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Household food waste: Diversion to where? 
10 December 2022 

This note explores household food waste management solutions in the context of the Ministry for 
the Environment (MfE) proposal to mandate kerbside collection of household food waste, as part of 
their Transforming recycling workstream. The note focuses on a narrow piece of the broader food 
waste challenge, which involves actors throughout the food supply chain and requires solutions at all 
levels of the food recovery hierarchy, as described in the first report in the OPMCSA food waste 
series, Food waste: A global and local problem.  

 Key messages  
1. The majority of New Zealand’s landfilled food waste comes from households. This 

contributes to climate change and wastes valuable resources.  
2. While preventing food waste in the first instance is the preferred intervention, there will 

always be some household food waste that isn’t prevented. MfE has proposed that every 
household should have a kerbside food waste bin to divert unprevented food waste from 
landfill. They haven’t specified what should be done with the collected waste. 

3. Territorial Authorities (TAs) will need to decide how to collect and process food waste. 
This will require them to decide which processes to use and the extent to which to 
involve different kinds of enterprises, which can be broadly described as community 
enterprises (e.g. community composting initiatives) and commercial enterprises.  

4. Working with commercial food waste enterprises is likely to be seen as the easiest and 
most cost-effective option for councils. Supporting the scaling out of community 
enterprises can also be part of the solution to household food waste, particularly given 
the social value they deliver.  

5. While composting is the most prominent and well-known food waste processing 
technique in Aotearoa, many other approaches exist, such as vermicomposting (i.e. 
worm farming), anaerobic digestion, animal feed production, and thermochemical 
processing (e.g. pyrolysis, gasification). Each processing technique has its own 
advantages and disadvantages. 

6. OPMCSA is undertaking an evidence synthesis exploring how each food waste processing 
option works, the utility and quality of the processing products, key environmental 
considerations, key social and cultural considerations, and other factors for 
consideration such as lock-in risks. Provisional findings, not yet fully peer reviewed and 
with further research to come, are included as annex 2. 

7. It is likely that no single method of food waste processing option will be appropriate for 
all situations, and TAs and other users will have to weigh up the environmental, social, 
cultural, and financial impacts of collection and processing options before proceeding. 
Therefore, we don’t intend to recommend a ‘best’ approach.   

8. When completed, this work be published as a public-facing web explainer, which may be 
useful for local and central government decision makers, likely in Q1 of 2023. 

9. This work will also be included in the third report in the OPMCSA food waste series, 
which will cover upcycling, animal feed, and material, nutrient, and energy recovery 
options for food waste throughout the food system.  

10. While this note is narrowly focused on household food waste, there is a lot of overlap 
with other food waste streams and wastewater treatment in terms of the available 
processing options and challenges. These overlaps will be drawn out in the third report 
in the OPMCSA food waste series.  

https://environment.govt.nz/publications/transforming-recycling-consultation-document/
https://www.pmcsa.ac.nz/topics/food-rescue-food-waste/
https://www.pmcsa.ac.nz/topics/food-rescue-food-waste/
https://www.pmcsa.ac.nz/topics/food-rescue-food-waste/
https://www.pmcsa.ac.nz/topics/food-rescue-food-waste/
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Landfilling food waste contributes to climate change and undermines our shift to a circular economy 

Over 330,000 tonnes of food waste were sent to municipal landfills in Aotearoa in 2020,1 mostly 
from household general waste bins.2 This is a problem for two key reasons: 

• Food waste contributes 22% of New Zealand’s total greenhouse gas emissions from 
municipal landfills.3 When landfilled food waste breaks down without oxygen, it produces 
methane (CH4), a potent greenhouse gas with substantially greater short-term warming 
potential than carbon dioxide (CO2). Even when methane is captured (as is the case for most 
levied landfills in Aotearoa), imperfect gas capture means about 0.6 tonnes of CO2 
equivalent (CO2e) is released for each tonne of food waste.4,5  

• If food waste is landfilled, its nutrient value can’t be captured, and energy capture 
opportunities are limited. Landfilling food waste drives resource extraction when we could 
be recovering what we already have as part of a circular bioeconomy.6 Embracing the 
circular bioeconomy also creates new economic opportunities, including new jobs. 

