Strategic Waste Reviews




Background

Waste Minimisation and Management Plan 2017-23 informs
the waste work at HCC

September 2018: Officers commenced strategic reviews into
three waste areas

* Residential hazardous waste
* Resource recovery
» Kerbside collection

Key question: Are the current services still fit for purpose, and if
not, what are the alternatives available?

Consultants Morrison Low Ltd, with key expertise
In waste management, were commissioned to
assist in this process

A

MorrisonLow




Business cases?

« A way of systematically thinking through the
problem, and determining options

e Qur approach follows Treasury’s Better
Business Case model

 Focused on outcomes Compelling case for
change - strategic fit
and business needs

Achievable
and can be

successfully
delivered

optimises value
for money

Strategic
/ A \ Preferred option

Economics

Affordable Commercial
within
available Commercially
funding viable




The process

Investment Logic Map

Hutt City Coun

Household hazardous waste

PROBLEM

e

Lack of ciarity on
funding requirad to
provide appropriate
household hazardous

waste services

—

Current services only
capture a small
proportian of
household hazardous
waste generated and
‘herefore do nat meet
demand

——
The destination of
material not captured
by hazardous waste
services is unknown
and inappropriate
starage or disposal by
the community may be
occurring (impacting
nealth, safety and
environment)
S

Current services do
not meet some
industry health and
safety standards,
neither Hazmobile.
(2.g. role of
valunteers) nor
Silverstream drop-off

nstaffed)

Busines: Problem Owner: Jorn Scherzer
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Strategic investment objectives

provide services that are cost effective
provide services that are safe

provide services that reduce greenhouse
gas emissions

provide services that customers want
and can use appropriately

reduce waste and protect the
environment from the harmful effects of
waste



hort list of
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analysis
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Kerbside Collection Services Business Case

Strategic Case:
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this.
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Councilservicel.

Investment Objectives and Case for Change

objective 1 To provide services that are costeffective:
status Quo
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1 3
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Relevant kpis [Overal service cost within approved budgets

ouncif's market share,
experience n other parts of NewZealand shows that further
being cost effective. Agreater market share would ncrease

Most private wheelie bin services provide 240L wheelie bins.
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Where are we at

 Have completed

* Investment Logic Map (problem definition and
outcomes sought)

 Defined strategic objectives
« Compiled long list of options

 Short-listed options for more detailed analysis,
have commenced detailed analysis

e Currently building a more detailed cost picture, yet
to be completed

« Today, present our findings so far



Hazardous waste

Relevant WMMP 2017-23 actions:

» C.8: Review effectiveness, scope and location of hazardous
waste collection day

* IN.10: [Improve] Recycling and hazardous waste facilities at
the transfer station / landfill

HUTJACITY

TE AWA KAIRANGI




Current service and case for change

« Annual hazardous waste collection day coordinated with Upper
Hutt City Council

« Event supported by volunteer Council staff, but with H&S risks

* Only captures a relatively small portion of household hazardous
waste generated

« Hazardous waste may be stored or disposed inappropriately
between collection days

« Unattended hazardous waste drop off area at Silverstream
Landfill, does not meet best practice H&S standards




Option 1: Contracted event

» Contracted event once per year, discontinue drop off
» Assumes continued shared costs between HCC and UHCC

* Improved Health and Safety regarding waste materials, but some
concerns remaining (eg traffic management)

 Will miss out on some materials as some residents not able to wait
until the next event

» Operating costs higher than compared to status quo (~ $92k vs
$50k) but can be funded from HCC’s (ring-fenced) waste levy
funding with no impact on rates

« Sub-option: contracted event every two years

« Lower cost than annual event, but higher risk of inappropriate
storage by residents, and reduced capture of hazardous
materials



Option 2: Enhanced landfill drop off

« Upgrade storage facilities, staff at all times with trained personnel
preferably via the landfill operator, no annual collection event

« Operating costs relatively similar to Option 1 (~ $100k vs $92k)

« Some additional upfront investments required, eg bunkers
(~ $50k) but can be funded from HCC'’s (ring-fenced) waste levy
funding with no impact on rates

