waste minimisation objectives of the different councils align, the 
only potential downside to this type of arrangement is likely to be a perceived loss of 
direct control by the councils. This could be addressed through establishing suitable 
accountability and reporting structures. 

The more difficult question is whether or not Council should enter into a joint 
procurement arrangement with other councils, and if so what form it should take. 

The obvious opportunity for Council is to work jointly with Tauranga City Council (TCC). 
TCC is currently working through a similar process, albeit slightly further ahead. At this 
stage, either of the preferred options appear to provide the opportunity to work in 
partnership with Tauranga City Council. 

Initial discussions have been held with Tauranga City Council (TCC) officers. TCC has 
been predominantly focused on the glass collection service of late, and has yet to 
determine the specifications for an integrated service and how procurement of this 
service might proceed. Options for working with TCC include: 

• Sharing of forms of contract, and tender documentation templates and processes 
(but separate processes are run). This would simply help reduce the cost and 
time to procure services. 

• Running a parallel procurement process. This would entail going to market at the 
same time but with two separate contracts on the table which could be awarded 
to different operators. It would avoid duplication of certain parts of the process 
such as background company information, details of health, safety and quality 
systems etc. 

• Running a joint procurement process. This would make sense if the same or very 
similar systems were intended to be procured and the intention was to have a 
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common service provider across both council areas. There could be efficiencies 
and economies of scale which would reduce the total cost of the service. 

• If TCC goes to market first (which is likely given the stages of each council in the 
process), then an option could be included in the TCC contract for Western Bay to 
'piggy back' on to the TCC service provision- i.e. to use the same service provider 
at rates that were tendered for a WBOP extension. This would enable WBOPDC 
to take advantage of the TCC procurement process and the possibility of 
efficiencies of a joint contract without committing to a given level of service at 
the start. 

Discussions with TCC officers are ongoing. 

Joint working in the broad sense is likely to lead to some minor benefits. The issue of 
whether or not to engage in a joint procurement is not so straightforward . As these are 
issues that have a political dimension it may be that this is where the decision must 
ultimately lie. 
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A.3.0 Additional Services 

A number of additional services have been explored at this point, particularly with 
respect to how these services might interact with the main kerbside services, and what 
(if any) impact these would have on costs. 

These additional services, and the interactions with the key kerbside services, are 
discussed in detail here. 

A.3.1 Rural Drop-off Points 

As discussed in the previous report, it is not proposed that kerbside collection services 
extend to remote rural households. 

One option is to provide recycling services to remote rural households by providing 
additional recycling drop off sites in st rategic locations. 

The Western Bay of Plenty has community recycling centres in the following locations: 

• Athenree : 64 Steele Road, Athenree 

• Katikati : Corner Tetley/Wills Road 

• Omokoroa Greenwaste (collection only site): 336 Omokoroa Road 
• Te Puke : 36 Station Road, Te Puke 

It is assumed that the community recycling centres would continue to operate and that 
they would provide supplementary capacity for residents with kerbside services as well 
as offering recycling fac ilities for some residents without access to kerbside recycling 
collections. However, the existing sites may be some distance for remote rural 
households to travel. 

To supplement the existing recycling centres, a number of additional small drop-off sites 
are proposed. The number of sites and their possible locations would have to be 
determined in consultation with the local communities. The present exercise is intended 
to illustrate the potential costs and impacts of setting up recycling drop off sites. 

As noted in our earlier report, recycling drop-off sites fell out of favour with many local 
authorities due to issues with illegal dumping, and material piling up at the sites. A 
number of councils however 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 

• The sites are monitored by a local resident (or group) who is responsible fo r 
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 
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• The sites are established in consultation with the local communities and the 
conditions for their use are made clear 

The model we have followed most closely is Hastings District Council which operates 7 
sites across their district. 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. This is illustrated in the photo below: 

Figure 6: Containerised Drop-off Unit 

Source: https:/ /www. hastingsdc.govt. nz/services/ru b bish-an d-recycl i ng/recycli ng/ 

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 quantities of material that are collected by these sites can vary substantially and 
hence it is very hard to predict in advance what they will deliver in terms of recycling 
quantities. It is dependent on the convenience of the location, awareness of the facility, 
the number of households that are being served, the interest of the community in 
recycling, ease of access of other services or facilities etc. 