Reducing the volume of food waste that is landfilled can therefore contribute to New Zealand’s 
climate change mitigation targets and be part of the country’s ambition to move from a linear 
economy to an increasingly circular one.7  

 Box 1: What is a circular economy? 
A circular economy framework calls for a shift away from the linear take-make-use-waste 
approach to resource use towards an approach where waste is designed out, products and 
materials are kept in use. This approach to resource use designs waste and pollution out of the 
economy where possible, and keeps products and materials in use, slowing, narrowing, and 
closing material resource loops and regenerating te taiao.8-12 Definitions vary,13 but MfE 
describes the core principles as follows:  

“Design out waste and pollution – View waste as a design flaw. Loss of 
materials and energy through the production process is minimised. 
“Keep products and materials in use – Think in systems. Products are designed 
to be reused, repaired and recycled, and waste materials for one process 
become an input for another. 
“Regenerate natural systems – Shift perspectives from minimising 
environmental harm to doing good. Valuable nutrients are returned to the soil 
and ecosystems are enhanced.”14 

For more details, see report one in the OPMCSA food waste series, Food waste: A global and 
local problem.  

The problem is big enough for multiple solutions 

There are four ways to reduce the volume of household food waste going to landfills in Aotearoa.  

1. Prevention 

Preventing food waste is the priority action in the food recovery hierarchy, keeping food in 
the human supply chain and thereby avoiding wasted emissions and resource use 
throughout the food system.6 Household food waste can be prevented through changes in 
people’s practices and modification of the structural drivers of food waste.15,16 Households 
can also upcycle food at risk of going to waste and share surplus with their communities.6  

https://www.pmcsa.ac.nz/topics/food-rescue-food-waste/
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2. Processing food waste at home 

Unprevented food waste can be managed at home through composting, worm farming, 
bokashi fermentation, and feeding to animals. About 55% of New Zealanders have some 
form of home composting system.17 By managing food waste at home, emissions associated 
with transporting food waste are avoided, and individuals become part of the waste 
management solution, which can motivate broader sustainability behaviours.18-20  

3. Community enterprises 

Community composting and worm farming initiatives play a role in capturing value from 
household food waste. Community enterprises comprise a mixture of not-for-profits, social 
enterprises, incorporated societies, and volunteer-run initiatives that are often place-based 
and of a smaller scale than commercial enterprises. Community gardens with drop-off 
compost bins and local collection services operate in communities throughout the country 
and contribute to broader environmental and community benefits such as facilitating food 
resilience and sovereignty through urban farming initiatives, teaching people in the 
community new skills, providing sustainability education, and fostering social cohesion.21-23   

4. Commercial enterprises 

Household food waste can be processed by commercial enterprises. In Aotearoa, 
composting predominates, with all 12 TAs that currently collect separated household food 
waste from the kerbside processing those waste using commercial composting facilities21 
(see annex 1 for maps showing the current state of kerbside food waste collection services 
and processing in Aotearoa). However, a range of other processing options exist, including 
worm farming, anaerobic digestion, thermochemical processing, and production of animal 
feed (see annex 2 for details). Some of these alternatives to composting are starting to gain 
traction in Aotearoa. For example, Auckland Council is set to send its food waste to an 
anaerobic digestion plant in Reporoa from 2023,24 while a worm farming trial for business 
food waste is ongoing in Hamilton.25  

Prevention and home-based solutions can’t go it alone  

Even if efforts are made to boost food waste prevention and increase the number of households 
managing their food waste at home, these solutions alone won’t be able to maximise diversion of 
household food waste from landfill.  

• Preventing food waste is crucial but challenging. Shifting embedded practices takes time, 
and perfect prevention is an unrealistic ideal. In addition, about half of household food 
waste is made up of components of food that are considered inedible by some or most 
people, so there will always be some food waste remaining.2 

• Home-based solutions aren’t feasible for everyone, and even those who manage food waste 
at home very rarely process all types of food waste.17 Some of the barriers to greater uptake 
of home-based solutions are surmountable (e.g. cost can be overcome with free or 
subsidised equipment, lack of knowledge can be overcome with courses and information) 
while others are harder to overcome (e.g. time paucity, lack of space).  

Community and commercial solutions have a role to play 

Household food waste prevention interventions and home-based solutions therefore need to be 
supplemented with community and/or commercial solutions. For community and commercial 
solutions to operate, food waste needs to be separated from general waste and delivered to a 
processing site (see box 2 for options available if food waste isn’t separated).  
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 Box 2: Managing food waste without source separation: A fifth option? 
When food waste is mixed with other municipal solid waste, downstream processing options 
are constrained to energy recovery and disposal. The waste can either be landfilled (the status 
quo throughout most of the country) or processed thermochemically for energy recovery (not 
widely practiced in Aotearoa, see annex 2 for details). Alternatively, general waste could be 
machine-sorted to separate organic and inorganic components.21,26 However, this practice is 
imperfect: the separated organic stream can still contains at least 5% inorganic material at the 
end of the process, and it is highly likely that not all organic material is recovered from the 
inorganic stream either.  

