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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the results of an initial wastalysis survey at the McLeans Pit landfill whigh
situated seven kilometers north of Greymouth. Eselts, gained using the SWAP strategy, act asla to
for the design and management of the waste stredne tandfill as well as forming an informationska
for future surveys.

The SWAP strategy was developed by the MinistrthierEnvironment in New Zealand to ensure that
the information gathered on waste streams is ctemithroughout the country and presented in a
useable and meaningful way. The strategy allowshi®rcategorizing of refuse into twelve primary
classifications and for further division, whereugqd, of up to 47 secondary classifications.

The McLeans Pit landfill survey was carried outroaeseven day period in August 2005. The timing of
the survey gives an indication of the waste stredlmenced by winter seasonal factors.

All loads arriving at the site were analysed viguahd the proportion of each classification asséss
Assessments were made either in terms of weightlome. Where assessments were made by volume
these values were converted to weight in line 8MMAP protocol using conversion rates established
both on site and from earlier surveys.

To support assessments, a number of loads werdedelyy use of portable scales and the value
compared with the assessment. Adjustments were asdeuired.

The survey determined the total waste stream redwelve primary classifications. These values are
shown in Chart 1 below.

Chart 1 : Total Waste Stream Shown by Primary Classgications

Primary Classification of Total Waste Stream

Rubber 1%

Hazardous

Timber 9% 0.4%

Paper 21%
Rubble 15%

Plastics 8%

i )
Sanitary 0.6 /o\
Textile 3%/

0,
Glass 7% Putrescible

Non Ferrous 24%

0.4%

Ferrous 10%

There is scope for reduction in many waste strdarttse landfill and this is the reason this survey
looked at secondary classifications of a numbeheforimary components.

Secondary determinations were carried out on pafestics, putrescible, ferrous, glass, textilabpie
and timber categories. Further information was atarght both on rubber, in particular the number an
weight of tyres, and hazardous waste by recordiagitiantity and type of material received.
Cardboard made up the largest proportion of thepelpssification at 43% by weight. Paper accounts
for 21% of the total waste stream which is neasligé the New Zealand mean value of 11.5% for this
classification.

Plastics proved difficult to identify into secongaassifications and was only fully achieved ie th
analysis of kerbside bag refuse.

The secondary classification of putrescible wakter®d garden material accounted for 76% of this
classification, the majority of which originateain residential properties.

Cans and whiteware accounted for only 15% of th@s material. One major component of ferrous
‘other’ waste was the nine automobile wrecks brouglauring the survey.
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Glass waste at 7% of the waste stream is well atf@/aational mean of 2.8%. There are limited
opportunities to recycle glass.

Untreated timber waste accounted for 66% of trassification and tyres accounted for nearly half of
the rubber wastes. A total of 33 tyres weighingkgl@ere recorded during the survey.

Carpets and furnishings made up 72.5% of the &epeiteived and clothing the remainder. Rubble
included stone and concrete 43%, ash 23%, soil &% plaster board 10% of this classification.
Hazardous waste consisted mainly of small itemb sisadry cell batteries found in kerbside bags.&om
larger items were encountered in the general vaaglencluded paints, gas cylinders, oil, garden
chemicals and automotive batteries. Hazardouseveastounts for only 0.36% of landfill waste stream,
which is extremely low compared to other waste akigp facilities. Provision is made on site for the
collection of oil, paints, automotive batteriesdayas cylinders with a lock-up facility availabta f
chemicals and the more hazardous waste.

Along with categorizing all refuse, the origin diflaads to the landfill was determined. The valoés
origin of refuse are presented in Chart 2 below.

Chart 2 : Origin of Refuse

Origin of Refuse

Kerbside 15%

Commercial
56%

Residential
29%

A major influence on the management of refuse diapis the mode of transport to the site. Transport
values were recorded into five classes of vehithese being cars, utility vehicles, trailers, cactpr
vehicles and trucks. Trucks formed the largest aomept delivering 38% of the refuse by weight.
Kerbside bag refuse was examined in detail withcthrgents of 65 bags, containing 391kg of refuse,
being analysed into primary and nominated seconclasgifications. It was predetermined that a
minimum of 60 bags required analysis to give areptable level of accuracy on the major components
of the waste stream. Secondary classification®aside this accuracy.

Further values on kerbside bags were establistodading an average bag weight of 5.62kg, and a mean
volume of 28 litres.

A total of 451 vehicles used the landfill, dispapf 703m3, or approximately 151 tonne, of refuse
during the survey period.

These values have, with caution, been extrapolatecannual quantities for reporting purposes only.
These values are given in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Survey and Annual Values

Survey Period Annual Value
Volume 703 m3 36,600 m3
Weight 150,893 kg 7,850 tonne
Density 215 kg/m3

There is scope for waste reduction at the McLediesaad this should concentrate on the single large
volume components of the waste stream, i.e. cardbpaper and putrescible materials.
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a waste arsadysivey on the composition of the refuse waste
stream recorded at the McLeans Pit landfill whictocated approximately 7 kilometers north of
Greymouth.

Such surveys, when undertaken over a period of, ttiene build up a reliable record on the
quantity and type of material being disposed tadf@éinThe results can be used to assist with the
constructive planning and management of the distneaste. They also may become a tool for
measuring the changes to the waste stream anadigirg the effects of various strategies. The
timing of this survey, 7to 13" August 2005, should show any winter seasonalémie on the
waste stream.

2.1 Background

Traditionally, rubbish has been dumped and forgotte

However, growing awareness of environmental effeatsincreased the expectations of
communities for enhanced standards of waste dikphsa result, parties responsible for waste
management have come under pressure to resporabte igsues. But to enable effective
decisions to be made, consistent and reliableigagauired.

Therefore, in response to the need of operatorsremagers, and the need for information on a
national basis, the Ministry for the Environmentl®92 released a strategy for measuring the
components of the waste stream. This strategy wawik as the “Waste Analysis Protocol”
(WAP) which contained a methodology for categogsamd collecting data on waste.

The strategy was revised in March 2002 and renahetiSolid Waste Analysis Protocol”
(SWAP).

It is under the revised protocol that this survag heen conducted.

2.2  Waste Classification System
The SWAP strategy provides for two methods of di@ssion, these being:-

Primary Classification
Secondary Classification

The purpose of the two classification systems @lltaw quick coverage of the full waste stream
and also detailed analysis of any particular corapbor source of waste.

Primary classification divides the waste into 1f®garies with secondary classification further
dividing these categories into a total of 47 sulegaries.