« Implementation can be staged, eg continue with annual event,
and move to enhanced drop off when landfill contracted re-
tendered in 2020

Sub-option: Enhanced landfill drop off and contracted event
every two years

« Could potentially result in increased capture, but most expensive
option due to service duplication



Resource recovery

Relevant WMMP 2017-23 action:

* IN.3: Investigate the establishment of a free to use recycling
waste facility and shop before the landfill gates, implement if
found to be economically viable

* IN.11: Increase waste diversion at landfill and increase
collection and diversion of reusable and recyclable items

HUTJACITY

TE AWA KAIRANGI




Current service and case for change

» EXxisting resource recovery drop-off at Silverstream landfill
 Focused on reuse of bric-a-brac, usable furniture, etc

« Collected items are processed and sold at Earthlink’'s Wingate
site and shop

« Customers charged for waste disposal regardless of use of
drop-off point

« Current transfer station layout does not encourage use of
resource recovery drop-off

« Material dropped off is not protected from the weather

« Drop-off area and resale shop are located at two different sites



Option 1 — Status quo

« Continuation of current arrangement
with Earthlink, but with focus on
valuable items (not tonnage per se)

« Traffic flow improvements already
under consideration

« Maintain at current financial support
($82k) from waste levy

« BUT continuation of key
limitations (no financial incentive
to customers, poor weather
protection for items, H&S concerns)




Option 2 - Enhanced status quo

« Improved reception area for items dropped off, preserve value of
items

 Better shelter for resource recovery staff

* Incentivise diversion by changes to landfill gate fee (eg discount
voucher)

« BUT:

« initial upfront investment to improve storage and drop off
point (~ $300k, one-off) albeit costs could come from HCC’s
(ring-fenced) waste minimisation reserve fund or an
application to the Government’s Waste Minimisation Fund

« Potential reduction in landfill income (estimated at $50k/year)



Option 3 — Private site

« Customers drop-off items at separate resource recovery site (eg
Earthlink), no drop-off at Silverstream

« Could enable a more fit-for-purpose facility

« BUT:

« customers less likely to go to two separate destinations in
one trip

« would require increased on-going funding support from HCC
to maintain viability

* risk of reduction in diversion as no site close to the immediate
drive up to the landfill



Options not considered further

No service

- Not assessed as does not meet strategic objectives

Expand scope to include construction and demolition waste

—> unlikely to be demand for expanded service scope as virgin
materials available at low cost and waste disposal costs are
low (refer recent Tonkin & Taylor report on C&D waste)



Kerbside collection

Relevant WMMP 2017-23 actions:

« C.1: Investigate options and costs of a two-stream recycling
collection, by 2019

» C.2: Investigate the use of wheelie bins for kerbside recycling
by 2019

* IN.4: Review effectiveness, number, and positions of
community recycling stations. Implement agreed changes (if

any)

HUTJACITY

TE AWA KAIRANGI




Current service and case for change

Kerbside refuse collection
» WWeekly collection pre-paid official refuse bags
« Significant health and safety concerns with bags (handling injuries)

« Most customers prefer bins albeit bag market share currently stable
at 30%

Kerbside recycling collection

» Weekly collection of 55L crates

« Significant concerns about wind-blown litter and also rain damage
Recycling drop-off stations

« Unstaffed sites attracting illegal dumping and associated costs

* Incorrect use / abuse resulting in bin content contamination
Kerbside food or green waste collection

« Currently no kerbside collection service



Recycling




Option 1: continue with crates only

« Continued concerns about wind-blown litter and rain damage
(some people use nets but they can get damaged and/or lost,
and are not mandatory)

« Continued concerns about crate capacity

« Would continue to rely on recycling stations to take overflow,
but concerns regarding illegal dumping and bin contamination



http://www.google.co.nz/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=imgres&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwj-_O-fp5ziAhUi73MBHUoGBvkQjRx6BAgBEAU&url=http://www.huttcity.govt.nz/Services/Rubbish-and-recycling/&psig=AOvVaw1gYvAY8Pb4_pxqJL6lKt2e&ust=1557967459477077