MfE is therefore proposing to mandate nationwide rollout of kerbside food waste bins as part of its 
Transforming Recycling proposal.3 While food waste could be delivered to transfer stations or 
community drop-off sites by households themselves, MfE assesses that kerbside collection is the 
easiest and most accessible solution for households, likely to achieve the greatest food waste 
diversion rate. They also assess that relying on voluntary rollout of kerbside food waste collection 
services would lead to patchy coverage.27 Alongside this work, MfE has other food waste initiatives 
underway, including a household and business food waste prevention workstream.16,28 

More processing capacity will be needed to handle the anticipated increased volume of separated 
food waste.3 This capacity can be found through both commercial enterprises and community 
enterprises. See box 3 for details about community composting, and annex 1 for maps showing the 
current state of kerbside food waste collections and current processing sites.  

 Box 3: Putting community solutions on the map 
Kerbside collection and management of general waste in Aotearoa is currently undertaken by 
commercial enterprises, making it easy to assume that a commercial model with large-scale, 
centralised processing is the approach needed for kerbside food waste too.21 The simplicity of 
engaging with one company with the capacity to handle all the food waste from a TA and the 
cost savings that can be achieved with economies of scale are appealing.  

While community enterprises may struggle to compete with commercial processors on price, 
they often deliver broader environmental and social benefits, which could be factored into 
decision making through a social procurement or progressive procurement approach.29,30 For 
example, transport emissions are drastically reduced, and community connection, mental and 
physical wellbeing, food sovereignty, community resilience, and learning and intergenerational 
knowledge exchange are among the social benefits. Community enterprises can also flex to 
serve the unique needs in their area.18,21-23 There is also a link between community composting 
and Māori soil and kai sovereignty.31 Māori have long managed organic waste through 
composting and have used ash, charcoal, and kelp as soil amendments.18,32,33 In addition, 
sustainable and regenerative place-based relationships with the environment are a core part of 
Te Ao Māori.34 

The full extent of community composting in Aotearoa is unknown. We aren’t aware of any 
maps showing the location and processing capacity of all community composting initiatives 
throughout the country, although a good start has been made (see annex 1). We aren’t aware 
of any studies that seek to systematically detail or quantify the social benefit of community 
composting in Aotearoa, but a French study found an urban farm and composting school 
delivered a community economy return on investment of about 2:1 over a one-year period, 
forecast to reach 27:1 over a ten-year period.22  
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Putting community composters on the map, calculating their aggregate processing capacity and 
growth potential, and articulating the environmental and social benefits of their work will help 
highlight the role they can play in the food waste processing equation. Supporting the scaling 
out of community composting solutions can be part of the solution to household food 
waste.18,21 

What has MfE proposed?  

In the Transforming Recycling consultation document, MfE has proposed that:  

• Household food waste should be collected from the kerbside in urban areas (defined as a 
town with a population of 1,000 or more residents) and in areas where there are already 
existing kerbside collections.3 See box 4 for information about multi-unit dwellings. 

• TAs should collect food waste at a minimum. It’s up to them if they want to collect garden 
waste as well. For those TAs that decide to collect garden waste, MfE doesn’t specify 
whether it should be combined with food waste (known as food organics and garden 
organics, or FOGO) or collected separately, but notes that FOGO collection limits 
downstream processing options and reduces food waste diversion rates (see box 5).3  

• For TAs within 150 km of existing commercial food waste processing facilities, MfE suggests 
that kerbside food waste collection could be rolled out by 2025, and by 2030 for those that 
are further away and might require new processing infrastructure.3  

• There should be a consistent approach to what is accepted in food waste and garden waste 
bins so that resources and messaging can be shared between TAs and to improve the quality 
and consistency of food waste processing products. MfE suggests excluding all potentially 
biodegradable materials except for food and garden waste. They argue that paper and 
cardboard products, compostable packaging, compostable bin liners, tea bags, hair, vacuum 
cleaner dust, and animal waste should be ruled out, as these can be sources of 
contamination and/or potentially limit the culturally and socially acceptable uses of 
products.3 The exclusion of biodegradable plastics reflects the fact that they aren’t desirable 
inputs to the vast majority of food waste processing options and are a source of confusion 
for households.17,35-37   

• MfE has also proposed that businesses should be required to separate their food waste from 
other waste.3   

 Box 4: What about multi-unit dwellings?  
As Aotearoa densifies in urban areas,38 waste management solutions for multi-unit dwellings 
will become increasingly important, including for food waste.39 Multi-unit dwellings often don’t 
have kerbside collection services for each unit: waste is aggregated and collected in bulk for 
offsite management.40 This approach can be applied for separated organics too.39  

On-site processing (e.g. in-vessel composting) and partnerships with community composting 
enterprises may be part of the mix of solutions too, and home-based solutions (e.g. bokashi 
bins) could also play a role, although space for processing and product use may be constraints.  