Secondary classification requires considerable fonanalysis and is used more for the analysis
of a particular component in the waste stream, sisdhvestigating a material for recycling.

This survey is based on primary classification gsialwith additional analysis of selected items
to meet objectives.

2.3  Objectives

The primary objective of this survey is to gaugen®ight the primary classification of the
waste stream.

Secondary objectives are to:-
« define paper into secondary classifications of m@apsr, cardboard and other paper
« define plastics into seven categories of plastics
« define putrescibles as either kitchen or gardenavas
« define ferrous waste into cans, whiteware and difps
« define glass by colours of clear, green and brown
< define textiles into clothing and other categories
< define rubble into ash, soil, concrete and stolasster board, and other rubble
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» differentiate between treated and non-treated timiaestes
» differentiate between tyres and other rubber weestelsto take note of the number of tyres
* record the quantity and type of hazardous wastved

2.4  The New Zealand Waste Strategy

Reducing New Zealand’s waste has become the ctonersf the Government's commitment to
sustainable development.

The Ministry for the Environment released The Nezaldnd Waste Strategy in March 2002. This
document outlines the Government'’s vision to miggrend manage waste resources as part of an
overall goal to form a sustainable society. To eghithe waste reduction aim the New Zealand Waste
Strategy has three core goals:

« lowering the social cost and risks of waste
« reducing the damage to the environment from wasteigation and disposal
* increasing economic benefit by more efficient usmaterials

Through the Ministry for the Environment waste peogmes and guidelines, national targets will be set
for regions to achieve. Target areas include oyamistes, special wastes, construction and deoliti
wastes, hazardous wastes including contaminatesl aitd organochlorines, trade wastes and lastly,
waste disposal.

The results from SWAP studies are one tool thatbgsansed to measure both the performance of a
region and the government’s achievement towardsstaimable society. On a local level the results
assist Council with planning management and perdoica of the waste stream.

2.5 Previous Surveys

There was no record found of previous waste aragtsidies carried out on the waste stream to the
Mcleans Pit landfill.
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3.0 SURVEY DESIGN and METHODOLOGY

3.1 Design Format

The survey format is based on the Solid Waste Aimgrotocol (MfE 2002).
In line with the protocol recommendations, suppartiata is to be captured over a one week period.
The landfill operates for seven days a week.
With an expected low number of vehicle movementbatandfill the survey is to include a visual
analysis of all loads arriving. These loads arkaalefined into the 12 primary classifications bjume
or weight and converted to weight for reporting.
The survey is also to capture supporting data eryghe of transport to the site. As all types diigkes
are permitted on site the following categoriestarke used:-

Cars including station wagons and SUVs

Utes and vans

Trailers

Compactor Vehicles

Trucks

The origin of refuse is to be recorded as one m@etltategories:-

Residential This includes domestic householdmngerty type wastes
produced by residents.
Commercial This includes wastes from commemmjedrations, building

sites, shops factories, accommodation and aiat
waste operators.

Kerb Collection This covers domestic and comnatrgastes collected
through a kerbside bag system.

A minimum of 60 kerbside collected refuse bagstaiee taken at random and analysed, with some bags
taken from each load to the landfill.

The contents of refuse bags are to be sortedhietd2 primary classifications and weighed.

Similarly, a minimum of 120 bags are to be colldc¢ random and weighed to determine an average
weight for refuse bags, also their volume asseasdda mean density for refuse bags established.
Paper, plastics, putrescibles, ferrous, glassjdéextibble, timber and rubber categories are to be
analysed into certain secondary classifications.

Supporting data is to be gained by the weighingetécted vehicles by portable scales and also the
weighing of representative samples from loadsihgle classification material.

3.2  Survey Limitations

Several factors occurred that served to limit thalfresults.

Weight and density of material varied from expodoreainfall and absorption of water. Where possibl
mean values were established for certain matenatanimize the influence of water. Such items
included sawdust and ash.

Likewise the density of loads for green waste chlig any effort made to pack or consolidate the
material. These differences were minimised by wiemjlof loads.

The portable scales used were limited to singledarad axel vehicles only.

3.3 Methodology

The survey was predetermined for, and carriedauet; the week of'7to 13" August 2005 on site at

the McLeans Pit landfill.

Survey forms capturing the required data were dpezl and used to ensure sufficient information was
recorded on site.

Two working areas were established on site. Ths¢ direa was adjacent to the landfill tip face dmad t
second alongside the recently established trapgferhich was used by the public and smaller
commercial vehicles.
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These were set up in line with Health and Safequirements, and provided a safe working area away
from the movement of machinery.

All sample analysis, weighing of samples and anslgisissification work was carried out at the stati
established adjacent to the tip face.

The site by the transfer bin also controlled thedrding of materials disposed to separate collactio
areas for green waste, ferrous items, tyres, rukibdder, furniture and paper recycling.

Weighing of vehicles was carried out on a levehdretween the entry and the site office.

Visual classification analysis was carried out battkhe tip face and also the transfer area, ifiptes as
loads were being discharged.

Two staff were involved on site while the landfilas open to the public. This required moving betwee
the tip face, the weighing station and the tranafen as required.

A hazards assessment was carried out prior tovinat @nd staff involved received safety training an
were made aware of the likely hazards on site.

Checks on accuracy of evaluation were carried ouhd the survey by team members, individually
assessing load components. These values wereidtssked to ensure consistency of assessment and
coverage of all classifications.

Loads were evaluated as soon as possible aftey Heioharged so to avoid contamination or covering
by other loads.

Volumes were recorded, as measured or assessaemtrovdlues given by drivers. Drivers were also
requested information on the origin of the load.

Samples were removed for analysis.

As bags from kerbside collections were deliveregitsy staff carried out analysis of the sampl&sra
They were sorted into primary and secondary cliassibns. The bags were selected at random from
each load.

Certain vehicles, representative of vehicle type laad, were weighed on portable scales. Othesload
were sampled and samples weighed to determinevalniés for particular materials.

All site data was converted into weight basis tofoom to the protocol and allow direct comparison
with any future studies.

Hazardous materials were removed from the wastarstand placed in appropriate storage.
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4.0 RESULTS

4.1  Origin of Refuse

For this survey the origin of the waste streamldeen recorded into three categories, Commercial,
Residential and Kerb Collection. This informatioasiobtained from the drivers as vehicles accessed
the landfill.

These categories allow a better understanding@pribduction of waste and, through further studies,
will show trends and influences affecting each wasturce.

