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About WSROC. 

Formed in 1973, the Western Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils (WSROC), represents 

local government across Greater Western Sydney.  

With a reputation for considered policy analysis and bipartisan advocacy, WSROC's primary role 

is to represent the councils and communities of Greater Western Sydney as well as developing 

resource sharing and other co-operative projects between Greater Western Sydney councils. 

Over the past 50 years WSROC has developed a strong reputation for issues-focused advocacy, 

especially in the key areas of economic and social development, job creation, transport and 

infrastructure, planning, health and the environment. WSROC has proven itself a reliable partner 

in intergovernmental relations, regional strategic planning, and coordinating joint projects and 

programs.  

mailto:info@wsroc.com.au
http://www.wsroc.com.au/
https://cl.s10.exct.net/?qs=483ed1d6351b5bdb8ac1eaaf2a28fe1cbe40c82baf5d634daf38267c64972d42c60f72b2f06e075a0b11b7b43ef132d6d862b29bfcbf184a
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Introduction 

WSROC thanks the NSW Environment Protection Authority for the opportunity to provide 

feedback on the Review of the NSW waste levy Issues paper. WSROC notes the efforts of the 

NSW EPA to widely consult with the local government sector on the levy application and settings 

ahead of this paper and look forward to participating further in the outcomes of this review.  

Some of our member councils, and councils participating in Western Sydney regional waste 

strategy program, will make their own submissions. This document should be viewed in 

addition, and complimentary to those submissions. This submission has been developed from 

the ongoing discussion and direct input of the eight councils participating in this program: 

Blacktown, Blue Mountains, Cumberland, Fairfield, Hawkesbury, The Hills, Liverpool and 

Parramatta.  

 

Intent of the levy 

It has been recognised by western Sydney councils the success of the waste levy to drive 

resource recovery in NSW. However, there have been long held concerns at all levels of local 

government, including that of elected Mayors and Councillors that make up the WSROC Board, 

about the declining use of levy funds collected by the NSW Government to drive the three issues 

highlighted in this paper.  

The foremost motivation of imposing the waste levy was to reduce the amount of waste to 

landfill, and to promote reuse and recycling via hypothecation, yet the majority of levy revenue 

is not reinvested into the waste sector. Low hypothecation of levy revenue is historically 

recurrent.  

When first introduced in 1971, the levy was used to fund and assist the Metropolitan Waste 

Disposal Authority in managing Sydney’s waste. Levy functionality was transferred to the EPA 

following its inception in 1992, and subsequently changed from being an assistance program to 

one of waste regulation1.  

During the 2000’s, funds from the levy were diverted in the majority towards general State 

government service delivery and a range of environmental programs via the NSW Environmental 

Trust. A small proportion of levy revenue was directed back into the waste industry for waste 

management and resource recovery. 

Analysis results show that between 2012 and 2020 the NSW State Government has been 

investing less than the national average (of 25%) back into the NSW waste and resource 

recovery industry, with just less than 15% of total waste levy revenue redirected into waste and 

resource recovery projects each year. Funds not reinvested were retained in consolidated 

revenue for non-waste-related environmental activities, further constraining the ability to plan 

for and effectively manage waste and recovered resources in this state. 

 

1 Australian Sustainable Business Group, Submission on the Review of the Waste and Environment Levy 2012 
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Although the NSW levy currently raises $940 million per year for recycling purposes, the 20-year 

NSW Waste and Sustainable Materials Strategy Stage 1 delivery plan commits just $60 million a 

year for 6 years to resource recovery programs. 

The outcomes of this include distortions in market dynamics that is reflected in every waste 

contract entered into by Local Government and a marked decline in the sector’s productivity. 

Problematically, councils are also required to deliver a range of waste and resource recovery 

programs for the NSW Government to meet its waste and circular economy strategy 

commitments. However funding to do so has been reduced every 4-5 year cycle of funding. The 

2022/23 financial year was the first year in over a decade that councils have received no 

guaranteed funding to deliver waste and resource recovery services and infrastructure. The rate 

of hypothecation of levy funds back into local government is low and disproportionate to the 

amount of levy paid and the responsibility borne to deliver the levy’s intended outcomes.  