In-sink disposal is another option. The environmental impacts of in-sink disposal depend on 
how sewage sludge is managed. In some parts of the country, sewage sludge undergoes 
anaerobic digestion (in parts of Auckland, Hamilton, Palmerston North, and Christchurch), 
meaning methane is captured and used to generate electricity, while in other parts of the 
country sewage sludge may be landfilled.41 Other sewage sludge destinations include 
composting and vermicomposting, land reclamation, land application, and pond storage.41,42  
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Where does this leave Territorial Authorities? 

The Transforming Recycling kerbside food waste proposal leaves a lot of flexibility for TAs, who are 
responsible for waste minimisation and management.43 While it means that solutions can be tailored 
to the local context, it also gives rise to many questions for TAs to work through. If MfE’s kerbside 
food waste proposal goes ahead, TAs without kerbside services will have to make two key decisions:  

• Whether to collect just food waste or include garden waste too (in a FOGO bin, or 
separately). 

• How to collect and process the separated food waste (and possibly garden waste), given 
that new processing capacity will be necessary if kerbside organics collection is mandated.  

TAs, along with central government, will also need to consider: 

• How to avoid compromising source prevention efforts and at-home solutions for food waste 
management when kerbside collections are rolled out, and how to ensure that community 
initiatives can be part of the solution (see boxes 3 and 5 for further details). 

• How to ensure that the end products of food waste processing are utilised so that the twin 
goals of reduced landfill emissions and contribution to the circular bioeconomy are achieved 
(see boxes 1 and 6 for further details). This could include ensuring the regulatory landscape 
is sufficiently enabling while also making sure it promotes the safe operation of food waste 
processors and use of their products. 

• How to ensure that households use their bins appropriately, maximising landfill diversion 
and minimising contamination of food waste bins (see box 5 for further details).  

For TAs with existing kerbside collection services or advanced plans, the outcome of Transforming 
Recycling may impact what they are already doing, particularly around acceptable inputs. 

 Box 5: Ensuring that people use their bins properly without undermining prevention 
A separate bin for food waste will only be effective at diverting household food waste from 
general waste if people use it – and properly. A Miramar-based trial found that households 
given a trial food waste bin still put over 60% of their food waste in the general waste.44 There 
is also a risk that food waste bins get contaminated with unwanted materials.45  

Evidence from the UK suggests that more household food waste is separated if: food waste bins 
are collected weekly (especially when coupled with fortnightly general waste collection) and 
food waste are collected separately from green waste. Clear communication, good execution of 
the service (including reliability), and bin design are also crucial to high engagement.46 

MfE intends to provide support and education to households to boost food waste bin use and 
minimise contamination.10 Information alone will be insufficient to drive sustained behaviour 
change. Other interventions such as prompts, norming, incentives, consequences, and 
providing supporting tools should also be considered.15,45,47-49 Monitoring of diversion volumes, 
contamination, and the impacts of specific interventions to address these should be maintained 
so that continual improvements can be made.  

Encouraging utilisation of food waste bins, composting services, or other food waste 
management solutions can undermine people’s commitment to prevent food waste,50 even 
though preventing food waste to begin with is the best course of action from a resource 
efficiency and emissions perspective.6 Ensuring that household food waste management 
solutions don’t undermine prevention efforts is crucial.  
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How can science advice help?  

OPMCSA is undertaking an evidence synthesis exploring how each food waste processing option 
works (both in the commercial space and, where applicable, at the community level), the utility and 
quality of the processing products, key environmental considerations, key social and cultural 
considerations, and other factors for consideration such as lock-in risks (see annex 2 for provisional 
findings, not yet fully peer reviewed). We are putting particular emphasis on climate impacts and the 
contribution each processing option makes to the circular economy (see boxes 1 and 6). 

We don’t intend to recommend a single ‘best’ approach to food waste management, but rather 
highlight some of the key considerations when making food waste processing decisions. This work 
will be included in the third report in the OPMCSA food waste series and will also be published as a 
public-facing web explainer which may be useful for local and central government decision makers, 
likely in Q1 of 2023.  