Kerbside bags contain both residential and commlenastes. No attempt was made to define the
proportions of the mix.

There are also some areas with undefined boundazetesen residential and commercial sources, in
particular with property maintenance. Where theemiak from a residential property is generated by a
commercial activity then the material was clasdifis commercial.

The origin was not influenced by the mode of tramsto the landfill. Transport is discussed in &&ct
4.5,

Chart 3 : Waste Stream - Origin of Refuse

Origin of Refuse

Kerbside 15%

Residential Com;g(;)rcial
29%
Table 2 : Origin of Refuse — Numerical Values

Origin Weight kgs Percentage
Commercial 84,261 55.8 %
Residential 44,352 29.4 %
Kerbside 22,280 14.8 %

Total 150,893 100.00

4.2  Primary Classification of the Waste Stream

Primary Classification involves defining waste imieelve categories. For this survey the Primary
Classification results are shown both for the tetaste stream and also for each of the three arigfin
refuse.

The classification values are likely to vary gredtetween the three origins of waste and the
understanding of these values will assist withténgeting of waste recovery or waste minimization
programmes.
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4.2.1 Primary Classification of the Total Waste Seam

A Summary of the Primary Classifications of theatataste stream, for the period of the survey, is
shown below in Chart 4 and Table 3.

Chart 4 : Primary Classification Values of the Totd Waste Stream

Primary Classification of Total Waste Stream

Rubber 1%

Hazardous

Timber 9% 0.4%

Paper 21%
Rubble 15%

Plastics 8%

i 0,
Sanitary 0.6 /o\
Textile 3%/

0
Glass 7% Putrescible

Non Ferrous

0.4% Ferrous 10% 24%
Table 3 : Total Waste Stream Analysis - Primary Cladfication Values
Classification Total Kgs % Total

Paper 32,034 21.2
Plastic 12,413 8.2
Putrescible 36,735 24.3
Ferrous 14,682 9.7
Non Ferrous 603 0.4
Glass 10,849 7.2
Textile 3,784 25
Sanitary 892 0.6
Rubble 23,002 15.2
Timber 13,893 9.2
Rubber 1,470 1
Hazardous 536 0.4
Total 150,893 100.0

4.2.2 Primary Classification of the Commercial Wast Stream
The commercial waste stream is defined as wastergted by industrial and commercial operations no

matter where these operations are situated.
The primary classification values of commercial igasmre shown in Chart 5 and Table 4.
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Chart 5 : Primary Classification Values of Refuse fom Commercial Origin

Textile 2%
Glass 8%

Non Ferrous
0.2%

Ferrous 10%

Hazardous
0.2%

Primary Classification of Commercial Waste

Paper 29%

Plastics 9%

Putrescible

12%

Table 4 : Commercial Waste Stream Primary Classificdaon Values (by weight)

Classification Total Kgs % Commercial % Total Waste
Paper 24,466 29.0 16.2
Plastic 7,455 8.8 49
Putrescible 9,832 11.7 6.5
Ferrous 8,669 10.3 5.7
Non Ferrous 184 0.2 0.1
Glass 6,874 8.2 4.6
Textile 1,587 1.9 11
Sanitary 322 0.4 0.2
Rubble 14,558 17.3 9.6
Timber 8,985 10.7 6.0
Rubber 1,128 1.3 0.7
Hazardous 201 0.2 0.1
Total 84,261 100.00 55.8

4.2.3 Primary Classifications of the Residential Wste Stream

SWAP Survey 7 —13 August 2005

The primary classifications for residential waste presented in Chart 6 and Table 5 below. Whereas
the chart depicts the classification as a percenthghe residential waste stream, Table 5 preskats
values for each classification as both a percermétfee residential waste stream and also of tta to

waste stream.
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Chart 6 : Primary Classification Valuesof Refuse from Residential Origin

Primary Classification of Residential Waste

Hazardous

0.3% Paper 5%

Rubber 1%

Plastics 3%

Sanitary 0.2%
Textile 4%

Glass 3% ]
Putresciblé
Non Ferrous 47%
0.6% Ferrous 12%

Table 5 : Residential Waste Stream Primary [@ssification Values (by weight)

Classification Total Kgs % Residential % Total Waste
Paper 2,330 5.3 1.5
Plastic 1,324 3.0 0.9
Putrescible 20,669 46.6 13.7
Ferrous 5,205 11.7 3.4
Non Ferrous 254 0.6 0.2
Glass 1,306 2.9 0.9
Textile 1,602 3.6 11
Sanitary 91 0.2 0.1
Rubble 6,327 14.3 4.2
Timber 4,781 10.8 3.2
Rubber 322 0.7 0.2
Hazardous 141 0.3 0.1
Total 44,352 100.0 29.4

4.2.4 Primary Classification of the Kerb CollectionWaste Stream

The kerbside collection is carried out by a conttiaon weekdays and covers both residential and
commercial properties in Greymouth and some srugdll settlements in the district. It covers the
material collected by one dedicated vehicle tangetpecified refuse bags. It does not cover bags
included in other waste streams such as commesiagad or bins from transfer stations. Kerbside sefu
during the survey period weighed 22,280 kg whichatgs to 14.8 % of the total waste stream.

Where visual classification is quickly carried aut open refuse, refuse bags pose a problem, eipecia
bags from residential origin, as the contents @y greatly both in type and quantity.

The design of the survey took this issue into antand allowed the analysis of contents from sigfit
refuse bags to give an acceptable confidence teviie major classification values.

The analysis of refuse bag contents was carriedging the SWAP primary and secondary
classification procedure. The values gained froensdimple bag analysis were extrapolated to give the
full weight values for kerb refuse.