For the purposes of this exercise we have assumed the following: 

• Each site is provided with two 20ft container units. One unit is dedicated to 
paper and cardboard (which takes up the most space) . The other unit has 
compartments for colour separate glass and for mixed plastic containers and 
steel and aluminium cans. 

• The containers are sited on a concrete pad with a platform for ease of access 

• There is a local person responsible for monitoring the site and advising if 
collection is required (as peoples use of the sites become more settled sites may 
be able to go onto a fixed collection schedule), but a monitor will still be required 
for keeping the site tidy and advising of any issues 

• When a container is full it is swapped out with an empty container 
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• The sites are located near a school or community hall or similar space that is easy 
to access for the community 

• Each facility generates a mid-range amount of material for these types of sites. 
This is assumed to be in the order of 60-80 tonnes per annum per site . 

• For the purposes of the exercise we have assumed that there would be three 
additional sites. Given the coverage of the Community Recycling Centres it would 
be sensible for the drop off sites to extend the access to facilities geographically. 

• The sites have been assumed to be in the order of 25-30km from Te Maunga 
where the collected material would be taken. 

A.3.1 .1 Capital Costs 

Capital costs are based on Hastings District Council costs. The Hastings District Council 
configurations are relatively expensive but are considered to be the most well proven. 

Table 8: Capital Cost Estimates for Recycling Drop-off Sites 
I 

Number of units 

Capex (including swap Cost per unit Total 
units) 

Cost per 
Paper and 

4 $25,000 $100,000 
container 

card 
... . ...................................... ... ... ...... .. ....... .. .......... ... .... ........... .......... ........ I ..... ...... .... ...... .. . 

unit Containers 4 $34,000 $136,000 
.. ....... . .............................. I ···· ··· ··· · .. 

Site works 3 $10,000 $30,000 
·- ..... ················-······· ·· 

Total Capex $266,000 

Annualised Capex 
$39,642 

(over 10 years) 

-1 

! 

The total capex required to establish three high quality drop-off sites is likely to be in the 
order of over $250,000. However, once established the sites would be expected to be 
quite robust and last for a number of years. If it is assumed that the capital costs are 
amortised over 10 years this would equate to an annual cost of capital of in the order of 
$40,000 (including interest costs). 

A.3.1.2 Operating Costs 

Key assumptions for calculating the operating costs are as follows: 
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• The average distance to each of the sites is assumed to be approximately 30km, 
meaning a return trip of 60km is required for each service . We have assumed the 
pickup wou ld be charged at $3 per km . 

• Each site is assumed to generate an average amount of material and is emptied 
when approximately 80% full. This would mean in the order of 18 empties per 
year per container would be required. 

• Recyclable materials are of saleab le quality and income from the sale of these is 
assumed to be in line with current recycling market prices (i.e. historica lly low). 

The table below sets out estimated annual operating costs for the drop off sites as 
specified. 

Table 9: Operating Cost Estimates for Recycling Drop-off Sites (Excl GST) 

Cost per site per service 

Assumed services per year 

Cost per site per year 

Site maintenance and 

education 

Income/cost of recyclables 

Paper & Card 

Glass 

Plastic & Cans 

Total Income 

Net annual cost including 
income excluding capex 

Cost per site excluding capex 
1'·'"" ... 

Cost including annualised capex 

over 10 years 

Annual cost per site including 

cap ex 

38 

Per Site 

$180 

36 

$6,480 

$1,200 

Net Income 

per Tonne 

$40 

$25 

-$65 

Number of 
Sites 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Assumed 

Tonnes 

67 

139 

26 

Total 

$540 

108 

$19,440 

$3,600 

Total 

Income/( Cost) 

$2,695 

$3,485 

-$1,661 

$4,519 

$18,521 

$6,174 

$58,163 

$19,388 
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Given the current set of assumptions, operating costs are estimated to total in the order 
of $18,500 per annum or just over $6,000 per site. 

