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Infrastructure Committee
28 November 2024
Report for Agenda Item | Ripoata moto e Raraki take [2]
Department: Property & Infrastructure
Title | Taitara: Regional Material Recovery Facility (MRF) Options Assessment

Purpose of the Report | Te Take mo te Plroko

The purpose of this report is to provide an update to the Infrastructure Committee on the work
completed to consider a replacement to the current (Queenstown Lakes District Council) QLDC
Materials Recovery Facility.

Executive Summary | Whakarapopototaka Matua

Council has been considering its options for a replacement for its ageing Material Recovery Facility
(MRF) in Glenda Drive, Queenstown to reduce the risks associated with the current facility failing and
recyclable material being landfilled. A new MRF is required to process recyclable material collected
from residential and commercial customers in the Queenstown Lakes and neighbouring Central
Otago districts. Council has previously considered options for the development of a local MRF co-
located with an upgraded refuse transfer station and resource recovery park in the Whakatipu Basin.
To date, a suitable site in this location has not been found.

The purchase of land next to the Wanaka refuse transfer station, Ballantyne Road, has presented
Council with an option to co-locate the MRF alongside the existing waste related services. This option
has now been considered alongside others in the attached ‘Regional Materials Recovery Facility
Options Assessment’ (options assessment).

The options assessment has considered multiple sites for a local MRF in the Queenstown Lakes
district and in Cromwell, Central Otago. The option of processing recyclables at an out-of-district MRF
has also been assessed alongside these local options. Consolidating and transporting recyclables out
of the district (prior to sorting and processing at a local MRF) is an option not previously explored.

The financial analysis in the options assessment identified that the costs associated with developing
a local MRF did not vary significantly across the variety of sites considered. Using an out-of-district
MRF has a similar cost, but different factors influence the cost, namely transport costs (fuel) and MRF
gate fees in comparison to the capital costs of building a local MRF. Capital funding for a replacement
MREF option is provided in the Long Term Plan 2024-2034.

While the local MRF options scored slightly higher than the out-of-district option in the non-financial
criteria, the out-of-district option would be available sooner than the local MRF options, this makes
it attractive particularly in the short-medium term to alleviate the risk of landfilling recyclables as a
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result of the current MRF failure. Going with an out-of-district solution would avoid capital costs
associated with building a new local MRF, however the risk associated with capital cost increases if
Council decided to choose an out-of-district option long term.

While transport emissions are higher for an out-of-district option, the intrinsic need to transport
sorted and baled recyclables eventually to a port (e.g. in Dunedin or Timaru) once processed through
a local MRF reduces the emissions gap between the options. Including emissions generated from the
construction of a new local MRF (embodied emissions in concrete, steel etc) versus using an existing
out-of-district MRF would further close this gap. Detailed work to understand this level of emissions
potential has not been completed.

The highest scoring local MRF option is to develop the facility at Ballantyne Road, Wanaka. Council
has already purchased the land, operates its refuse transfer station there and the site is already used
for wider waste diversion and resource recovery purposes. Existing site operators Wastebusters and
Wanaka Greenwaste have requested more information to help plan for their future operations and
a wider site masterplan exercise is required to determine optimum layout. Council has already
commenced initial geotech investigations on the site to support work associated with upgrades to
the Wanaka refuse transfer station. Progress with developing this land is therefore further advanced
than the other local MRF site options however, a site master plan and detailed planning investigations
have not yet been undertaken.

To reduce the risks associated with a total failure of the current MRF and consequent need to landfill
recyclables, Council is also recommended to progress work to secure a short to medium term solution
before deciding on the long-term option for a MRF replacement.

To help ensure a future informed and robust decision can be made by Council for the long-term
solution, further exploration of potential commercial arrangements to send material to an out-of-
district facility is required, whilst investigations for the Ballantyne Road site continue.