As part of this work, we are looking at international examples. Emissions accounting research 
published by the New South Wales Environmental Protection Authority is highlighted in annex 3, and 
case studies exploring what other jurisdictions do with their household food waste are included in 
annex 4, with more to come. We have been engaging with commercial and community food waste 
processing enterprises in Aotearoa and Australia and will include local case studies.  

 Box 6: Emissions, circularity, and a lifecycle lens 
Our work has a particular focus on the emissions profile associated with each processing option 
and the contribution it can make to New Zealand’s movement towards a circular economy. We 
focus on emissions given the imperative of climate change mitigation in the context of the 
climate crisis and to meet New Zealand’s mitigation targets.10 We focus on circularity given the 
need to use resources wisely to reduce our environmental footprint,11 and because 
understanding lifecycle emissions requires product use and displacement to be factored in.51,52 

A lifecycle assessment of the emissions associated with a given food waste processing option 
requires all emissions from all activities involved in the process to be factored in, from setting 
the system up, to transport emissions from moving organics to the processing site, pre-
treatment of waste, and the process itself. In addition, a lifecycle assessment may consider 
emissions avoided when the output of the process (e.g. compost) displaces another product 
(e.g. fertiliser), and the impact of carbon sequestration. Product displacement has been found 
to be the decisive factor in lifecycle assessment of emissions associated with organic waste 
processing, so understanding the products of each process and how they can be used in a 
circular bioeconomy is crucial.51,52  

The lifecycle lens we are applying in this work differs from the emissions accounting approach 
currently used by MfE. They have emissions factors for landfill without gas capture (1.881 
tonnes CO2e/tonne food waste) and landfill with gas capture (0.602 tonnes CO2e/tonne food 
waste), as well as emissions factors from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change for 
composting (0.172 tonnes CO2e/tonne food waste) and anaerobic digestion (0.020 tonnes 
CO2e/tonne food waste).4,5 These emissions factors only account for emissions produced during 
food waste processing (thereby excluding the upstream or downstream emissions) and don’t 
consider displaced emissions and carbon sequestration. In addition, they don’t provide 
emissions factors for a wide range of other food waste processing options. 

https://www.pmcsa.ac.nz/topics/food-rescue-food-waste/
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Annex 1: Kerbside food waste collection services and processing state of play 

Understanding the scale, capacity, and diversity of New Zealand’s food waste processing options is 
key to effectively diverting food waste from landfill and contributing to the shift towards a circular 
economy. A range of commercial and community food waste processors currently exist. As part of 
our evidence synthesis, we are working to develop a more comprehensive picture of food waste 
processors in Aotearoa. This annex includes the information we have gathered so far.  

Community composting initiatives 

The full extent of community composting in Aotearoa is unknown. However, several ongoing 
initiatives are starting to build a picture. For example, an ongoing survey by the Crown Research 
Institute Manaaki Whenua has reached out to more than 50 community composters across the 
country to determine their processing capacity, the origins of their feedstocks, their processes, their 
outputs, and their social impacts. As part of this research, Manaaki Whenua is populating a live map 
of community composters and affiliated enterprises in Aotearoa (see figure 1 for a screenshot of the 
Manaaki Whenua map). 

 
Figure 1: A map of community composters (green icons, with light green showing composters that are based in 
communities and dark green showing those that also serve the community but are affiliated with a school or other 
organisation) and organic waste networks (yellow icons) in Aotearoa, compiled by Manaaki Whenua. The map is a live and 
open resource, with enterprises able to add their own composting facilities.  

https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/edit?mid=1eReyzIq1zjVAbxjLArvjyBPGwlsdWJQ&ll=-35.7427322293431%2C173.00594074999992&z=6
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Mapping efforts by Kore Hiakai provide further indication of the breadth of community composting 
efforts in Aotearoa, showing the spread of community gardens, locations which often engage in 
composting onsite (see figure 2 for a screenshot of the Kore Hiakai map). MakeSoil is a further 
source of information about the distribution of community composters, mapping sites around the 
world, including in Aotearoa. There is likely some overlap between the sites identified in these three 
community composting maps, while many community composting initiatives likely remain 
unmapped.  

 
Figure 2: A map of community gardens in Aotearoa, compiled by Kore Hiakai. Many community gardens in Aotearoa have 
their own composting facilities, although the proportion of community gardens with composting facilities is unknown. 
Green icons represent initiative that primarily identify as community gardens, while other icons represent those that 
identify as community gardens as well as some other type of community food organisation (e.g. food bank). 