If capex costs were to be amortised over 10 years the total annual cost would be in the 
order of $58,000 for the three sites or close to $20,000 per site. Depending on the 
locations and the numbers of households serviced the per household cost of the drop off 
sites is likely to less than the cost of kerbside recycling service provision for the 
remaining households in the district. Our estimates suggest this would be in the order of 
$16 per household if spread across all households not receiving a kerbside service. 

A.3.2 Impact of New Services on Existing WBOP Waste 

Facilities 

The table below shows the materials accepted by the community recycling centres 
(CRCs) and by the possible kerbside and drop-off services 

Table 10: Materials Accepted by Service 

Community Recycling 
Kerbside & Dropoff 

Centres 

Paper Yes Yes 
.................................. ' ........ _ ,, ............. ............... ....... ........................ .. ........... .................... ............. .. ...... .. . ... .. .. ........... 

Steel cans Yes Yes 
········· ..... 

Aluminium cans Yes Yes 

Glass bottles and jars Yes Yes 

Plastics, Number 1 and 2 
Yes Yes 

Only 
......... 

Flattened Cardboard Yes 

Fluorescent light bulbs Yes 

Batteries Yes 
............................................. 

Scrap metal -ferrous and 
Yes 

non-ferrous 
I · 

Used motor oil Yes 

Whiteware Yes 

Greenwaste Yes 
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The key point is that the CRCs accept a much wider range of material than would be 
collected through kerbside. People are therefore still likely to continue to use the CRCs 
for those materials that they cannot manage through their kerbside services. This is 
likely to particularly be the case for green waste and flattened cardboard which would 
be too bulky to dispose of through the possible kerbside services. 

It is common in NZ for recycling centres and transfer stations to operate and accept 
material where kerbside recycling collection services are in place. However, it can be 
expected that less of the types of materials that are targeted by the kerbside collection 
service will be taken to the existing recycling centres. These materials include glass, 
plastics and aluminium cans. Experience in other districts suggests that a reasonable 
quantity of glass can be collected through drop off sites as households sometimes have 
large quantities of glass from parties and events that cannot fit in their recycling bins. 
Other materials such as plastics could be expected to fall away more sharply as these will 
mostly be handled through the kerbside collection service. 

On this basis we have provided the estimates below for the expected impact of the 
possible kerbside and drop off services on the tonnages of the targeted material 
received by the CRCs. 

Table 11: Estimated Impact of Kerbside Recycling on CRC Tonnages 

Current Tonnages from Estimated Tonnages with 
CRCs Kerbs ide 

Glass 720 360 
··························-

Plastics 75 25 

Aluminium cans 12 4 

TOTAL 807 389 

The estimates suggest a drop in tonnage in the order of 400 tonnes. The CRCs currently 
handle approximately 2,000 tonnes of material, so a decline in tonnage of around 20% 
could be expected. The largest proportions of the material taken to the CRCs include 
green waste (35%) and cardboard (25%), which will be relatively unaffected by the 
kerbside service. 
Although there is expected to be a drop in tonnage and likely patronage for the CRCs we 
would not expect this to result in any significant savings in operating costs at the centres 
directly. Measures may be taken to explicitly reduce costs (such a reducing operating 
hours), to reflect a lower community need for these centres. 
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A.3.3 Commercial Services 

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 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 . 

For the purposes of this exercise we have assumed that the service would be essentially 
the same as the standard household service; with the exception of rubbish, where bags 
are provided instead of wheeled bins to min imise any issues with wheeled bins 
remaining on the footpath. 

Data provided by Council indicates that there are 315 'commercial ' zoned propert ies and 

40 'commercial transition ' properties in the district . For the purposes of the existing 
modelling exercise we have assumed that all 355 of these properties would be supplied 
with a kerbside recycling and food waste service and, in the case of scenario 5, would 
also be able to participate in the Council's user pays rubbish service. 

The kerbside collection model used to develop castings fo r the scenarios presented in 
the previous report was re-run for the short list scenarios (scenario 2 and scenario 5) 
with the additional propert ies included. 

All other assumptions are as set out in the paramete r report and earlier modelling 
report. 

A.3.3.1 Results 

The following tables present the results of the additional collection modelling exercise 

Table 12: Scenario 2 Kerbside Sort Recycling- Total Costs (Excl GST) 

Cost without 
commercial 
collections 

41 

Cost with 
commercial 
collections 

Added cost of 
commercial 
collections 
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Recycling $756,714 $767,308 $10,594 
····· ........... ······. 