Council’s options include:

e Do nothing and continue to use the existing MRF at Glenda Drive, Frankton.

e Proceed with development of the Ballantyne Road, Wanaka site as the preferred location.

e Proceed with an out-of-district option as the preferred solution.

e Proceed with a hybrid approach to keep the local and out-of-district options open. This
includes exploring a short-medium term out-of-district solution while the Ballantyne Road
site is further assessed. Noting that if Ballantyne Road is not feasible, then an out-of-district
solution could evolve into a long-term solution.

Due to the benefits of a hybrid approach, this is the recommended way forward.
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Recommendation | Ka Tatohuka

That the Infrastructure Committee:

1. Note the contents of the attached ‘Material Recovery Facility (MRF) Options Assessment,
August 2024’ and this report;

2. Note progress on the development of a MRF solution outlined in this report and that
further work is proposed before a decision is brought to Council to approve a
replacement MRF solution;

3. Note that work associated with Option 2 to keep both a local MRF and out-of-district
MRF option open will continue, this includes:

a) commence engineering, environmental and planning investigations for a MRF
at Ballantyne Road to enable risks to be further understood and quantified;

b) explore site options for the consolidation of material for both the Ballantyne
Road and out-of-district options;

c) undertake further investigations with stakeholders associated with the
Timaru and Dunedin MRFs to understand potential contractual arrangements
for a short to medium term out-of-district solution;

d) prepare a detailed procurement strategy for local MRF and out-of-district
MRF solutions; and

e) undertake a detailed carbon assessment for local MRF versus out-of-district
MRF options including transport.

4. Note the impact of the proposed development of Ballantyne Road on current
leaseholders (Wastebusters and Wanaka Greenwaste & Landscaping Supplies), and that
work will commence to develop a site masterplan.

Prepared by: Reviewed and Authorised by:
//
Name: Sophie Mander Name: Tony Avery
Title: Strategy Planning Manager Title: General Manager Property and
(Waste Minimisation and Management) Infrastructure

6 November 2024 6 November 2024
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Context | Horopaki

Background

1. Council has a Material Recovery Facility (MRF) located at Glenda Drive, Frankton for processing
mixed recyclables collected from residents and businesses throughout the Queenstown Lakes
district. Until 2021 the MRF was used by the neighbouring Central Otago District Council (CODC)
for processing of its recyclables.

2. Due to population growth and subsequent volume increases in recyclable material, the demand
on the MRF has increased to the point that the building and the sorting equipment are struggling
to meet current (or future) demand. The sorting equipment is at the end of its life, with Council
incurring significant maintenance costs to keep the facility operational.

3. In 2017, Council identified that the existing MRF facility is no longer fit for purpose and a new
processing solution is required. As such, Council has been exploring options for a replacement
that is reliable, flexible, and adaptable to future demands.

4. Previous work was focused on site options primarily in the Whakatipu basin which also allowed
for the co-location of a new MRF alongside more broad resource recovery infrastructure
including: sorting and recovery of construction and demolition material, a community recycling
centre for the repurposing and reuse of household items, an education and events space, area
for consolidation or processing of organic material, drop off facilities for materials included in
product stewardship schemes and potentially areas for local circular economy businesses to
lease.

5. Due to the challenges of finding suitable land to co-locate all these activities, the current focus is
on the priority of replacing the MRF. Further work is required to explore solutions for the broader
resource recovery needs.

6. Council’s refuse transfer stations, (adjacent to the MRF on Glenda Drive and Ballantyne Road in
Wanaka), also need expansion to meet current and future growth in the district and to upgrade
traffic management and unloading areas to meet modern transfer station standards. The upgrade
of the two refuse transfer stations, the MRF solution and development of a Whakatipu resource
recovery park are included in the 2024/34 Long Term Plan.