 

Issue 1: Increasing resource recovery rates in NSW 

Waste Levy Rates 

Setting levy rates 

In determining optimal waste levy rates, consideration must be given as to the likely impacts on 

the various streams of waste to ensure increased recovery rates. For the MSW stream, it is often 

noted that increases in costs will drive greater resource recovery by residents, however 

residents have limited visibility of the waste levy as a component of their domestic waste service 

charge and the levy should not be relied upon as a direct behaviour change tool.  

Councils would like to see any modelling of impacts on MSW and other streams, before 

commenting on the appropriateness of any proposed increases. In the current times of 

increasing cost of living pressures, councils are finding it difficult to cover the existing escalating 

waste servicing costs, with many under political pressure to reduce services to maintain stable 

domestic waste costs for residents. Similarly, with rate capping, cost shifting and other financial 

pressures on local government operations, councils are constrained in their abilities to fund 

operational waste costs. Increasing levy costs could further reduce waste operational activities 

within limited budgets, impacting capacity to undertake environmental protection initiatives 

such as cleaning up illegal dumping, expanding litter bin collection and the frequency  of street 

sweeping activities.  

 

Notification of levy increases 

It is important that any increased waste levy rates are published well in advance, to allow 

councils to amend strategy and budgets to account for increases. The advanced publication of 

future levy rates allows comparison of disposal costs against resource recovery opportunities in 

future years, which can impact service decisions and potentially increase resource recovery. 

Importantly, the long-term procurement and waste contract lengths regularly used in local 

government need lengthy lead times on future levy rates to accurately make decisions on cost 
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efficiency of services and apportionment of costs for latter years. It is suggested that notification 

of any schedule of increases be published well in advance of the initial commencement date, 

and subsequent year rate increases into the longer term be published in bulk for future years in 

tables similar to the rate increases applied between 2009 and 2016. It is also important to note 

any CPI increases applied to levy increases in any year, including intermediate years before any 

structural levy changes are applied, need earlier notification of the applied rate and dollar value 

of CPI than currently provided. Councils who run waste facilities need earlier notice of annual 

levy CPI rate increases to ensure fees and charges can be accurately determined in the lead up 

to each new financial year.  

 

Levy system settings 

In determining the structure of any levy increases and settings, and to prevent perceptions 

within local government of a state government ‘cash grab’ from any levy increase, it is important 

to determine how any proposed increases will deliver on the objectives of the levy and how that 

funding may be distributed to achieve optimal outcomes. As councils are a key NSW 

Government partner to deliver the initiatives of the NSW Waste and Sustainable Materials 

Strategy 2041 and any subsequent resource recovery and circular economy strategies, it should 

be considered that as a partner government entity tasked with delivery, there could be an 

upfront specified return to councils developed as part of this review. Providing a guaranteed 

allocation of levy funding to councils to deliver resource recovery and circular economy 

transitions will alleviate some of this concern.  The recent cancellation of the various iterations 

of guaranteed allocations of non-contestable funding2 for councils has seen a stark reduction in 

the delivery of many resource recovery programs and management of problem wastes. Further, 

this has reduced capability for councils to innovate, be resourced to capitalise on existing grant 

opportunities and self-deliver infrastructure.  

 

Recommendation 1: Publish modelling and consult further on various options for setting of 

future levy rates.  

Recommendation 2: Publish future year levy rates in advance and in bulk for subsequent 

years.  

Recommendation 3: Provide earlier notification of annual CPI increases to the waste levy to 

waste infrastructure providers 

Recommendation 4: Develop a system of annual non-contestable funding allocations to 

councils to provide funding certainty to deliver waste infrastructure and 

services tasked to local government in NSW waste and circular economy 

policy.  