Food waste $506,872 $521,807 $14,935 
······················· 

Council Rubbish $0 $0 $0 

TOTAL $1,263,586 $1,289,115 $25,529 

Table 13: Scenario 5 User Pays Wheeled Bins- Total Costs (Excl GST) 
,J 

Cost without Cost with Added cost of 
commercial commercial commercial 
collections collections collections 

Recycling $859,573 $871,561 $11,988 
... -· .. 

Food w aste $513,472 $528,678 $15,206 

Counci l Rubbish $1,768,570 $1,790,070 $21,500 
.. .................. . ...... .. ..... ... .............. ............ ......... ............... ······················································· ···············----

TOTAL $3,141,615 $3,190,309 $48,694 

The above data indicates that ro ll ing out co llection services t o the 355 additional 
commercia l properties would add in the order of $25,000 per annum to total service 
costs for a ke rbside sort recycling and food waste service (Scenario 2} and close to 
$50,000 for a council supplied 2 stream recycling collection, food waste col lection and 
rubbish collection (Scenario 5}. It is more expensive to add the additional properties in 
Scenario 5 because it also includes a council provided rubbish collection. 

The tables below show the above data on a cost per property served basis. Note that 
the food waste collections are provided to fewer households (only urban and semi 
urban} than the rubb ish and recycling collections. 

Table 14: Scenario 2 Kerbside-Sort Recycling- Cost per Property (Excl 
GST) 

Cost without Cost with Added cost of 
commercial commercial commercial 
collections collections collections 

Recycl ing $41 $41 $30 
..... ..... 

Food wast e $44 $44 $42 
.................................................. .. 

Council Rubbish $0 $0 $0 

42 15/10/2018 



330 ATIACHMENT D 

I TOTAL 1 $85 1 $85 I $72 

Table 15: Scenario 5 User-Pays Wheeled Bins - Cost per Property (Excl 
GST) 

Cost without Cost with Added cost of 
commercial commercial commercial 
collections collections collections 

Recycling $47 $46 $34 
..... .. .. ··········· ·························· ······ -· ·· ·· ····-------------------- ········-·································-······················ ·--·---- ··············································-···········-·············-· 

Food waste $44 $44 $43 
... 

Council Rubbish $96 $95 $61 

TOTAL $187 $186 $137 

When the costs are calculated on a per property basis there is negligible difference with 
the additional properties. However, the marginal cost for the commercial collection 
services is lower. 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. 

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 {two of the key preferred outcomes for services). An 
opt-in or opt out service may be a viable option for collections from commercial 
properties. Because of the small number of properties involved this would be 
manageable and the variation in participation would not significantly affect collection 
logistics. 

A.3.4 C&D waste 

Construction and demolition (C&D) waste can be broken down into two main categories: 
household and industrial. 

Household-type C&D waste comes from 'DIY' projects and smaller scale renovations, and 
usually involves quite small quantities. It is almost impossible to predict where this type 
of waste will arise as usually building consents or permits are not required or sought. 

Industrial C&D waste relates to formal building projects, and has the double benefits of 
being predictable in location (generally in the designated urban growth areas), and larger 
in quantities. The quantity of individual waste material types is easier to predict and 
separate for processing. 

Generally in New Zealand C&D waste is not well served by targeted waste management 
services. This is partly due to the fact that landfill and other fill charges are too low to 
make C&D recovery services economic. C&D waste that is diverted is usually items of 

43 
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high individual value that are able to be reused, rather than recycled or otherwise 
recovered. 

There are two relatively small C&D businesses operating in the Tauranga/Western Bay 
area. A recent research report by Community Resources Whakatane/Pou Whakaaro 16 

concluded that there is likely to still be scope to recover C&D wastes for reuse on a non
profit basis, operating as a drop-off facility. 

While it is possible to separate a number of materials for diversion at the resou rce 
recovery centre at Te Maunga, the range is still not as comprehensive as the reuse 
centre in Whakatane. Fu rther, while there is a more active construction and demolition 
(C&D) waste sector in Tauranga, these companies focus on the more valuable items. 
Given the very active construction sector in Tauranga and the Western Bay at present, it 
would be expected that there would be much more C&D waste present than there is in 
the Eastern Bay, where recovery and reuse services exist. 