7. Council recently purchased land adjacent to the Wanaka refuse transfer station on Ballantyne
Road, which offers a potential new site to be considered for the MRF. Use of this site would mean
decoupling the MRF development from a Whakatipu broader resource recovery park
development. This site needed to be tested against previously considered sites as well as any
additional solutions presented by the MRF being separate from a Whakatipu resource recovery
park.

8. Development of a standalone, local MRF has allowed consideration of sites in Gibbston Valley,
Cromwell, Luggate and Wanaka, as they could service both Queenstown Lakes and Central Otago
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districts without the need to provide for the broader resource recovery needs of the Whakatipu
basin.

Processing, consolidation and transport of recyclable materials

9. Once recyclables are sorted, compacted and baled, they are transported to a port for shipping to
end markets. Receiving ports (and MRFs) are located in Invercargill, Dunedin, Christchurch and
Timaru (CODC currently transport their recyclables to Timaru for processing). The MRFs located
in each of these towns could process recyclables from the Queenstown Lakes and Central Otago
districts.

10. The following map below shows the location of the ports and out-of-district MRFs relative to
Queenstown Lakes. Although the identified MRFs are located far from Queenstown Lakes, and
would attract additional transport related emissions and costs, recyclables eventually need to
be taken to these port destinations and shipped to markets. The difference lies in the transport
of compacted, baled material transportation (post MRF processing) versus the transport of
uncompacted material i.e. less efficient transport and consequent emission and cost increases.

Christchurch
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Wanaka
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D
Alexandra

21km,
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© MRF or consolidation locations
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11. The attached MRF options assessment has considered several options for the location of a local
MRF alongside the option of transporting recyclables to an out-of-district MRF. The Timaru MRF
does not currently have capacity to accept recyclables from Queenstown Lakes. Once Dunedin
completes building its MRF (due to be operational in July 2026), Dunedin’s material will be
processed in Dunedin and capacity will become available at Timaru MRF. Queenstown Lakes (and
Central Otago) would then have the option of either the Timaru or Dunedin MRF. The MRF in
Invercargill does not currently have capacity to process additional material.
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12. For the local MRF option, consideration has been given to different types of MRF, from fully
automated through to fully manual sorting of materials. Consideration was given to whether or
not to enable glass to be processed through the MRF or remain separated. A fully automated
MRF, with glass out, has been assumed at this stage as it reduces health and safety risks for
workers and reduces labour requirements (noting that staffing the current Glenda Drive facility
can be difficult at times).

13. To establish the size and capacity of the local MRF, consideration was given to the combined
recyclables tonnage generated by the commercial and residential (Council kerbside collection)
sectors in both Queenstown Lakes and Central Otago districts, with volumes projected over 20
years. At these volumes, the combined districts solution requires an automated MRF at the small
end of the range e.g. processing capacity of five tonnes per hour.

14. Use of an out-of-district MRF will require sites in Wanaka and Whakatipu to be identified and
developed for the consolidation of collected recyclables prior to haulage to an out-of-district
processing facility. Once a future organics service is available, consolidation sites will also be
required for the short-term storage of kerbside collected organic materials. CODC currently use
the Alexandra transfer station for consolidation of material prior to transport of material to
Timaru MRF.

15. Queenstown Lakes consolidation options could include:
e Delaying the redevelopment of the refuse transfer station site at Glenda Drive, Whakatipu
and using the existing MRF building
e Purchasing land in the Gibbston valley (identified during the MRF options assessment) and
developing a storage facility
e Defining a suitable area within the Wanaka refuse transfer station site and/or wider
Ballantyne Rd site and developing a storage facility.

Carbon emissions

16. From a carbon emissions perspective, the out-of-district and local MRF options have similar
profiles. This is because the recyclable material is eventually transported out of the district for
secondary processing.