A summary of the classification values is giverCimart 7 and Table 6 below and a summary of
individual samples is attached in Appendix 2.
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Chart 7 : Primary Classificatin Values of Refuse from Kerb Collection

Primary Classifications of Kerbside Waste

Rubber 0.1%

Hazardous
0.9%

Timber 0.6%
Rubble 10%
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Non Ferrous
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Ferrous 4%

Putrescible
28%

Table 6 : Primary Classifiteon of Refuse from Kerb Collection

Classification Sample % % Total Total Kerb
Analysis Kerbside Waste Weight kgs
kgs

Paper 91.94 23.5 3.5 5,238
Plastic 63.77 16.3 2.4 3,634
Putrescible 109.45 28.0 4.1 6,234
Ferrous 14.20 3.6 0.5 808
Non Ferrous 2.90 0.7 0.1 165
Glass 46.85 12.0 1.8 2,669
Textile 10.45 2.7 0.4 595
Sanitary 8.40 2.1 0.3 479
Rubble 37.10 9.5 1.4 2,117
Timber 2.20 0.6 0.1 127
Rubber 0.35 0.1 0.0 20
Hazardous 3.40 0.9 0.1 194
Total 391.01 100 14.8 22,280

4.2.5 Summary of Primary Classification Values oflie Waste Stream

Table 7 presents a summary of the primary clasgifin values by origin and also as a total of tlastes

stream.
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Table 7 : Summary of Primary ClassificatioriValues of the Waste Stream (By weight kgs)

SWAP Survey 7 —13 August 2005

Classification | Commercial | Residential Kerb Total %Total
Paper 24,466 2,330 5,238 32,034 21.2
Plastic 7,455 1,324 3,634 12,413 8.2
Putrescible 9,832 20,669 6,234 36,735 24.3
Ferrous 8,669 5,205 808 14,682 9.7
Non Ferrous 184 254 165 603 0.4
Glass 6,874 1,306 2,669 10,849 7.2
Textile 1,587 1,602 595 3,784 2.5
Sanitary 322 91 479 892 0.6
Rubble 14,558 6,327 2,117 23,002 15.2
Timber 8,985 4,781 127 13,893 9.2
Rubber 1,128 322 20 1,470 1
Hazardous 201 141 194 536 0.4

Total 84,261 44,352 22,280 150,893 100.0

4.3  Secondary Classification of the Waste Stream

Secondary classifications were carried out to gaietter understanding on the types of waste for
selected primary classifications.

These were:-
Paper into newspaper, cardboard and other aatsgo
Plastics into grades 1to 7
Putrescible into kitchen and garden origins
Ferrous into cans, whiteware and other
Glass into clear, green and brown
Textile into clothing and other
Rubble into ash, soil, concrete, plaster boand, other
Timber into treated and untreated
Rubber into tyres and other

4.3.1 Secondary Classification of Paper

Paper makes up 21.2% of the total waste stream.

The division into secondary classifications waslgasarried out as the categories of paper werdilga
identified. Much of the paper came in bulk quaetiti

Chart 8 and Table 8 show the values of the secgruliassifications for paper.

Chart 8 : Secondary Classification Values for PapeWaste

Secondary Clasification of Paper
Newspaper
Other Paper 19%
38%
Cardboard
43%
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Table 8 : Secondary Classification Viaés for Paper Waste

Category Weight Kgs % of Category
Newspaper 5,999 18.7
Cardboard 13,811 43.1
Other 12,224 38.2
Total 32,034 100.00

Further analysis of the secondary classificatiothieyorigin of material shows clearly where theatee

proportion of material is originating from.

Chart 9 and Table 9 below show the secondary filzssbns for the three origin categories.

Chart 9 : Secondary Classification Valuefor Paper by Origin of Waste

Secondary Classification of Paper by Origin

Other Kerb 6% News Com 12%

Other Res 2%\

Other Com 30%

Card Kerb 5%

Card Res 4%

News Res 2%

News Kerb 5%

Card Com 34%

Table 9 : Secondary Classificationalues for Paper by Origin of Waste

Category and Origin Weight kgs % of Category
Newspaper - Commercial 3,765 11.8
Newspaper - Kerb 525 1.6
Newspaper - Residential 1,709 5.3
Cardboard - Commercial 11,016 34.4
Cardboard - Kerb 1,146 3.6
Cardboard - Residential 1,649 51
Other — Commercial 9,685 30.2
Other — Kerb 659 2.1
Other - Residential ,880 5.9
Total 32,034 100.0

4.3.2 Secondary Classification of Plastics

Plastics were classified into the 7 categories fisecrecycling purposes.
These are:-
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PET
HDPE
PVC
LDPE
PP
PS
Other

polyethylene terephthalate
High density polyethylene

Poly vinyl chloride

Low density Polyethylene

Polypropylene
Polystyrene — expanded styrene
All other plastics

SWAP Survey 7 —13 August 2005

There was great difficulty identifying grades o@glics especially as items often have no identifyin
marks. Consequently most of the plastic was gradebype 7.
One exception is the plastic packaging used fosé@bold items as found in the kerbside bags. Weh th
analysis of kerbside bags all plastics were sepdiato grades and recorded.
Chart 10 and Table 10 below show the secondargifizetions for the full waste stream.
These values have also been further divided inélablto show the secondary classifications of iglsist
by the origin of the waste.

Chart 10 : Secondary Classification lues for Plastic Waste

Secondary Classification of Plastics Waste Stream

Grade 7 - 61%

Grade 1 - 9%

Grade 2 - 6%

Grade 5 - 3%

Grade 6 - 3%

Grade 3- 1%

Grade 4 - 17%

Table 10 : Secondary Classification Vabs for Plastic Waste

Grade of Plastics Weight kgs % of Plastics wasterstam
1 1,064 8.6
2 775 6.2
3 172 14
4 2,151 17.3
5 386 3.1
6 351 2.8
7 7,514 60.5
Total 12,413 100.00

Table 11 : Secondary Classification Vatis for Plastic Waste by Origin (By Weight Kgs)

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
Commercial 352 256 121 723 128 136 5,739 7,455
Residential 115 84 51 236 42 50 746 | 1,324
Kerb 597 435 0 1,192 216 165 1,029 3,634
Totals 1,064 775 172 2,151 386 351 7,514 12,4
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The kerbside waste stream was the only origin cayeof refuse where a full secondary classificatibn
plastic was achieved. These results taken on thigsis of kerbside bag refuse are shown in Chart 11
and Table 12 below.

Chart 11 : Secondary Classification Valuefor Kerbside Bag Plastics

Secondary Classification of Kerbside Bag Plastics

Grade 1 - 16%

Grade 7 - 28%

Grade 2 - 12%

\Grade 3-0%

Grade 4 - 33%

Grade 6 - 5%

Table 12 : Secondary Classification Vahs for Kerbside Bag Plastics

Plastic Grade | Sample Analysis | Estimated Kerb % of Plastics waste

kg Plastics Weight kg stream

1 10.47 596 16.4

2 7.61 434 11.9
3 0 0 0

4 20.93 1,193 32.8

5 3.81 217 6.0

6 2.88 164 4.5

7 18.07 1,030 28.4

Total 63.77 3,634 100.0

4.3.3 Secondary Classification of Putrescible Matel

All loads containing putrescible wastes were reedrdy secondary classifications of either kitchen o
garden origin.