In addition, the Compost Collective’s ShareWaste map includes households with spare food waste 
processing capacity so that people who don’t have home-based food waste management solutions 
can take their food waste to people in their neighbourhood who do.   

https://www.zerohunger.org.nz/find-a-community-food-organisation
https://www.makesoil.org/map
https://www.sharewaste.org.nz/
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Kerbside food waste collections and commercial processors 

We are working on a map which depicts the status of kerbside food waste collection services in TAs 
throughout the country. We have also included commercial food waste processing enterprises on 
this map. This is a work-in-progress. We are still gathering information and working out how best to 
present it. We also hope to find out more about the processing capacity of each commercial 
processor, and eventually present this information on the map too.  

 

Figure 3: The status of kerbside food waste collection among New Zealand’s TAs, showing current (green), planned 
(orange), and unknown/unplanned (grey) collection services See table on following page for details). For TAs with current 
and planned food waste collections, food waste is either collected in a standalone bin (stippling) or as FOGO (cross 
hatching). Overlaid on the map are commercial facilities listed by MfE and TAs as existing or potential commercial food 
waste processing sites. Map inset shows Chatham Islands.  
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The below table underpins the map on the previous page, summarising information about kerbside collection of household food scraps for TAs in Aotearoa. 
This is a work in progress, so if you have further information or corrections, please reach out: info@pmcsa@auckland.ac.nz  

Territorial 
authority 

Kerbside rollout 
status 

Organics collected Processor Processor type Process variation End markets 

Ashburton District Planned Food waste Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Auckland Council 
(mainland) 

Planned Food waste Ecogas Anaerobic digestion NA Biogas, heat (tomato-growing), market for 
digestate as a biofertiliser unclear 

Carterton District Planned FOGO Masterton 
Recovery Park 

Composting Windrow Sold to residential and commercial customers 

Central Otago 
District 

Planned FOGO Redruth Ecocentre Composting Aerated static pile Unknown 

Christchurch City Current FOGO Living Earth 
Bromley 

Composting In-vessel, windrow Used on farms in Canterbury region 

Dunedin City Planned FOGO Green Island 
Resource Recovery 
Park 

Composting GORE Commercial businesses, community projects, 
public 

Hamilton City Current Food waste Hampton Downs Composting Aerated static pile Sold to commercial businesses, available for 
purchase by the public 

Hauraki District Planned Food waste Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Kaikoura District Current Food waste Unknown Composting Unknown Unknown 

Mackenzie District Current FOGO Redruth Ecocentre Composting Aerated static pile Sold to farmers and members of the 
community in South Canterbury region for 
farming, gardening, and landscaping 

Manawatu District Planned Food waste Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Masterton District Planned FOGO Masterton 
Recovery Park 

Composting Windrow Sold to residential and commercial customers 

Matamata-Piako 
District 

Planned Food waste Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

New Plymouth 
District 

Current Food waste Hampton Downs Composting Aerated static pile Sold to horticulture and agriculture 

Ruapehu District Current Food waste Council-owned Composting HotRot Used in local reserves and parks 

Selwyn District Current FOGO Pines Resource 
Recovery Park 

Composting Windrow Distributed to landscape suppliers 

South Waikato 
District 

Planned Food waste Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

mailto:info@pmcsa@auckland.ac.nz
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South Wairarapa 
District 

Planned FOGO Masterton 
Recovery Park 

Composting Windrow Sold to residential and commercial customers 

Tauranga City Current Food waste Hampton Downs Composting Aerated static pile Sold to commercial businesses, council buys 
for community projects, and available for 
purchase by the public 

Thames-
Coromandel District 

Planned Food waste Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Timaru District Current FOGO Redruth Ecocentre Composting Aerated static pile Sold to farmers and members of the 
community in South Canterbury region for 
farming, gardening, and landscaping 

Waimakariri District Current FOGO Living Earth 
Bromley 

Composting In-vessel, windrow Used on farms in Canterbury region 

Waimate District Current FOGO Redruth Ecocentre Composting Aerated static pile Sold to farmers and members of the 
community in South Canterbury region for 
farming, gardening, and landscaping 

Western Bay of 
Plenty District 

Current Food waste Hampton Downs Composting Aerated static pile Commercial businesses, community projects, 
public 

Whanganui District Planned Food waste Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Status of kerbside rollout unknown or unplanned for: Far North District, Whangarei District, Kaipara District, Waikato District, Waipa District, Ōtorohanga 
District, Waitomo District, Taupo District, Rotorua District, Whakatane District, Kawerau District, Ōpōtiki District, Gisborne District, Wairoa District, Hastings 
District, Napier City, Central Hawke's Bay District, Stratford District, South Taranaki District, Rangitikei District, Palmerston North City, Tararua District, 
Horowhenua District, Kapiti Coast District, Porirua City, Upper Hutt City, Lower Hutt City, Wellington City, Tasman District, Nelson City, Marlborough 
District, Buller District, Grey District, Westland District, Hurunui District, Chatham Islands Territory, Waitaki District, Queenstown-Lakes District, Clutha 
District, Southland District, Gore District, and Invercargill City.  