17. A local MRF option results in sorted, baled materials being transported out of the district after
processing, which enables more efficient transport than unsorted, uncompacted recyclables
being transported to an out-of-district MRF. The difference in transport emissions is presented

below:
Option Distance from Total transport emissions
Whakatipu Basin (km) over 20 years (tonnes)
Option 1: Ballantyne Road, Wanaka | 115 3,600
Option 2: CODC land, Cromwell 60 2,500
Option 3: McNulty Road, Cromwell | 60 2,500
Option 5: Gibbston, Whakatipu 50 2,600
Option 6: Out-of-district (Dunedin) | 285 5,800
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18. Only transport-related emissions have been calculated. The carbon emissions generated from
constructing a new local MRF have not be calculated at this stage. The use of an out-of-district
MRF avoids these emissions.

19. At this point, the embedded carbon calculations have not been completed to confirm the extent
to which they offset transport emissions. This is recommended in the next phase of the
investigations for a local build solution.

Phase one assessment

20. The attached ‘MRF Options Assessment, August 2024’ was completed to consider various MRF
options, with this report presenting the conclusions from the two phases of assessment and next
steps for both a local and out-of-district MRF option. A decision on the recommended recyclables
processing solution will be sought from Council once these next steps have been completed.

21. The assessment of the options occurred in two phases. In phase one, a total of 12 potential sites
were identified in Wanaka, Whakatipu, Gibbston and Cromwell areas. The existing MRF site at
Glenda Drive was also included. Accessing an out-of-district MRF solution was introduced as a
comparison which would not require significant capital investment associated with a local build
solution.

22. Of the 12 options considered in phase one, seven were scored. The five options excluded were
similar, but inferior to other options put forward, or had significant capital cost risks that could
not be mitigated.

23. In phase one, the options were scored using QLDC’s multi-criteria analysis tool which has been
used for other infrastructure projects. The criteria include whole of life cost, resilience,
environment, economics, achievability, risk, consentability, future proofing, downstream
economic effects, cultural wellbeing and people. Due to the close scoring between the options,
five were taken forward into the phase two assessment. The options assessment can be seen in
Table 10, page 16 in the attached ‘MRF Options Assessment, August 2024’ report.

24. An additional two options were excluded at this point as they had flaws that could not be
overcome. The existing Glenda Drive MRF site is too small and therefore unachievable. The
Coneburn site was excluded due to the site’s height restrictions impacting consentability and
achievability.

25. Due to the close scores between the remaining options, a total of five options were taken forward
into the phase two assessment. Of these options, four were local options and the other was the
out-of-district option.

Phase two assessment

26. Stakeholder engagement took place to inform the assessment and cost refinement in phase two.
Stakeholders were asked questions regarding ownership and operating arrangements, timing of
site consenting and subdivision development, and other interests in the sites.



Council Report

i i iri QUEENSTOWN
) ] ) ) A u_mE:gu_e plac_e. An inspiring future. n UAKES DISTRICT
Te R|poata Kaunihera 3-rohe He WahiTahaha. He Amua Whakaohooho. ‘ COUNCIL

27. Stakeholders included: Council Property and Infrastructure staff, Council’s Maori Strategy and
Partnerships Manager, CODC staff, representatives of property owners, an out-of-district MRF
owner and operator, Council’s waste services contractor, and potential funding agencies. The
outcomes of the engagement were considered in the phase two assessment.

28. The phase two assessment focused on the key risks where uncertainty remained following phase
one. These included: achievability, cost control, commercial risk, resilience and sustainability,
service delivery and strategic alignment.

29. The following table presents the ranking and score of the various options from the phase two
assessment. The scoring was undertaken by key Council staff from waste, property and finance,
and was supported by Morrison Low.

Ranking | Option Description Score (out of 25)
1 Option 1 Ballantyne Road, Wanaka 18
2 Option 2 CODC land, Cromwell 17
3 Option 6 Out-of-district (Dunedin or Timaru) 16
3 Option 5 Gibbston, Whakatipu 16
5 Option 3 McNulty Road, Cromwell 12

30. The analysis has shown that it is difficult to separately distinguish the options. Minor score
changes to any of the criteria result in a shift in the options ranking. Only option 3, Cromwell
McNulty Road, scores sufficiently low to rule it out.