 

 

2 Such as Waste and Sustainability Improvement Program and Better Waste and Recycling Fund 
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Issue 2: Creating a level playing field for safe and sustainable 

waste management 

Illegal dumping due to levy charges 

High tipping fees at waste disposal facilities is a major driver for illegal dumping. Cost of living 

pressures are making it more attractive for residents and businesses to dump waste because 

they believe the legal methods of disposal are too expensive. It is difficult to prevent rogue 

operators from circumventing the levy through illegal dumping. Any increases, including annual 

CPI increases, needs further investment in illegal dumping prevention. Existing methods for 

addressing illegal dumping that seeks to avoid payment of fees (as opposed to illegal dumping 

due to other barriers, such kerbside dumping due to lack of transport or rental turnover) is 

underfunded and needs greater investment to address. Increased prevention and enforcement 

of illegal dumping that is adequately funded and delivered well, combined with increased 

resources for councils and mass media campaigns, has the potential to significantly reduce 

further dumping as the perception of realistic consequences influence behaviours.  

Recommendation 5: Increase funds for additional enforcement officers and education 

campaigns to further address the illegal dumping of waste and deter further dumping. 

 

Levy application to asbestos and illegally dumped waste 

Councils are keen to see application of the levy removed from materials that cannot be recycled.  

As asbestos waste in any form needs to be landfilled and there are no alternatives to landfilling, 

the levy should not apply. Similarly, with the emergence of PFAS related issues, this should also 

be explored as there is no existing resource recovery or stabilisation pathways.  

It is also suggested that the levy application to illegally dumped waste and contaminated soils be 

reconsidered. As these waste types have already been discarded to the environment by the 

owner of the waste, they are outside the scope of influence on behaviour change from the levy. 

As the majority of this waste is addressed by councils and public sector agencies, to prevent any 

perverse outcomes that could occur by private sector operators, a levy waiver could be applied 

to eligible public organisations, in a similar manner to the charitable recycling sector.  

Recommendation 6: Remove the application of the levy to materials that have no resource 

recovery pathway, including asbestos.  

Recommendation 7: Remove the application of the levy to illegally dumped waste and 

contaminated soils, cleaned up by a public sector agency.  
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Issue 3: Amplifying circular economy outcomes in NSW 

Investment in waste infrastructure planning 

Existing work streams of the EPA are limited and appear to be constrained by resources, funding 

and the necessary working relationships with other NSW Government departments. It is 

essential that if as suggested, any increased levy funds are directly invested in waste 

infrastructure planning, that the delivery of these initiatives is clearly articulated, tested with key 

stakeholders including local government, have clear direction to deliver outcomes beyond the 

existing objectives of the Waste and Sustainable Materials Strategy 2041 and address issues 

raised within the 2020 NSW Auditor-General’s performance audit into the waste levy and grants 

for waste infrastructure. Councils would expect to see levy reinvestment in land use and 

geospatial planning for infrastructure in Greater Sydney, and the quarantining or purchase of 

land to protect and deliver the necessary waste infrastructure.  

There is a need for significant structural change to ensure stimulation of waste infrastructure 

investment, with little of the required waste infrastructure for Sydney being delivered by small 

scale grants and tinkering at the edges of policy. This issues paper notes the possibility of NSW 

Government intervention to de-risk investment of new waste infrastructure by underwriting 

new infrastructure. Given the important role of securing contracts to enable financial and 

strategic certainty for delivery of such infrastructure, consideration should be given to the 

underwriting of council waste processing contracts to similarly de-risk this infrastructure 

provision.  

Councils’ involvement in the development of the NSW Waste Infrastructure Plan currently 

undertaken by the NSW EPA has been limited, and councils would welcome the opportunity for 

greater involvement. Councils would like to see this strategy clearly identify the responsible 

parties for delivery of infrastructure and go beyond capacity planning to also address system 

resilience and emergency response.  

Local government in Western Sydney is exploring alternative models for waste service delivery 

and infrastructure investment to produce better social, economic and environmental outcomes 

at a regional level.  This goes beyond simply aggregating demand in support of joint 

procurement initiatives but rather explores the feasibility of joint venture and public private 

partnerships to deliver better outcomes than the current market offerings.  There is a 

requirement for greater support to be provided to councils who in collaboration with others are 

willing to take on waste infrastructure delivery on a local or regional scale. The opportunity for 

councils to deliver more waste infrastructure and circular economy opportunities if levy 

hypothecation infrastructure planning programs were developed to support this willingness is 

substantial. Councils would greatly benefit from specific local government funding systems to 

deliver waste infrastructure and the development of a NSW Government concierge service to 

provide informed guidance and cross departmental/sectoral advice to assist waste disposal, 

transfer and processing proponents.   