NB: Although not a territorial authority, Raglan in the Waikato runs a food-waste only composting (HotRot) service for the town’s citizens. 
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Annex 2: What can we do with household food waste?  

The below tables outline a wide range of food waste processing options. This is a work-in-progress and hasn’t yet been fully peer-reviewed, so all conclusions are provisional and subject to change. Processing techniques are grouped 
according to where they fit in the food recovery hierarchy outlined in the first report in the OPMCSA food waste series, Food waste: A global and local problem. 

We have only included processing options that are suitable for mixed household food waste, which is why food rescue, upcycling, and material recovery aren’t represented. As well as being suitable for mixed household food waste, 
many of the processes below can also be used for other food waste streams (e.g. business food waste) and other organic wastes and materials. We highlight key details associated with each process, the products that result, key 
environmental, social, and cultural considerations, and other factors of note.  

The processes below don’t have to stand alone. The shortcomings of one process can be overcome by integrating it with another. Combining processes is particularly valuable where process by-products need to be modified before 
they can be utilised with confidence, where the alternative is that they are disposed of or used in the face of uncertainty about their performance. For example, digestate from anaerobic digestion and frass from insect-based 
bioconversion could be composted or vermicomposted before use as soil amendments. Alternatively, digestate and frass could be pyrolysed or gasified to generate syngas and biochar. Process complementarity can be factored into 
decision making. 

Table abbreviations: AD = anaerobic digestion, BAM = beneficial anaerobic microbe composting, DAF = dissolved air flotation (a technique used to treat dairy wastewater), ERP = Emissions Reduction Plan, FOGs = fats, oils, and grease, FW = food waste, GHG = greenhouse gas, PAHs = 
polyaromatic hydrocarbons, PCDD/Fs = polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and polychlorinated dibenzo-p-furans (also called dioxins), PFAS = perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances, PM = particulate matter, POPs = persistent organic pollutants, SPICE = static pile inoculated 
compost extension, WAS = waste-activated solids (dairy biosolids) 

Make animal feed 

Process  Key details about the process and product Key environmental considerations Key social and cultural considerations Other considerations and comments 

‘Standard’ animal feed production 
FW is used as animal feed, following varying 
degrees of treatment and processing (e.g. 
heating, blending, grinding, drying, 
pelletising). 

• Long-established process, incl. in NZ 
• Can be simple (e.g. vegetal FW with 

minimal processing) or more complex 
(e.g. dehydration, pelletisation, 
conversion to liquid feed)53 

• Using mixed household FW presents 
biosecurity risks (e.g. pathogen 
transmission, esp. when meat is 
present) and nutrition challenges (e.g. 
ensuring balanced diet for animals, esp. 
important in commercial farming 
settings), which need to be managed53 

• Process emissions and water use vary 
depending on degree and type of 
processing 

• Using FW as feed can reduce enviro 
impact of producing feed and/or 
importing feed and feed ingredients54 

• FW held ahead of processing or feeding 
can be odorous 

• Without maintaining stringent 
regulation of FW to animal feed 
processing, NZ’s strong biosecurity 
reputation could be damaged53 

• Need to comply with biosafety law and 
regulations (esp. when FW contains 
meat)53,55-59 

• Homogenous, pre-consumer 
agricultural and business FW are better 
suited to this process due to better 
ability to control nutritional 
composition and reduced biosecurity 
concerns53,54 

Insect-based bioconversion (also called 
protein farming) 
Insects (esp. black soldier flies) are raised on 
FW and fed to animals (esp. pigs, chickens, 
fish, reptiles). Insects generally undergo 
processing (e.g. drying, milling, oil 
extraction) before being used as feed. 
Extracted oil also has the potential to be 
used as a biodiesel.   
Residual material, mostly frass, and to a 
lesser extent shed exoskeletons, dead insect 
parts, and potentially uneaten feedstock, 
has the potential to be used as a soil 
amendment, although may require further 
processing.  