31. The highest scoring option is option 1, Ballantyne Road, closely followed by option 2, the CODC
land in Cromwell. Both these options are local MRF options and provide the best scores for cost
control, commercial risk, resilience and sustainability, and service delivery and strategic
alignment. Either site could work for a local MRF but as Ballantyne Road is already owned by
QLDC it has an advantage over the CODC land in Cromwell consequently making it the highest
scoring local option.

32. Closely following Ballantyne Road and the CODC land in Cromwell came option 5, land in the
Gibbston valley. It scored lower due to the current state of development being less advanced
than the other sites. Given there are other, more developed (and higher scoring) local options,
further consideration of this option is not planned at this stage.

33. Option 6, an out-of-district solution, scored the highest for achievability because this option is
already in progress and further towards being operational. There are challenges with this option,
such as the need for long-term consolidation and transportation arrangements and the need to
confirm and secure a MRF gate fee.

34. The out-of-district solution has a very different cost structure to the local MRF options and as a
result is sensitive to different criteria than the local MRF options. It is easy to achieve, has low
upfront capital requirements, and has low commercial and financial risk in the short term.
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However, longer term the ability to control costs and rely on the availability of this option
reduces. For this reason, this option is more suitable as a short to medium term solution only.

Financial assessment

35. Afinancial model was developed to enable the assessment of whole of life costs for MRF options.

Key inputs are:

e Assessment over a 20-year operating period, with options compared on a Net Present Value

(NPV) basis

e Inflation rate of 3%, discount rate of 5% and interest rate of 5%

e Inclusion of transport costs for material from Wanaka, Queenstown Lakes and Central Otago,

and from the MRF to por
e Site area of 11,000m? and MRF building of 2,400m?

e Lease and land values provided by Q Property, a local property specialist.

e MRF development costs were provided by BJ Scarlet, who builds MRFs

e Site establishment and building costs have been scaled and inflated from previous work
undertaken by WM New Zealand for development of a Whakatipu MRF.

36. The differences in baseline NPV from the highest to the lowest-ranking options are minor, with a
spread of only 3.6%. The costs are sensitive to key variables such as the discount rate applied, the
volatility of the out-of-district gate fee and transport costs, and unknown site constraints

impacting capital costs.

37. Given the close financial outcomes and significant uncertainties in the high-level financial
forecasts, no single option stands out as a clear financial leader and are within the margins of

error of the analysis.

38. The NPV for highest scoring local MRF option, Ballantyne Road, and the alternative out-of-district
option are presented in the table below. This shows the difference in cost structure for these two

different types of options. Key cost items are listed in the table.

20-Year NPV ($°000) Ballantyne Out-of-
Road district

Operating Costs

Processing

(includes gate fees, staff and consumables) 23,200 221,900

Disposal

(includes landfilling of contamination and processing losses) »3,100 >4,700

Transportation

(includes consolidation, transport to MRF and transport to port) »15,400 »24,300

Total 20-year operational cost NPV $21,700 $50,900

Capital costs

Capital Investment

(includes MRF building & equipment, consolidation site) »31,900 »2,800

Combined 20-year NPV $53,600 $53,700
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Considerations for the local MRF option

39. Ballantyne Road is the highest ranking local MRF option. There are no compelling reasons not to
pursue this option. Therefore, further exploration of the site’s feasibility is proposed prior to
seeking a decision from Council on whether to proceed with construction of a MRF at this site.

40. From a development perspective, Ballantyne Road is the most advanced local MRF option. QLDC
own the land and have commenced geotechnical and planning assessments for the site as the
land will also be used for the upgrade of the Wanaka refuse transfer station.