Councils could also use support to overcome existing infrastructure provision barriers including 

those of social license, proactive land use zonings and development application systems, 

enabling councils to do more to plan for and enable waste infrastructure delivery.  
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Recommendation 8: Underwrite council waste processing contracts to de-risk infrastructure 

provision.  

Recommendation 9: Provide greater support to councils who seek to deliver waste and 

resource recovery infrastructure.  

 

How the levy review delivers related programs.  

The paper suggests the implementation of complementary initiatives to reduce contamination, 

and it is not clear if this issues paper is suggesting that levy funding could be used to deliver 

these programs. Western Sydney councils support initiatives to reduce contamination in 

recycling or organic waste streams, as this is a significant challenge in most local government 

areas in the region, impacting the financial sustainability of services and recovery rates. Notably, 

contamination management is expected to be one of the key impediments in the rollout of 

household organic waste services across the region, and any state level initiatives to address this 

household behaviour is cautiously welcomed.  

Similarly, the paper notes the need to examine how the NSW Government could drive 

investment in other types of waste infrastructure, including reuse and repair hubs, and 

interventions targeting product supply and design. Decent scale initiatives to address higher 

order waste hierarchy outcomes has been insufficient in prior policy and funding programs, and 

councils would welcome greater state leadership in these areas. Addressing these issues and 

delivering suitable circular economy infrastructure at scale to prevent waste is difficult for 

councils to deliver in a metropolitan setting.  

Additionally, the impact of behaviour change programs and their ability to significantly impact 

waste generation and diversion has the potential to deliver on core outcomes the levy is trying 

to achieve. If the levy review is looking to instigate or fund related programs that deliver intents 

of the levy then overarching behaviour change should also be considered. Given the challenges 

households face with increasing volumes and diverse types of packaging and other household 

wastes, there is opportunity to further engage with NSW residents to deliver behaviour change 

programs centred on their priorities that match the outcomes sought by the levy.  

Recommendation 10: Provide more information to councils on how suggested related 

initiatives in contamination management, waste avoidance or other potential programs could 

be delivered under a levy review and consult further with councils.  

 

Next Steps 

Whole of government approach to review 

While this review is being led by the NSW EPA, it is important that a whole of government 

approach is taken in subsequent phases on the levy review and joint implementation of the 

review outcomes. Despite six reviews of the levy undertaken since 2010, little has changed and 

many former recommendations scaled back, renewing former issues flagged for attention. If the 

NSW Government is committed to addressing concerns about the levy and taking steps to 
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seriously tackle the issues flagged within this paper, then the involvement of a wide range of 

NSW Government departments must occur to ensure the appropriate structural changes and 

supporting systems delivered, and longevity of committed change. At minimum, councils would 

expect to see the involvement of Treasury, Infrastructure NSW, Department of Planning, 

Housing and Infrastructure, Office of Local Government and Investment NSW in this review and 

subsequent delivery plans.   

Consultation 

It is understood that following this review, further work will be undertaken to shape policy and 

program responses. Councils strongly encourage the early involvement of the local government 

sector in testing and refining policy considerations and welcome any further opportunities to 

discuss how local government is expected to deliver within these frameworks. Importantly, 

there must be involvement of councils themselves in subsequent consultation, and not just local 

government representative organisations. This is critical to ensure the assumptions and 

information underpinning further modelling and policy development is accurate and reflective of 

systems within which councils are delivering infrastructure and services.  

Recommendation 11: That a whole of government approach is taken to levy policy 

formulation and implementation 

Recommendation 12) That councils are involved in further consultation on options and policy 

amendment stemming from this review.  

 

 

If you have further questions about any of the issues raised in this submission please do not 

hesitate to contact the Western Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils: 

Ms Amanda Bombaci 

Regional Waste Coordinator 

amanda@wsroc.com.au 

02 9671 4333 

  

Mr Charles Casuscelli  

Chief Executive Officer 

charles@wsroc.com.au 

02 9671 4333 

 

 

mailto:amanda@wsroc.com.au
mailto:charles@wsroc.com.au

