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From: Bateman, Sam (Doncaster) AU [mailto:Sam.Bateman@hanson.biz] 
Sent: Tuesday, 29 September 2009 2:25 PM 
To: Adjudication 
Subject: Pending Decision on the Group of Sydney Councils Combining for aWaste Tender 

Dear Sir Madam 
I refer to reports in the media about a proposal to grant a number of Councils the right to tender for 
alternative waste treatment. The following statement from Graeme Samuel was included in the 
media report. 

"The ACCC considers that this proposal is likely to produce efficiencies that will deliver cost 
savings for the councils and their ratepayers and reduce environmental damage caused by landfill," 
stated ACCC chairman Graeme Samuel. 

I am concerned that the ACCC is suspending its normal criteria in assessing the competition issues in 
the Sydney waste disposal market based on a misapprehension about the "environmental damage 
caused by landfill" and as a corollary the environmental advantages offered by alternative waste 
treatment. There is no doubt that alternative waste treatment is more expensive than even the best 
practice landfill: in the order of 3-4 times more expensive per tonne. Landfill competition is 
generally free in the Metropolitan areas of Australia with only minor regulatory and locational 
market advantages. In contrast the purveyors of alternative waste treatment insist on long term 
contracts with minimal performance penalties and are free to claim many benefits that often are not 
delivered. Landfills are some of the most tightly regulated facilities in Australia, with independent 
audits, financial assurances and close community and government scrutiny. 

All this is hopefully apparent to the ACCC. The chairman's statement indicates that he believes that 
the undoubted cost and competition are worthwhile for the environmental benefits. Modern best 
practice landfills are considered environmentally benign when designed and operated to meet the 
regulations. This was confirmed in the Productivity Commissions report into Waste Management 
(2006) . The environmental issue still outstanding is the fate of the organic carbon in the landfill, 
and this is the alternative waste treatment main claim for an advantage over landfill. The primary 
impact is the impact of methane emissions on climate change. To promote the alternative some very 
dubious assumptions have been made about the performance of modem landfills in this area. The 
opponents of landfill claim that emissions are as much as 1 tonnes of C02eq per tonne of waste. The 
reality is that a well managed landfill can reduce emissions by as much as 350kg C02eqltonnes of 
waste. 'This because: 

Methane collection efficiencies are 80-90%; 

Renewable electricity is generated from the methane; 

Around 50% of the carbon is permanently sequestered in the landfill 

A significant proportion of the residual methane not collected is oxidised in the surface capping 
of the landfill. 
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Alternative waste treatment cannot achieve the same carbon benefits. These comparisons have been 
internationally reviewed and confirmed. 

You might wonder why State Governments in Australia have been so vigorously promoting the 
diversion of waste fi-om landfill. The answer was divined by the Productivity Commission and it is 
basically because it is an opportunity to impose a landfill levy justified by environmental benefits, 
that is in reality a new tax. The other reason is that Local Government is the one which pays the tax 
through extra charges to its ratepayers so it is a free kick for State Treasuries, which the relatively 
powerless municipalities cannot resist. 

Yours Faithfully 

Sam Bateman 

Divisional Manager 
Hanson Landfill Services 
0392743700 
0438609505 