41. The site has been purchased with the intention of being used for waste and resource recovery
activities. Council has already invested in this site through the land purchase. Building the MRF
on the Ballantyne Road site, if it can be done cost-effectively, aligns with this purpose.

42. There are known potential challenges with the Ballantyne Road option. The Ballantyne Road site
may be difficult to consent and develop. There are likely to be geotechnical and site
contamination challenges to overcome given part of the site was used as a landfill in the past and
the site is adjacent to river flats. However, the extent of these challenges and the associated cost
to remedy them cannot be estimated without further engineering, environmental and planning
investigations. Note, additional costs for the development of this site were included in the cost
estimate as a contingency.

43. Further investigation may reveal the costs, geotechnical constraints or planning requirements
become prohibitive. There is benefit in having back up options available if this occurs. The CODC
land in Cromwell has the second highest score and therefore could be pursued as the ‘next best’
site. A decision would need to be made quickly if Council wants to secure the CODC land before
it is sold.

44. There are existing leaseholders operating at the Ballantyne Road site, Wastebusters and Wanaka
Greenwaste and Landscaping Supplies. There is a need to provide direction to these stakeholders
regarding Council’s intentions for the site and where these leaseholders fit into these plans and
where on the site they may continue to operate. These leaseholders have expressed an interest
in expanding their resource recovery activities, in particular responding to increasing demand for
organics and construction waste diversion. Progressing a masterplan for the whole of the
Ballantyne Road site, and accommodating the MRF, would help these leaseholders to plan for
their own future investment.

Considerations for an out-of-district MRF

45. While Ballantyne Road is the highest-ranking option overall, the out-of-district option also scores
well, particularly as a short to medium term option. In order to give Council more time for the
investigation and development of Ballantyne Road, Council could consider a short to medium
term out-of-district processing contract. The reliability and cost uncertainty risks that reside with
this option long term can be mitigated in a shorter-term contract.
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46. The out-of-district MRF option only becomes available once Dunedin has built its new MRF at
Green Island, expected to be operational by July 2026. At that time either there will be capacity
at the Green Island MRF or there will be freed up capacity at the Timaru MRF.

47. Out-of-district may also become a viable longer-term option if the costs of developing a local MRF
become too high or if Council wishes to defer capital investment for example.

Contract Models
48. For the local MRF, there are a number of contractual models available which could enable its
successful development. These include:
e Separate design, build and operations contracts
e A combined design and build (D&B) contract, with standalone arrangements for operation
e A combined design, build and operate (DBO) contract
e Adesign, build, own, operate and transfer (DBOOT) contract and gate fee contracts.

49. Any of the options are achievable with sufficient timeframes for planning, preparation of detailed
specifications and the associated procurement process. The choice of a preferred contract
arrangement will depend on which risks Council would like to hold and which to transfer to its
contractors. These are best explored in a detailed procurement strategy and tested with the
market once uncertainties have been resolved and a decision made around the appetite to accept
an out of district processing solution (and for how long this arrangement could be suitable).

50. For the out-of-district MRF option, service contracts would be established for consolidation,
transportation and processing of recyclables. Generally these are on a cost per tonne basis, with
key variables impacting cost being the term of the agreement and minimum volumes to be
managed. Consideration needs to be given to how these arrangements would sit alongside
contracts for Council’s other waste services (kerbside collections, refuse transfer station
operations, etc). As for the local MRF option, these would be captured in a detailed procurement
strategy and tested with the market.