The results are shown in Charts 12 &13 and Tableel@w.

Chart 12 : Secondary Classificatiodalues for Putrescible Waste

Secondary Classification of
Putrescible Waste

Kitchen 24%

Garden 76%/
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Chart 13 : Secondary Classification Maes for Putrescible Waste by Origin

Secondary Classification of Putrescible Waste by

Origin
Kitchen Kerb
0,
Kitchen Comm 11%
11%
Garden Res
Kitchen Res 54%
2%
Garden Kerb
6%
Garden Comm
16%
Table 13 : Secondary Classification Valgdor Putrescible Waste by Origin
Kitchen Garden Totals
Kg % Kg % kg %
Commercial 3,815 10.4 6,017 16.4 9,832 26.8
Residential 820 2.2 19,849 54.0 20,669 56.2
Kerb 4,097 11.2 2,137 5.8 6,234 17.0
Totals 8,732 23.8 28,003 76.2 36,73b 100{00

4.3.4 Secondary Classification of Ferrous Waste

Three categories of ferrous materials were recorded
These were :-

Cans

Whiteware

Other
The values recorded are shown in Chart 14 and Tabhelow.

Within the ‘Other’ category one major componenstafel was identifiable and consisted of nine
automobile bodies estimated at a total of 6,30@leged on the number of vehicles accumulated en sit
it is likely the number received during the suriggreater than expected in an average week’s shi$po

Chart 14 : Secondary Classification Values for &rous Waste

Cans 9%

Other 85%

Secondary Classification of Ferrous Waste

Whiteware 6%
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Table 14 : Secondary Classification Vadis for Ferrous Waste
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Weight Kg % of Ferrous Waste
Cans 1,292 8.8
Whiteware 911 6.2
Other 12,479 85
Total 14,682 100.00

4.3.5 Secondary Classification of Glass

All loads of glass were assessed by weight anducolthe results are shown in Chart 15 and Table 15

below.

Chart 15 : Secondary Classifidan Values for Glass Waste

Brown

Secondary Classification of Glass Waste

37%

Clear 38%

Green 25%

Table 15 : Secondary Classification Valuesf Glass Waste

Weight kgs % of Glass Waste
Clear 4,140 38.1
Green 2,752 254
Brown 3,957 36.5
Total 10,849 100.0

4.3.6 Secondary Classification of Textiles

Textiles were divided into two secondary classtfaas, clothing and other.
The greater quantity of other textiles consistedaspets and furnishings.

Chart 16 : Secondary Clasgifition Values for Textile Waste

Secondary Classification of Textile Waste

Other 72.5%

Clothing 27.5%
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Table 16 : Secondary Classification Valuder Textile Waste

Weight Kg % of Textile Waste
Clothing 1,039 27.5
Other 2,745 72.5
Total 3,784 100.0

4.3.7 Secondary Classification of Rubble Waste

Rubble was requested in five secondary classifinatiash, soil, concrete including rock, plastero
and other.

Chart 17 and Table 17 show the values for the stggrclassifications for rubble.

Chart 17 : Secondary Classification dlues for Rubble Waste

Secondary Classification of Rubble Waste

Other 8%
Ash 23%

Plaster 10%

Concrete 43% /

Soil 16%

Table 17 : Secondary Classification Values fdRubble Waste

Weight kgs % of Rubble Waste
Ash 5,266 22.9
Soil 3,684 16.0
Concrete 9,974 43.4
Plaster board 2,228 9.7
Other 1,850 8.0
Total 23,002 100.00

4.3.8 Secondary Classification of Timber Waste

Timber wastes were assessed as being either treatedreated material. The results are shown in
Chart 18 and Table 18 below.
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Chart 18 : Secondary Classification Mues for Timber Waste

Secondary Classification of Timber Waste

Treated 34.5%

Untreated
65.5%

Table 18 : Secondary Classification Vabs for Timber Waste

Weight kgs % of Timber Waste
Treated 4,795 34.5
Untreated 9,098 65.5
Total 13,893 100.0

4.3.9 Secondary Classification of Rubber Waste

Secondary classification of rubber wastes requimeddentification of rubber tyres in the wasteam.
The remaining rubber was classified as other rubbdrconsisted mainly of rubber carpet underlay,
rubber mats, rubber tubing, foam rubber and snmalsbhold rubber items.

A total of 33 tyres were recorded during the sun&iy of these were from heavy machinery and
weighed approximately eighty kilograms each.

No commercial tyre suppliers disposed of tyresrythe survey, however they have disposed of tyres
to landfill in the past and it is likely they witbbntinue this practice.

It is considered the value for tyres and rubbeisrepresentative of an average week’s refusesip

Chart 19 : Secondary Classification dlues for Rubber Waste

Secondary Classification of Rubber Waste

Tyres 48%

Other 520//
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Table 19 : Secondary Classification Valsg€or Rubber Waste

Weight kgs % of rubber Waste
Tyres 710 48.3
Other 760 51.7
Total 1,137 100.0

4.4  Kerb Collection Bag Analysis

4.4.1 Kerb Collection Accuracy of Analysis

The sample size required to obtain an acceptalgeedef accuracy generally escalates rapidly as the
relative proportion of the component decreases.

Based on information from surveys of similar sisethmunities it was determined that analysing the
contents of 60 refuse bags should give a confidened of plus or minus 15% for items greater than
15% of the waste stream.

This survey analysed a total of 65 bags contai@Bikg of refuse.

4.4.2 Kerb Bag Weight, Volume and Density

A total of 156 bags were weighed and an averagghwealculated from the total.
This equated to a mean value of 5.62 kg.

Table 20 : Average Bag Weight (kgs)
Sample No
Total

No of Bags
156

Weight kg
876.7

Average kg
5.62

Bag volume and density was gauged by two methods.

Firstly a number of bags were measured in an unaoteg state by placing contents into a 200 litre
drum and recording the number of bags to fill aeseof 6 drums.

The second method was based on the total valuesdyfiom the kerbside collection. Whereas some
loads were weighed and provided and accurate itwdicaf weight values there were no accurate
records of the number of bags collected and tlignmation relied on approximate values given by the
driver.

The results of the calculations are shown in Tahldelow.