The table below shows the value of building consents issued in the four territorial 
authorities for the year to April 2018. 

Figure 7: Building Consents for Central/Eastern Bay of Plenty Councils 

Value of Construction 
Value of consents per 

Consents (year to April 
2018) 

head of population 
Territorial Authority 

Tauranga $1,052M $124,600 
I .... 

Western Bay $285M $43,692 

Whakatane $84M $35,000 

Kawerau $7M $6,363 

As shown above, the proportion of waste than could be diverted through reuse can only 
be estimated. It is reasonable to assume that a general proportion would be higher than 
the 4.1% surveyed in Kawerau; although likely to be lower than the 20% currently 
estimated in Whakatane as this is partly inclusive of waste from other areas, and partly a 
likely over-estimate 17 . 

16 Eunomia (2018) " Kawerau Transfer Stat ion Audit- Potential for Reuse" report provided t o Kawerau 
District Council on behalf of Community Resou rces Wha katane/Pou Whakaaro 
17 Commun ity Resources Whakatane survey and research, 2018 

44 15/10/2018 
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It is reasonable to assume that a potential diversion figure for the Tauranga and Western 
Bay of Plenty districts would be on the higher side, given the level of building activity and 
the relative lack of competing services. A figure of 10% would not seem unreasonable. 

Data from the Tauranga and Western Bay council waste assessments shows that there is 
7,270 tonnes of residential waste going to landfill via transfer stations in Tauranga. This 
would suggest that a well-operated reuse centre could capture around 700 tonnes of 
reusable material, and quite likely more if construction and demolition waste can be 
captured also. 

A reuse centre centrally located in Tauranga (such as at the Te Maunga RRC or other 
agreed site) would be expected to be of at least a similar turnover and size to CReW in 
Whakatane, and certainly a viable prospect on a non-profit basis for a community group 
to operate once established. 

It is unlikely that a kerbside collection service of C&D waste, even at commercial 
projects, would be feasible under current conditions, and for these reasons C&D 
recovery is more likely to be an option as a community or non-profit partnership. 
Council may wish to pursue the topic further with Tauranga City Council with a view to 
establishing a C&D recovery service at the Te Maunga Resource Recovery Centre or 
other agreed site. 

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 reuse, 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. 

45 
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Introduction 

Western Bay of Plenty District Council is reviewing part of its Revenue and Financing Policy, 
in conjunction with an amendment to the Long Term Plan 2018-2028. 

Reasons for the proposal 

Through a Long Term Plan Amendment, Council proposes to introduce in 2021/2022 a 
Council-contracted kerbside waste service for most of the District, and in 2020/2021 
introduce rural recycling drop-off points for remote areas where kerbside services would not 
reach. As a result, Council has considered how the new services will be funded, taking into 
account its overall funding philosophy in the Revenue and Financing Policy. 

Summary of proposed changes 

The proposed changes to the Solid Waste section of the Revenue and Financing Policy 
enable the use of targeted rates and user fees for kerbside collection services and rural 
recycling drop-off points. 

A 'tracked-changes' version of the relevant section of the policy is attached as Appendix A. 

The main change is the addition of the following funding tools, from 2020/21: 

• User fees for kerbside rubbish collections 

• Area of benefit targeted rates for access to kerbside recycling, glass, and 
food scraps collections and rural recycling drop-off services. 

A full version of the current Revenue and Financing Policy is in Chapter 5 of the Long Term 
Plan 2018-2028 at https://www.westernbay.govt.nz/our-council/council
publications/LonqTermPian2018-2028/Paqes/default.aspx 

More detail about Council's proposals in the Solid Waste activity, are in Council's Long Term 
Plan Amendment and Annual Plan 2019/20 Consultation Document and can be found on the 
haveyoursay. westernbay.qovt. nz website. 

Have your say 

We need your feedback by 4pm Thursday 18 April 2019 

Please tell us what you think of what we are proposing . 

