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Re: Feedback on Draft Waste and Resource Recovery Strategy

To Waste and Resource Recovery Strategic Business Unit

The Australian Institute of Architects welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the
consultation draft of the Tasmanian Waste and Resource Recovery Strategy 2026-2031. The
Institute has consistently supported improved and coordinated waste and resource recovery,
including any measures that would assist Tasmania move further towards a circular economy. The
Institute reiterates the position expressed in its previous submission to the Waste Recovery Board
in relation to the current Tasmanian Waste and Resource Recovery Strategy 2022-25, available
here.

1. OVERALL POSITION

The Institute has a strong interest in improving the Tasmanian building industry’s waste and
resource recovery performance, obviously with a strong emphasis on construction and demolition
(C&D) waste, and would welcome the opportunity to work collaboratively with the Waste Recovery
Board to further this objective.

2. RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

Question 1 What do you see as the most significant opportunities and challenges to improve
waste management and resource recovery in Tasmania over the next five years?

The Institute is under no illusion about the complexity of the challenge of realising the Waste
Recovery Board'’s vision to eliminate waste in Tasmania given the dispersed nature of waste
collection and the economies of scale required to cost-effectively recover, re-use and reprocess
C&D waste. Higher levels of cooperation, efficiency and innovation are therefore required in
Tasmania relative to larger jurisdictions with much higher levels of density of development and
habitation. The most significant challenge is therefore overcoming this lack of economy of scale.
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The most substantial opportunity for Tasmania may be provided by this same small size, conferring
the advantage of an increased potential for governments, waste authorities and the various
elements of the building and construction industry to work closely and cooperatively together.

Question 2: Does the proposed framework, comprised of the three Pillars, the supporting Enablers,
and the circular economy foundation provide a clear and effective structure for advancing waste
and resource recovery in Tasmania? If not what changes or additions would make it more
effective?

The framework appears logical when applied separately to each of the priority waste streams,
materials and products.

Question 3: Do the proposed priority materials and waste streams reflect the areas where
Tasmania should focus its efforts over the next five years? Are there other materials or products
that should be considered?

The list of materials and waste streams appears to be comprehensive but would benefit from a
level of prioritisation within this extensive list. This prioritisation could be based on readily
achievable improvements (‘low hanging fruit’), highest waste volumes, environmental priorities,
most cost-effective waste reuse opportunities, or could be considered together as discussed
below.

Question 4: Do the provisional 2031 resource recovery targets provide an appropriate level of
ambition for Tasmania’s transition to a more circular and resource efficient economy? If not how
should they be adjusted?

It is not possible to provide an informed opinion on this question without a more detailed
understanding of the data, particularly the factors responsible for the current baseline estimates of
resource recovery and the underlying assumptions for the provisional 2031 targets. Nevertheless,
an improvement in C&D waste resource recovery from 25% to 45% would appear to be an
ambitious target and highly commendabile if achieved.

Question 5: Does the Draft Action Plan provide the right level of clarity around each action,
including the proposed delivery timeframe, the nominated lead agency, and the identified delivery
and supporting partners? Are actions sitting under the right Pillar?

Consistent with the response to Questions 3 and 6, the Draft Action Plan would benefit from
prioritisation to guide allocation of financial and staff resources over time. Given the
aforementioned importance of high levels of cooperation required to overcome the lack of
economies of scale, it would be helpful if the stakeholders with an interest in the various priority
waste streams, materials and products had a shared and detailed understanding of the challenges
and opportunities in a Tasmanian context. To this end, an integral and early priority of the Draft
Action Plan should be to document the various specific challenges and opportunities individually
for each of the selected waste streams, materials and products. This would enable more informed
participation from stakeholders and increase opportunities for innovative and commercial
solutions.

Question 6: If progress reporting on the Strategy is provided, what information would be most
useful for you to see?

Over time the most meaningful progress reporting would be an assessment of the Waste Recovery
Board’s return on investment as measured by total expenditure on an initiative to achieve
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economic, environmental and system performance outcomes. For example, the metrics for each of
the waste streams might be:

Metric Outcome

Net cost per tonne recovered Economic efficiency
Cost per tonne CO,-e avoided Environmental efficiency
Recovery rate (%) System performance

This would not only allow a meaningful assessment of relative performance of direct financial and
operational investments but also a means to prioritise potential financial investment in government
or private sector initiatives. A comparison of anticipated and achieved results would also be useful
to further inform future waste reduction and resource recovery strategies and investments and
promote analysis of factors contributing to unanticipated results.

3. OTHER JURISDICTIONS

The Institute would welcome an assessment of successful strategies employed by other national
and international jurisdictions, particularly where the same economy of scale challenges apply or
approaches can be considered best practice. The Institute recommends review of the United
Kingdom Government’s policy paper The Waste Prevention Programme for England: Maximising
Resources, Minimising Waste, noting this includes reference to a highly detailed industry C&D
waste initiative, 7he Routemap for Zero Avoidable Waste in Construction.

The Institute would welcome ongoing involvement in the implementation of any aspect of the
strategy where the expertise of architects and the broader design profession may assist in
achieving these objectives.

Kind regards,
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Daniel Lane Jennifer Nichols
President, Tasmanian Chapter Executive Lead, Tasmanian Chapter
Australian Institute of Architects Australian Institute of Architects

The Australian Institute of Architects (Institute) is the peak body for the architectural profession in Australia. It
is an independent, national member organisation with over 13,000 members across Australia and overseas.
The Institute exists to advance the interests of members, their professional standards and contemporary
practice, and expand and advocate the value of architects and architecture to the sustainable growth of our
communities, economy and culture. The Institute actively works to maintain and improve the quality of our
built environment by promoting better, responsible and environmental design. To learn more about the
Institute, log on to www.architecture.com.au.
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