Table 21 : Bag Volume and Density

Volume Density
Bag measure 27.9 litre 201.4 kg/m3
Total Kerb Collection 26.9 litre 208.8 kg/m3

4.5 Transport

4.5.1 Vehicle Counts
A total of 451 vehicles transported refuse to #redfill during the survey.
4.5.2 Transport of Refuse

As the site is open to both the public and comna¢éaperators the number of categories of vehiclas w
set at five, which accommodated the normal typeebicles encountered.
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These categories being:-
Cars
Utility vehicles
Trailers
Compactor Vehicles
Trucks

The category for cars includes vehicles such @®stawagons and SUVs. They were found to generally
these have only small loads.

Utility vehicles included utes and vans, often ltteeds were comparable to loads on small trailers.
Trailers were generally small with loads around ounleic metre, however there were a few larger
trailers used by commercial operators such as éngildnd contractors that carried significant |dzatt

in size and weight.

Compactor vehicles can usually achieve a two tocomepression ratio and their loads are not directly
comparable with other ‘loose’ refuse. The compaeédricle category included the kerbside bag
collection vehicle. Generally these vehicles weedgived so the true value of the load was known.
The five categories of transport service both gsidential and commercial sectors.

Chart 20 and Table 22 show the values for the syreeiod.

Chart 20 : Refuse Weight by Transport Category

Refuse by Transport Category (% weight)

Car 3%

Trailer 29%

Compactor
24%

Table 22 : Refuse Weight by Transport Category

Category No of Vehicles Weight kgs % total weight
Car 124 4,781 3.1
Ute 93 9,015 6.0
Trailer 145 43,254 28.7
Compactor 19 36,480 24.2
Truck 70 57,403 38.0
Total 451 150,893 100.0

The transport category, when combined with “Origiribrmation, gives a wider view on how
refuse is managed for collection and transport.

Values are given in Table 23 and Chart 21 belove Whight for each division is also
expressed as a percentage of the total waste stream
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Table 23 : Refuse Weight by Transport Category and @ygin of Source

Commercial Residential Kerb Total
Car 41 4700 0 4781
0.03 % 3.1% 0% 3.1%
Ute 1525 7490 0 9015
1.0% 5.0% 0% 6.0 %
Trailer 17200 26054 0 43254
11.4% 17.3% 0% 28.7 %
Compactor 8700 1100 26680 36480
5.8 % 0.7 % 17.7 % 24.2 %
Truck 52395 5008 0 57403
34.7 % 3.3% 0% 38 %
Total 79861 44352 26680 150893
52.9% 29.4 % 17.7 %

Chart 21 : Refuse Weight by Transport and Origin

Truck Res 3%

Truck Com 35%

Refuse by Transport and Origin (% weight)

Car Res 3%

Car Com 0.03%

Compactor Kerb/

18%

Ute Com 1%

Compactor Res

Ute Res 5%

Trailer Com 11%

Trailer Res 17%

Compactor Com
6%

0.7%

4.6 Refuse Volume and Weights

4.6.1 Annual Volume and Weight of Refuse

Refuse data was recorded by volume and convertedigt for presentation of results. The values
obtained are accurate only for the survey periateatrapolation of results from these values may no
be reliable. However as refuse quantities are atgmessed in annual values, the results from the
survey have been extrapolated to this format. Nosasients or correction factors, such as seasonal
influences, have been applied so these valuesaheulised for indicative purposes only.

Table 24 : Estimated Annual Volume and WeighYalues

Survey Period

Estimated Annual Value

Volume (loose)

703 m3

36,600 m3

Weight kgs

150,893 kgs

7,850 tonne
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4.6.2 Density of Loose Refuse

A value was determined from the summary survey.datas value is shown in Table 25.
It has been calculated on the basis of loose valume

4.7

Table 25 : Average Density of Loose Refuse DuringuB/ey Period

Total weight kgs 150,893
Total volume m3 703
Average Density 215 kg/m3

Conversion Factors

All loads were generally assessed visually by pgege volume into the 12 primary and nominated
secondary classifications. These values were tateverted to weight values using one of four meshod

1.
2.
3.

4.

Using conversion factors gained from samptingarlier surveys.

Selected loads were weighed on site by mefpasrtable scales with the final

weight for each classification being adjddi® match the total weight of the load.
Samples were taken from loads of one classifin type material, measured and weighed
and unit rates established, eg ash, gla$saih

Bag samples were analysed and each classificaeighed.

Conversion factors used are shown in Appendix 1.

4.8

Baseline data

The Ministry for the Environment maintains a daé@d on results from WAP and SWAP studies
completed at a number of sites throughout New Dell@his information is available on their website.
Table 26 presents relative data from this site@iwith the results from recent SWAP surveys at
Marlborough and Westport landfills.

Table 26 : Baseline Data — By Percentage of Wasteg&am

NZ mean Hutt Kaikoura |Marlborough| Westport McLeans

2004 Dec 2004 Sept 2004 Jan 2005 July 2005 Aug 2005
Paper 11.5 11.0 9.0 11.5 25.5 21.2
Plastic 7.6 7.6 12.8 11.1 7.6 8.2
Putrescible 22.0 21.2 24.9 26.0 16.2 24.3
Ferrous 6.0 8.0 3.5 1.6 7.7 9.7
Non ferrous 0.9 11 2.6 0.1 0.2 0.4
Glass 2.8 2.3 15 3.7 8.3 7.2
Textiles 5.6 9.0 2.7 0.7 1.8 25
Sanitary 1.8 0.8 3.3 0.2 2.0 0.6
Rubble 19.1 16.4 22.3 37.6 21.0 15.2
Timber 11.7 15.5 14.6 7.4 8.6 9.2
Rubber 18 1.6 25 0.2 0.8 1.0
Hazardous 9.2 55 0.3 0.03 0.3 0.4
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5.0 DISCUSSION

The following comments are made from observatignsmbmbers of the survey team in an effort to
offer constructive advise on improvements to thetezatream management and in particular towards
waste reduction to landfill by recycling and recgve

5.1 Paper Wastes

Paper, which makes up 21% of the waste streamp$slyra readily recyclable product. Of all the prape
43% was assessed as cardboard of which an estioraeenth is recovered through an existing
recycling incentive, the rest, mainly in commerdisds, goes direct to the landfill.

A further 19% of paper waste is in the form of npaper. Again, an attempt is made to recover some of
this resource, however the self service facilipklamaintenance and is not capable of acceptigg lar
gquantities by commercial operators. Of note were lawge loads of newsprint material landfilled dgri

the survey and it is this type of mainly singleguot load that needs to be targeted for recycling.

The ‘other paper’ category included office papet,aithough no quantities were recorded, there were
sufficient quantities to be noticeable. Office paigaeadily recyclable.