You can do this by: 
• Entering it online at: https://haveyoursay.westernbay.qovt.nz 
• Posting it to: Long Term Plan Amendment, Western Bay of Plenty District Counci" 

Private Bag 12803/ Tauranga 3143. 
• Emailing it to: haveyoursay@westernbay.qovt.nz 
• Delivering it to: 

o Barkes Corner head office, 1484 Cameron Road, Greerton 
o Te Puke Library and Visitor Information Centre, 130 Jellicoe Street, Te Puke 
o The Centre- Patuki Manawa - Katikati Library, Service Centre and 

Community Hub, 21 Main Road, Katikati 
o Waihi Beach Library and Service Centre, 106 Beach Road, Waihi Beach 
o Omokoroa Library and Service Centre, McDonnell Street, Omokoroa 
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Feedback forms are available at all service centres, and at our public Have Your Say events. 

If you have questions, or if you would like to give feedback in person, we encourage you to 
come to one of our community Have Your Say Events: 

Omokoroa Settlers' Hall: Sat 23 March- 9am-12pm 
Oropi Hall: Wed 27 March- 6.30pm-8pm 

Waihi Beach RSA: Sat 30 March - 9am-12pm 
Te Puna Quarry Park - Gallery: Wed 3 April - 4pm-7pm 

Te Puke Memorial Hall : Sat 6 April- 9am-12pm 
Maketu Community Centre: Wed 10 April- 4pm-7pm 

Katikati Community Hub, The Centre- Patuki Manawa: Sat 13 April- 9am- 12pm 

Alternatively, you may register for a more formal opportunity to present your views. Please 
email haveyoursay@westernbay.qovt.nz or phone 07 571 8008 by Friday 5 April 2019 to 
secure a timeslot and receive further information. These days will be available on: 

Council Chambers (Barkes Corner): Mon 15 April- 9.30am start 
Council Chambers (Barkes Corner): Tues 16 April - 9.30am start 

Giving effective feedback 

We will provide feedback forms at all service centres and at our community events 
throughout the consultation period. 

Feedback on matters outside the scope of the draft policy cannot be considered by the 
Council as part of this review process. 

What happens next? 

Council will acknowledge in writing or by email (if provided) the receipt of your feedback. 

Review Timeframes: 

• Period for feedback opens: 
• Period for feedback closes: 
• Have your say days: 
• Council adopts policy: 
• Policy becomes effective: 

Appendices: 

18 March 2019 
18 April 2019 
Commencing 23 March (see above) 
27 June 2019 
1 July 2019 

A. Draft Revenue and Financing Policy- Solid Waste 
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SOLID WASTE 

COMMUNITY OUTCOME 
[::ffective waste management practices that minimise waste to landfill and encourage efficient use of resources to reduce environmental harm. 

GOALS 
• Reduce and recover more waste 

·To create benefit for ourcommunity 

• Apply the latest proven and cost effective waste management and minimisation approaches 

• Tocollect information to enable decision making. 

DISCUSSION/ RATIONALE 

[::ducation, promotion of waste minimisation benefits, planning for and monitoring waste 
benefits our district as a whole. When individuals make use of education and information on 
waste and hazardous waste issues the community benefits as a result. 

If the remediation and monitoring of closed landfills were not undertaken it would affect the 
community as a whole, through downstream effects on the environment. 

The existence of greenwaste and recycling facilities will benefit those in the local area. 

If convenient facilities are not provided to dispose of greenwaste it may be more likely that it 
will be illegally dumped and may result in increased enforcement and regulatory costs for the 
whole community. 

It is sometimes possible to identify individuals who are illegally dumping cars and other 
rubbish. They may be prosecuted. 

Individuals using greenwaste and recycling facilities can be identified and charged for the service. 

Council wishes to encourage recycling and therefore chooses not to charge gate fees at its 
recycling drop off facilities. 

Council also wishes to consolidate its revenue collection for this activity by geographical area 
of benefit and has chosen to combine targeted rates for greenwaste and recycling with 
targeted rates for landfill remediation and monitoring where facilities are available. 

The life of greenwaste and recycling assets is estimated at 25 years. Achieving a cleaner 
environment benefits future generations through not leaving a legacy of waste. 

Illegal dumping and littering requires cleaning up which increases costs. Offenders often 
cannot be identified. 