Option 2: two-stream recycling

« Two-stream recycling using wheelie bin for mixed
recyclables and a crate for glass collected fortnightly

« Higher capacity bins with latches will
reduce wind-blown recycling litter

 Bin option used in many NZ cities:
Auckland, Christchurch, Wellington,
Dunedin, Porirua, Palmerston North

» Glass in separate crate to protect value of other recycling
(paper) and to enable sorting on truck to protect value of colour-
sorted glass

 Following roll-out of high capacity kerbside bins, phase out
unstaffed recycling stations, retain only in two strategic
locations (co-located with key staffed waste infrastructure, such
as a transfer station)



Estimated costs recycling

Current Estimated future
System Crates, Crates, 2-stream,
weekly weekly fortnightly
Annual cost $40* $82 $69
per household ($65 - $100) ($55 - $85)
Total service
cost $1.2m $2.6m $2.2m

« Cost range based on mid-point estimate +/- 20%; total service cost based on
mid-point estimate

« Market changes over the last two years means less revenue from recycling for
contractor, thus future collection costs for status quo likely higher than at present

« Costs for 2-stream collection in line with current costs in Dunedin ($66/property)
and Porirua ($74/property)

« Recommend further cost analysis and consult & report back to Council as part of
the 2020 annual plan process

* Crates and nets are sold on an at-cost basis, not included in the annual targeted rate of $40 per property



Recycling: What are other councils doing?

Currently not possible
in Wellington region
due to lack of

infrastructure
/

Recycling service Population serviced [Number of councils

Commingled bin 2,123,319 12 /

Currently
Mixed recycling bin, glass bin 144,504 4 - gn'Y on trial
asls

Mixed recycling bin, glass crate 824,278 15

Crates 704,538 23

Other 444 501 13
Total 4,241,140 67

Recycling service, by population serviced

11%

17% = Commingled bin
= Mixed recycling bin, glass bin

= Mixed recycling bin, glass crate

50%
= Crates
u Other
19%
3%

Recycling service, by number of councils

34%

18%

‘6%

22%

= Commingled bin

= Mixed recycling bin, glass bin
= Mixed recycling bin, glass crate
= Crates

m Other



Options not short-listed

No service
- Not assessed as does not meet strategic objectives

One stream 240L bin for commingled recycling, including glass
- Not viable as no infrastructure to deal with commingled glass

Separate organics collection

= No kerbside organics collection service short-listed at this stage due
to lack of clear carbon footprint comparison and further market analysis
required (eg processing infrastructure and end-market for collected
materials)

- Wellington City Council trialling a separate food organics collection
from later in 2019; opportunity to follow their progress and apply lessons
learnt

—> acceptance of green waste at landfill is being assessed separately,
still to be completed, but if no longer accepted, would affect landfill
revenue



Refuse




Option 1: continue with bag service

30% of users still want this service

Incentive for waste minimisation, only pay for what you use ($2.50 per bag)

Council achieves approximately $400k in revenue
« BUT:

« Market share currently stable, but there is a risk that costs could
increase and this could affect revenue

» Health and safety concerns (eg injuries, animal strike)




Bag service: safety issues

Proportion of injuries by collection method

Collection Method Usage of this method (%) Total injuries for this method (%)
Automated bin 46 5
Bag 32 36
Non-automated bin (crate) 13 17
Loose materials 9 11

Automated bin collection makes up nearly half of the systems, but only 5% of the
injuries



Option 2: Discontinue Council service

» Council pulls out of service provision, and users are free to chose their own
provider (eg as is done in Kapiti)

« Users do not have to engage a provider, they could share bins

 Private operators do not offer bag collection, so this would effectively mean
moving fully to bins (addresses health and safety risks associated with
bags)

« BUT:

« Tends to be more costly per household as private operators do not get
the economies of scale