Next steps
51. To enable a future informed and robust decision, the following steps are proposed:

52. Progressing Ballantyne Road local MRF solution
The next steps are:

e Commence engineering, environmental and planning investigations for a new MRF at
Ballantyne Road in Wanaka, to enable risks to be understood and quantified.

e Complete a detailed carbon assessment for local MRF versus out-of-district MRF options
including transport.

e Prepare a detailed procurement strategy. Refinement of contract options and
engagement with the market would occur as part of this process. Note, options for design
and organisation of enabling works, MRF building and MRF plant and equipment all need
to be assessed as well as MRF operation options. Implications for the wider waste contract
renewal would be considered alongside the local MRF.

e Prepare a masterplan for the Ballantyne Road site.
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e Consult with mana whenua

53. Progressing an out-of-district MRF solution
The next steps are:

e Undertake further investigations with stakeholders to understand contractual
arrangements for an out-of-district solution.

e Investigate options for transportation and processing QLDC'’s recyclables at an out-of-
district MRF.

e Prepare a detailed procurement strategy, including refinement of contract options and
engagement with the market. Implications for the wider waste contract renewal would
be considered alongside the out-of-district MRF solution.

e Note that the same actions are required if Council considered a short-term out-of-district
solution ahead of local MRF development.

54. Investigate consolidation arrangements
The next steps are:
e Explore consolidation options for both the Ballantyne Road and out-of-district options to
ensure assumptions in the financial model are valid and suitable sites can be located and
secured.

Analysis and Advice | Tataritaka me ka Tohutohu

55. This report identifies and assesses the following reasonably practicable options for assessing the
matter as required by section 77 of the Local Government Act 2002.

e Option 1: Do nothing.

e Option 2: Proceed with a hybrid approach to keep the local and out-of-district options
open.

e Option 3: Proceed with development of the Ballantyne Road, Wanaka site as the preferred
location.

e Option 4: Proceed with an out-of-district option as the preferred solution.

56. Option 1: Do nothing
This option would involve continuing to operate, maintain and repair the existing Glenda Drive
MREF.

Advantages:
e Avoids capital costs for development of a new MRF and consolidation facilities, including site
establishment, building and equipment.
e Avoids construction-related carbon emissions from building a new MRF.
e Avoids carbon emissions from transporting loose recyclables to an out-of-district MRF.

Disadvantages:
e High operating and maintenance costs to continue operating Glenda Drive MRF.
e No back up for Glenda Drive MRF; if it fails the recyclables would need to be landfilled.
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e Glenda Drive MRF is too small to accept CODC's recyclables. QLDC would not be able to meet
its commitment to CODC to accept their recyclables long term.
e Delays upgrades to Queenstown refuse transfer station that will expand onto the MRF site.

57. Option 2: Proceed with a hybrid approach to keep the local and out-of-district options open
This option would involve proceeding with a combination of out-of-district processing (short to
medium term) and development of a local MRF, if financially viable. Out-of-district processing
would be available as a long-term option if the local MRF option was not financially viable. This
option would mean endorsing the next steps listed for both options in items 51-53 above.

Advantages:

e Provides time for Council to fully explore Ballantyne Road.

e Provides resilience of a local MRF long term.

e Exposure to third-party fees, for transportation and MRF, restricted to the short-medium
term.

e Qut-of-district processing remains a long-term option, with contracts having been
established to continue this arrangement beyond the short term.

e Certainty on when Glenda Drive MRF will close, enabling the transfer station upgrades to be
progressed.

e Defers capital expenditure.

Disadvantages:

e Additional effort required to progress both options.

e Requires consolidation arrangements to be established for Wanaka, that will not be required
long term for the local MRF option.

e Delays the decision on the use of Ballantyne Road for the MRF, with a longer period of
uncertainty for other site users.

58. Option 3: Proceed with development of the Ballantyne Road, Wanaka site as the preferred
location.
This would involve developing only the local MRF at Ballantyne Road. The Glenda Drive MRF
would continue to be used until Ballantyne Road is completed.

Advantages:

e Provides resilience of a local MRF long term.

e Certainty that Glenda Drive MRF will close, providing certainty regarding what transfer
station upgrades can be progressed but not necessarily the timing.

e Provides certainty that consolidation arrangements will be required in Queenstown.

e Provides certainty to CODC that a local MRF will be built, but not necessarily the timing.

e Provides clear direction for Ballantyne Road, enabling a masterplan to be developed and
giving certainty to other site users.