We have a responsibility to ensure that remediation and monitoring of closed landfills continues. 

As of 2020/21 year onwards: 
Council's increased ro le in kerbside service delivery through the Council con tracted collection of 
rubbish . recycling, glass and food scraps (urban areas) (2021/2022 onwards) and through the 

i=UNDING APPROACH 

Capital expenditure excluding renewals 

Initially financed by loans and serviced from solid waste targeted rates (uniform 

annual charges). over the applicable area of benefit (currently [::astern, Western 

and Omokoroa). 

Waste minimisation levy received from the Ministry of the Environment to fund waste 
minimisation activities. 

Operational, maintenance and renewals expenditure 

Provided from: 

• Environmental protection rate to fund District-wide operational expenditure 

• Area of benefit targeted rates uniform annual charges (Eastern and Western) and 
user fees to fund renewals and all operating, maintenance and financing costs of 
closed landfills, green waste and recycling centres 

• Waste Minimisation levy to fund waste minimisation activities 

• User fees, area of benefit targeted rates to fund renewals of capital 
and all operational, maintenance and financing costs of Omokoroa 
greenwaste facility. 

• User fees fo r kerbside rubbish coll ections. 

• Area of benefit targeted rates for service avai lability, for kerbside 
recycling, glass, and food scraps (urban areas) co llect ions and rural 
recycl ing drop-off services. 

.. .E~O.~i sJ~n. ~f .l1'2r11<1'2r1.~~ r_(l_':_<ll r_~<:xc:!~r1_g -~~~p~_<Jffp_o.il_l_t~ _(2.()_2.()l_2(?_2.l _ c:l_r1~<1-~~~LTb (?~ 'C .s'C~-~ i_c;: ':~ __ _ . __ 
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benefit those households using the service. A targeted rate on the geographic area of benefit 
where the services are available, reflects the access to services. !=or rubbish collection user fees 
and charges are more appropriate, as those that create more waste are clearly identifiab le and 
can be directly charged. Using fees and charges for rubbish collections also helps to encourage 
the reduction of waste to landfill and the utilisation of recyc ling options. 

ATTACHMENT E 

REVENUE AND FINANCING POLICY FOR SOLID WASTE I POLIC I ~S. SUMMARI~S AND STAT~M~NTS I 
CHAPTER FIVE 1417 
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Date 
Subject 

21 February 2019 Open Session 
Adoption of the Statement of Proposal for Consultation on the Draft Schedule of 
Fees and Charges 2019-20 

Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

Long Term and Annual Plan Committee 

Adoption of the Statement of Proposal for Consultation 
on the Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges 2019-20 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to seek the Committee's approval to adopt the Statement of 
Proposal {Attachment A) to inform consultation on the draft schedule of fees and charges 
2019-20. 

Recommendation 

1. THAT the Customer Experience Manager report dated 21 February 
2019 and titled 'Adoption of the Statement of Proposal for 
Consultation on the Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges 2019-20' be 
received. 

2. THAT the report relates to an issue that is considered to be of medium 
significance in terms of Council's Significance and Engagement Policy. 

3. THAT in accordance with Sections 82 and 150 of the Local Government 
Act 2002, the Statement of Proposal (Attachment A) and the draft 
Schedule of Fees and Charges 2019-20 (Attachment B) be adopted for 
public consultation. 

4. THAT the Chief Executive Officer be delegated authority to make 
minor editorial changes to the draft Schedule of Fees and Charges 
2019-20 if required. 

:f~_jJ[,~-~· 
Barbara Whitton 
Customer Experience Manager 

Approved 

A3392174 

Kumaren Perumal 
Group Manager Finance and 
Technology Services 

Page 1 
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1. 

21 February 2019 Open Session 
Adoption of the Statement of Proposal for Consultation on the Draft Schedule of 
Fees and Charges 2019-20 

Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges 2019-20 

Council is required by Section 150 of the Local Government Act 2002 to review its 
Schedule of Fees and Charges in a manner that gives effect to Section 82 of the 
Act. This means that consultation on any fees and charges to be set is undertaken 
concurrently with the consultation on the draft Annual Plan 2019-20 Consultation 
Document. 