As much of the paper is commercially generated,rangvery plan should look at the options of
recovery at source rather than at the landfillstould help with separation of product and also
minimise effects of the weather ruining product.

It was noted that a commercial operator runs tipepeecovery scheme in the Greymouth area which
includes the self service bins at McLeans Pit ldindtfis not known the extent of capture of pajrethe
district, however during the survey it was notideahe lack of large loads of cardboard packaging
being landfilled. The overall proportion of papertihe waste stream remains high compared to the New
Zealand mean value.

The effort made by site staff of Westroads Ltd.eicover paper and cardboard from the public refuse
disposal area was also noted. Education on thegeament of paper could assist staff with this task a
boost the recovery rate.

5.2 Plastics

A breakdown of plastics into the 7 nominated graslas requested for this survey. This is a very
difficult task as most plastics articles have neniafication and without some form of testing a
satisfactory result was not achievable. In analyslsads where known plastics were encounterezh su
as PVC and polystyrene, these were recorded iaghmpriate category and all unknown plastics were
classified as Grade 7.

It was only in the full analysis of refuse bag veat$tat an indication on the mix of grades was
achievable as most plastics found in householdsesfie marked with a recycling logo and the grdde o
plastic. Kerbside plastics account for only 2.4%hef total waste stream and their values cannot be
extrapolated to the general waste stream.

There was no one large source of plastic obseruadglthe survey.

It is suggested that any plastic recycling systeoukl be based on market requirements, such asgrad
1, 2 and 4, expanded as demand is created.

Surveys on waste streams at other landfills haved@round 60% of plastics are recyclable although
not always recoverable.

Other opportunities for better plastics disposay mecur in the future with technology available to
convert plastics into fuels. Trials are currentiyrig carried out in New Zealand.

53 Putrescible Material

Putrescible material during the survey accounte@486, or 36.7 tonne, of the total waste stream.
Garden waste made up 76% of this value and wagsagnstockpiled separately as most of this
material arrived at the landfill in single classiftion loads.

At least a 95% capture of green waste should biezable.

Green waste is partly used as a cover materialtbedandfill, however as new sections of the ldhdf
are opened it is likely this option will no londee acceptable and alternatives will be required for
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disposal. Options include composting or mulchinthwdisposal by sales or by use as a surface
restoration material for finished landfill areas.

Kitchen wastes can also be composted but usuajlyines a closed process that excludes vermin and
birds. Recovery of this waste stream is not eadgtelsen wastes are generally mixed with other
materials. Education and recovery at source arbegkeoptions to capture this resource.

Contractors at Kaikoura Landfill have developedhaap tunnel method of composting these wastes,
which may be of interest should disposal other thadfill be considered.

5.4 Ferrous Material

All ferrous materials are recyclable. An effornisde to stockpile these separately for recoveryelvew
it is considered the management of the stockpéa aould be improved both to assist with the regove
of the steel and for the safety of the public aadf.s

Staff of Westroads Ltd. were recovering as mucthisfmaterial as possible and the siting of a skip
the public refuse pit would assist this effort.

Generally steel found at the tip face was includecbmmercial loads.

It is estimated that 90% of ferrous material ioxered.

For safety reasons steel is best stockpiled irreaaith limited public access. There are some eorsc
with the state of the car body stockpile but it \yasd to see that cars were separated from othagp sc
steel.

Greater returns can be made by separation of nagtades of steel and advice should be sought from
the scrap metal merchant purchasing the ferroagscr

55 Non Ferrous

Non ferrous materials are generally readily reaycénd an effort was being made by site staff to
separate this material. A cage is also providesditerfor recovery of aluminium cans.

Further education could assist recovery.

The analysis of refuse bag rubbish revealed vewyaléoy cans which could indicate aluminium can
collection centers operate elsewhere in the distric

5.6 Glass

For the survey glass was recorded by colour. Nedirlylass was bottles.

No recovery on site is made of glass and the fustiggass recycling throughout New Zealand is not
good owing to the lack of opportunities requiringss as a raw material.

Glass, being inert, is probably best left in thedfdl until a suitable alternative becomes viable.

5.7 Textiles

Textile values are low compared to the New Zealardn. The source of textiles is both from clothing,
27%, and soft furnishings, such as carpets andisiging.

Apart from reuse of clothing other opportunitieslude disposal to rag suppliers and possible use of
natural fibre materials in a composting mix.

Textiles are a problem if they become wet. In meages the material observed was wet when brought
to the site.

5.8  Sanitary

Sanitary wastes were mainly disposable nappieshwhére found in the analysis of refuse bags.
Bulk solid sanitary waste was delivered from a sege screening plant and buried in the landfill.
No industrial sanitary wastes were observed duthegurvey.

5.9 Rubble

Rubble wastes were generally stockpiled in a séparaa for recovery and use as landfill cover,
however mixed loads and items such as plaster btk disposed direct for landfilling.
Plaster board is recovered at other waste fagillih as a source of lime in compost mixes and in
some cases for reprocessing into new product.
There is opportunity to do the same at this lahdfil
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5.10 Timber

Timber wastes were recorded as either treatedtogated material and were predominantly untreated,
being 65% of this waste stream.

Most timber wastes were stockpiled separately,tdpan commercial loads that accessed the tip face
directly. Some casual recycling did occur, suchrasvood supply and furniture manufacturing.
Untreated timber wastes in other areas are a satitghtsource of fuel for boilers or drying plants on

a smaller scale, a source of firewood for membg&tBeocommunity.

Treated timber wastes are more difficult to recydehey have the potential to cause environmental
damage. It is essential that treated timber wastgot burnt as the process releases chemicatgigir
to the environment. The only known opportunity fecycling treated timber wastes is for reuse of the
product.

5.11 Rubber

Tyres make up the major single type of rubber veaStbese are currently removed from the waste
stream and stockpiled separately waiting to begseed. It is understood that the tyres are to be
shredded and then landfilled.

There is currently no profitable process in NewlZed to recycle tyre casings. A small number are
required on farms to hold down silage covers afehvamay be used in retaining walls or for other
purposes, however the majority of tyres throughbetcountry are disposed to landfill. In whole form
they are a problem as they do not compact andhieee a high standard of landfilling the current
proposal of shredding must be pursued.

Tyres can be used as a fuel source, however thadkagy is not available at present in New Zealand.
A total of 33 tyres weighing 710kg were recordedmythe survey.

5.12 Hazardous Wastes

Hazardous waste covers a variety of materials wfoshich are not suitable or permitted for disposal
into landfill. Treated timber has not been classifin this survey as hazardous waste.