« Council currently achieves $400k in revenue from its bag service

« There is still demand for bags and private operators
do not offer this




Option 3: Rates-funded bin

Addresses health and safety risks associated with bags

« Range of bin sizes can be provided (80L / 120L) to match customer needs

« Could still enable private service providers to operate if Council service is
limited to small bin options (eg for those wanting larger bins)

« Ensures Council still provides a service that customers expect

« Can be more cost effective for households currently using small private bins
(eg 120L)

« BUT:

« Transfer costs from user pays to rates funding - rates impact,
potentially by 5%

« Unless Council service is limited to only small bins, could reduce
options for private operators with potential job losses

« Can disadvantage those that create little waste (single person
household, elderly) and in hilly areas (or where access is difficult)




Option 4: PAYT bin

« “Pay As You Throw”

 Similar to Option 3 but enables households to pay only for bin collection
when needed

« On average slightly more expensive than Option 3, but cost effective for
households with little waste

« BUT:
* PAYT technology still not full commercialised

» Council currently achieves $400k in revenue from its bag service




Estimated costs

. . Pre-paid Opt-out Rates Funded | PAYT Refuse

Service option Official Refuse : ) .
Refuse Service | Refuse Bins Bins
Bag

Annual average | a0 g143 | $240-$342 | $115-$175 | $190 - $280
cost / household
Frequen(.:y S T e e one bin pick- one bin pick- one bin pick-
assumptions up/week up/week up/week

Household cost
assumptions

Low: $2.50/bag in
Lower Hutt

High: $2.75/bag
in Porirua

Low: lowest cost
offer in Lower Hutt
at $4.62/week for
80L bin

High: average of
advertised prices
at $285 (at $5.50/
pick up) + 20%

Range based on
mid-point at
$144 (at $2.77
per pick up)

+/- 20%

Range based on
mid-point at
$234 (at $4.50/
pick up)

+/- 20%

« Changing to bin models could have impact on rates, and/or potentially lead to
$400k loss in council revenue (due to loss of bag service), but could also be
more cost effective for households

« Recommend further cost analysis and consult & report back to Council as part of
the 2020 annual plan process




Household cost scenarios

. . Pre-paid Opt-out Refuse | Rates Funded | PAYT Refuse
Service option Official Refuse : ) :
Bag Service Refuse Bins Bins
Assumptions $2.50/bag in Lower | $4.62/wk for 80L | $2.77/wk for 1201 | $4.50 per pick up
Hutt bin or $5.50/wk bin for 120l bin
for 1201
Household A: One person, 60l of rubbish every three weeks
Estimated cost $43 $240 $144 $58.50
(pick up four-weekly)
Household B: Three people, 120l of rubbish per week
Estimated cost $260 $286 $144 $234

(pick up weekly)




TE AWA KAIRANGI




Refuse: What are other Councils doing?

Waste service type, by population serviced Waste service type, by number of councils
12% .

u Bins u Bins
= Mixed = Mixed
= Bags = Bags

34% - 7%
= No service = No service

37%
8%
Waste service funding, by population serviced Waste service funding, by number of councils

11%

® Rates funded = Rates funded

u Mixed = Mixed
27%

= User Pays = User Pays

= No service = No service

36%



Next steps




Next steps

« Councillor feedback today and following this workshop on
the shortlisted options

« Carry out more detailed cost modelling and analysis for
kerbside options

« Note: current kerbside contract expires in September
2019, but working on extending by one year, in order to
enable the completion of the waste reviews to inform
approach for next service contract

« Undertake community consultation on relevant options as
part of the annual plan process in early 2020

« Mid-2020: Council decisions on preferred approach

« Late 2020 / early 2021: New service contract in place



Low carbon
opportunities




Electric trucks?

« HCC recycling waste services ~ 270 tonnes of CO, (trucks)

» Opportunity for Council to move to fully electric trucks for
collecting recycling and/or rubbish as part of the roll-out of
any new collection approach ~ 80% carbon savings

« EV technology very suitable as short-start operation, and
predictable and relatively short routes

« A number of vehicles now in regular operation

« Technology is becoming cost-competitive, but costings
would need to be tested as part of the procurement process
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New traffic layout under consideration
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