As noted in the 2019-20 Statement of Proposal (Attachment A), fees and charges 
have been reviewed as part of the preparation of the 2019-20 Annual Plan. A 
summary of the proposed changes were provided at the Annual Plan workshop held 
7 February 2019. 

The proposed significant changes were agreed in principle and a summary of the 
proposed key changes/additional charges are noted below. The Draft Schedule of 
Fees and Charges for 2019-20 is set out in (Attachment B) to this report. 
Council's general approach is to reduce burden on the ratepayer by utilising the 
'user pays' principle - that is, where a service user can be identified, they will pay 
for that service through a user fee or charge. This approach requires a greater 
percentage of the costs of an activity to be recovered from service users. The 
review also sought to ensure consistency in hourly rates across the organisation 
and neighbouring councils. 

As well as a range of inflationary adjustments across a range of fee categories 
notable changes proposed in the draft Schedule of Fees and Charges for 2019-20 
include: 

• Building Services Code of Compliance Certificate Fees 
Code Compliance Certificate fees have been altered to allow for a sliding scale 
of lodgement fees that relates to the value of the project work. 

• Library charges 
Overdue charges on children's materials have been withdrawn in support of 
renewed use of libraries for lower income families. 

• Resource Consent Minimum Fees 
The number of fee categories within the resource consent activity have been 
reduced, in anticipation of a change to an online portal for lodgement of 
processing of resource consents in the 2019/20 year. 

Council propose to introduce minimum fee categories that relate to the 
activity type (for example, controlled activity, restricted discretionary activity, 
discretionary activity and non-complying activity) rather than minimum fee 
categories that relate to the number of lots within the subdivision. This will 
align with our existing approach to charging for land use consents. 

It is proposed that minimum fees for subdivision consents be increased to 
more accurately reflect the actual cost of processing. 

A3392174 Page 2 
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21 February 2019 Open Session 
Adoption of the Statement of Proposal for Consultation on the Draft Schedule of 
Fees and Charges 2019-20 

Similarly, for section 223 and section 224 certificates issued under the 
Resource Management Act Council is proposing to remove the minimum fee 
categories that relate to the number of lots within a subdivision. Instead, we 
are proposing a simplified approach with a minimum fee for s223 and s224 
certificates for freehold subdivisions and a minimum fee for s223 and s224 
certificates for unit title subdivisions. 

For land use consents, Council is continuing with its approach of minimum 
fees by activity type and increases to those minimum fees are proposed to 
more accurately reflect the actual cost of processing. 

There are other increases proposed to a number of other m1n1mum fee 
categories included within the 'Miscellaneous' section of the Draft Fees and 
Charges, for example, Certificates of Compliance, Compliance Certificates 
(Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act) and designations/notices of requirement. 

• Wastewater connection charge Ongare Point/Maketu/Te Puna West 
Connections to these wastewater schemes will require landowners to pay 
their share of the capital cost of putting infrastructure in place. Council will 
then manage the installation of tanks on the property. Final actual costs will 
be reviewed at the completion of construction and the balance will either be 
charged or refunded to the landowner. 

Financial contributions are included in the draft Schedule of Fees and Charges for 
information. They are calculated based on rules and criteria set in the District Plan 
and the proposed budgets included in the Long Term Plan 2018-2028. 

Feedback on the draft Schedule of Fees and Charges 2019-2020 (Attachment B) 
will take place between 18 March 2019 and 18 April 2019. 

During May- June 2019 Council will consider the feedback received and the final 
Fees and Charges Schedule 2019-20 will be presented for adoption on 26 June 
2019. 

2. Significance and Engagement 

The Local Government Act 2002 requires a formal assessment of the significance of 
matters and decisions in this report against Council's Significance and Engagement 
Policy. In making this formal assessment there is no intention to assess the 
importance of this item to individuals, groups, or agencies within the community 
and it is acknowledged that all reports have a high degree of importance to those 
affected by Council decisions. 

The Policy requires Council and its communities to identify the degree of 
significance attached to particular issues, proposals, assets, decisions and activities. 

In terms of the Significance and Engagement Policy this decision is considered to 
be of medium significance because the relevant Acts enable Council to set fees and 
charges. In general, fees and charges set must be reasonable and recover cost of 
the activity. 

A3392174 Page 3 