Very low levels of hazardous wastes were recorddtié waste stream and it was noted that an effort
was made by the site contractor to remove largenstwhen seen.

An historic drop off area exists for material sashpaints, oil, fuels and gas bottles. It also asta self
service recycling area with customers removing netansupervised. It is suggested that this aeea b
relocated to within the refuse drop off area cdtadothrough the attendant’s office.

The hazardous waste area also houses a smallposiked which was suitable for certain materials but
not sufficient for large quantities or for situat®owhere non compatible materials are encountérisd.
suggested that a second lockable facility be madiadle.

Staff on site indicated the relocation of the hdaas waste drop off and storage area may occur and
was subject to land used by a contractor becomiatedle.

It was positive to see that all gas cylinders vatoeed in open conditions, which lessens any risk
associated with fire.

It is likely that hazardous waste at times is lig@noticed. Items such as small batteries aressp

of in refuse bags and other packaging and canneabiéy recovered. Commercial loads dropped
directly at the tip face can go unchecked apartnwdperators spreading and compacting the material
notice hazardous items.

Staff look for the obvious materials to remove.éktend their knowledge on the recognition, handling
and management of hazardous waste, some formimihgyanay be beneficial. This could be further
enhanced by education of customers on the accepéamtcorrect disposal for hazardous materials.
A schedule of hazardous waste recorded duringuhey is attached as appendix 3.
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8.0 APPENDIX

8.1 : Appendix 1: Conversion factors for volume taveight calculations

Classification Standard kg/m3 Range kg/m3
Paper 200 100 loose, 200 compactor, cardboard
boxes flattened 380
Plastic 200 100 — 370, 17.5 polystyrene, 410 nets
Putrescible 250 610 mussels, 310 kina 300 compactor

400 greenwaste, 580 offal, 425
garlic,1100 olives

Ferrous 500 250 appliances, 500 mixed / heavy
Individual fridges 45 — 80kg

Stove standard type 55kg
Microwave 20 -35kg

Car shell 700kg ave.size

Non Ferrous 100 loose
Glass 420 400 - 420 bottles
Textile 130 Carpet 250, clothing 120
Sanitary 300
Rubble 1000 800 shells, 1200 concrete, 1600 gravel,

gib 680, builders loose 400, fullers earth
1150, ash 750,

Timber 350 - 450 215 — 492 sawdust, 517 partichrdho
450 wet shavings, 250 builders loose,
400 transfer bins packed, 180 battens

Rubber 200 Car tyre 8, ute 10, SUV 20, small trugk
30, large truck 80 (kg each)
Hazardous - Weighed individually
Compactor trucks 500 or 250 x loose volume
Top loader 210 Envirowaste
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8.2 : Appendix 2: Kerb Bag Analysis (weight in kgs)

SWAP Survey 7 —13 August 2005

Date 9/8/05 | 10/8/05 11/8/0% 12/8/05 | Total % of total waste
No of Bags 15 20 18 12 65 Secondary| Primary
Paper News 6.26 6.64 8.25 8.85 30.0 7.67|%
Cardboard 8.95 5.15 7.96 6.86 28.92 7.4 %
Other 6.89 7.31 9.08 9.94 33.02 8.44 %
Total paper 91.94 2351 %
Plastics 1 2.48 3.14 2.88 1.97 10.47 2.68 %
2 1.8 2.28 2.1 1.43 7.61 1.95%
3 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 4,96 6.27 5.76 3.94 20.93 5.35%
5 0.9 1.14 1.05 0.72 3.81 0.97 %
6 0.68 0.86 0.8 0.54 2.88 0.74 %
7 4.28 5.42 4.97 3.4 18.07 4.62 %
Total Plastics 63.77 16.31 %
Putrescible Kitchen 19.15 24.9 19.8 8.1 71.95 18639
Garden 1.5 19 10.3 6.7 37.5 9.59 %
Total Putrescible 109.45 27.98 9%
Ferrous Cans 2.1 3.5 3.0 2.3 10.9 2.79%
Whiteware 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.4 0.3 0.9 1.7 3.3 0.84 %
Total Ferrous 14.2 3.63%
Non Ferrous 0.65 1.3 0.8 0.15 2.9 0.74 %
Total Non Fer 2.9 0.74 %
Glass Clear 7.95 3.0 4.3 0.4 15.6b 4.0 %
Green 5.7 4.6 4.9 2.5 17.7 4.53 %
Brown 3.25 3.3 3.7 3.25 13.5 3.45 %
Total Glass 46.85 11.98 %
Textiles Clothes 1.15 3.15 1.9 0.7 6.9 1.76 %o
Other 0.1 1 1 1.45 3.55 0.91 %
Total Textiles 10.45 2.67
Sanitary 4.7 1.4 2.3 0 8.4 2.15%
Total Sanitary 8.4 2.15%
Rubble Ash 5.6 13.45 9.5 6 34.5% 8.84 %
Soil 0.1 0 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.08 %
Concrete 0 0 0 0 0
Plaster 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 1.65 0.6 0 2.25 0.58 %
Total Rubble 37.10 9.5%
Timber Treated 0 0.2 0.1 0 0.3 0.08 %
Untreate: 0 1.4 0.5 0 1.9 0.49 %
Total Timber 2.20 0.57%
Rubber Tyres 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 .25 0.1 0 0.35 0.09 9
Total Rubber 0.35 0.09 %
Hazardous * 0.1 1.9 0.9 0.5 3.4 0.87 %
Total Hazardous 3.4 0.87 %

+ all hazardous waste consisted of small batteries
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8.3 : Appendix 3: Schedule of Hazardous Waste (wdigin kgs)

Date Item Description Weight
7/8/05 Paint, oil and acrylic 60
8/8/05 PCB Ballasts x 2 (Polychlorinated biphenyls) 12
8/8/05 LPG cylinder 9kg size 6
9/8/05 LPG cylinder 6
10/8/05 Paint 5
10/8/05 0]] 8
10/8/05 oil 10
10/8/05 paint 5
11/8/05 Paint 4
11/8/05 LPG cylinder 6
11/8/05 Paint 2
11/8/05 Paint 4
11/8/05 LPG cylinder x 2 12
13/8/05 Automotive batteries x 2 25
13/8/05 Automotive battery 11

Kerbside bag Small batteries, household cleaners et 194

Residential bins Small batteries, household cleaete. 144

Residential bags Small batteries 22
Total 536
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