Disadvantages:
e Reducing time to complete further assessments on Ballantyne Road and make the decision
to proceed with its construction.



Council Report A unique place. An inspiring future. n QUEENSTOWN

= LAKES DISTRICT
Te Ripoata Kaunihera 5_rohe He Wahi Tohaha. He Amua Whakaohooho. COUNCIL

e Avoids exposure to third-party fees for transportation and MRF.

e Uncertainty how long Glenda Drive will be used as a MRF.

e Increases pressure to make the Ballantyne Road site work, even if costs are high.

e Reduces Council’s options if Ballantyne Road is unfeasible; backup local sites would need to
be considered.

e Council exposure to large capital cost increases, both for site enabling works and the MRF
itself.

e Building another MRF when there are existing MRFs available out-of-district, with associated
cost and carbon emissions that do not need to be incurred.

59. Option 4: Proceed with an out-of-district as the preferred solution
This option would mean negotiating long-term contracts for transportation and processing of
recyclables at an out-of-district MRF. The Glenda Drive MRF would cease operation as soon as
an out-of-district MRF solution was available (expected July 2026). A local MRF would no longer
be pursued.

Advantages:

e Avoids large capital expenditure for Council and associated risk of capital cost increases.

e Provides certainty on when Glenda Drive MRF will close and no longer requires the MRF to
be considered for the Ballantyne Road site development, enabling transfer station upgrades
to be progressed for both sites, giving certainty to QLDC and site users.

e Cost and carbon efficiency from utilising an existing MRF.

Disadvantages:

e Long-term vulnerability to third-party fee increases, for transportation and MRF.

e Requires long-term consolidation arrangements to be established for both Wanaka and
Queenstown.

e Commits CODC to long-term out-of-district processing as well.

e Vulnerable to transport corridors being cut for an extended period following a natural
disaster. Recyclables would need to be landfills until re-established.

e Difficult to revert back to a local MRF option once a commitment to out-of-district processing
is made, particularly given the Glenda Drive and Ballantyne Road sites will not be available
once upgraded.

60. This report recommends Option 2 for addressing the matter because it gives keeps Council’s
options open and provides sufficient time to undertake the additional assessment required to
confirm the viability of Ballantyne Road without having to continue to operate the Glenda Drive
MREF, for which there is a risk of catastrophic failure the longer it operates.
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Consultation Process | Hatepe Matapaki

Significance and Engagement | Te Whakamahi | ka Whakaaro Hiraka

61. This matter is of low significance, as determined by reference to the Council’s Significance and
Engagement Policy because the report provides an update on progress and no decision is
required from the Committee.

62. The persons who are affected by or interested in this matter include: lessees of the Ballantyne
Road site (Wastebusters and Wanaka Greenwaste and Landscaping Supplies), Central Otago
District Council, owners and operators of Timaru and Dunedin MRFs, waste and recycling
operators.

63. The Council will consult with affected parties as part of the next stage of investigations for the
Ballantyne Road MRF option, prior to a decision to proceed with development. Affected parties
have been identified and initial engagement has occurred.

Maori Consultation | Iwi Rinaka

64. The Council will consult with mana whenua as part of the next stage of investigations for the
Ballantyne Road MRF option. Mana whenua were included in the early engagement for the MRF

options assessment, but the report and its recommendations are yet to be shared.

Risk and Mitigations | K& Raru Tdpono me ka Whakamaurutaka

65. This matter relates to the Business Continuity risk category. It is associated with RISK10006
Ineffective planning for property and infrastructure within the QLDC Risk Register. This risk has
been assessed as having a high residual risk rating.

66. The approval of the recommended option will allow Council to implement additional controls for
this risk. This will be achieved by progressing investigations into out-of-district MRF access whilst
further investigations a