• Emerging process,60 not currently 
practiced in NZ 

• Requires entomology expertise60,61 
• Using mixed household FW poses 

process control and nutrition challenges 
and contamination risks62   

• Evidence around performance of frass 
as soil amendment is emerging, but 
promising60-63 

• More research needed into prion 
transmission; bacterial, viral, and 
parasite risks are non-negligible but can 
be mitigated (e.g. by feedstock control 
and pre-treatment)64 

• Emissions-intensive process, but could 
be highly climate positive if protein-
based animal feed is replaced by insects 
and where feedstocks that aren’t 
readily absorbed into the food system 
are utilised53,61,65 

• Black soldier flies break down 
mycotoxins, pharmaceuticals, and some 
pesticides, but take up some heavy 
metals; contaminants not taken up by 
insects end up in frass, creating possible 
soil contamination risks from frass if 
feedstock is contaminated60,61   

• Scope to use waste-fed insects as 
human food, but perceptions and food 
safety considerations as barriers53,66,67 

• Need to consider treatment of insects 
(e.g. rearing conditions, killing 
procedures), an area which is 
underdeveloped in the regulatory space 
internationally53,68,69 

• Can be odorous 
• Could also consider for sewage sludge 

and/or animal manure processing, 
although contaminant risks and possibly 
social and cultural concerns would likely 
need to be addressed61 

• Homogenous agricultural and business 
FW are better suited to this process due 
to better ability to control insect 
lifecycle and quality (incl. 
contamination) of both insects and 
frass64 

• While not the desired product, frass is 
the dominant product by volume (and 
to a lesser extent shed exoskeletons, 
dead insect parts, and potentially 
uneaten feedstock)60-62 

  

https://www.pmcsa.ac.nz/topics/food-rescue-food-waste/
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Recover nutrients for soils 

Process  Key details about the process and product Key environmental considerations Key social and cultural considerations Other considerations and comments 

Composting 
Microorganisms convert FW and green 
waste to compost, in the presence of 
oxygen. Compost can be used as a soil 
amendment.  

• Well-established process, incl. in NZ 
• Can be done by commercial enterprises, 

in the community, and at home21 
• Several process variations, including bin 

composting (common in home and 
community settings), windrow, aerated 
static pile, in-vessel, SPICE, BAM, and 
Johnson-Su composting21,70 

• Feedstock can include FW, green waste, 
manure, biosolids, paper fibre, and 
ground wood-based waste71 

• FW must be mixed with dry/woody 
materials72-74 

• Simple process requiring aeration and 
water replenishment, although at scale, 
can require machinery and large area23 

• Compost benefits for soil well 
established70,73,75,76  

• Composting operations likely a minor 
source of GHGs70 (including carbon 
dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide),77 
but much less than landfill emissions,72 
even with gas capture4,5 

• Compost use can reduce the need for 
fertiliser but quantifying displacement is 
difficult; where compost displaces 
synthetic fertiliser, emissions can be 
close to or better than net zero72 

• Compost also sequesters carbon and 
can be used to regenerate 
‘unproductive’ soils, in which case it may 
not displace any fertiliser but still 
provides soil and climate benefits 

• Requires moisture content of 45-60% by 
weight73, moisture derived from 
feedstock (e.g. FW) and/or watering 

• Leachate can be environmentally 
problematic if poorly managed71  

• At local scales, community composting 
facilities provide a range of social and 
environmental benefits18,21-23 

• Community composting has links with 
Māori soil and kai sovereignty18,31-33 and 
reflects perspective of regenerative 
place-based relationships34 

• Odour can be a problem,73 particularly 
in large-scale open-air composting 
operations near residential settlements 

• Contaminants such as human hair or 
biosolids may limit culturally acceptable 
end uses of compost in Te Ao Māori 
(e.g. may be deemed inappropriate for 
use in the food system)78,79 

• Although NZ has a composting 
standard,80 grading and quality 
assurance of compost remains an issue  

• Compostable plastics can pose   
challenges to composters and 
negatively affect the quality of the end 
product without adding any nutrient 
value35,37 

Vermicomposting (also called worm 
farming) 
Worms convert FW to vermicast, in the 
presence of oxygen. Vermicast can be used 
as a soil amendment. 

• Well-established process, incl. in NZ 
• Can be done by commercial enterprises, 

in the community, and at home21 
• Feedstock can include mixed FW, 

biosolids, DAF solids, WAS, AD 
digestate, meat, FOGs, sheep pelts, 
chicken carcasses, etc; these feedstocks 
need to be mixed with fibre (e.g. certain 
green wastes, cardboard, wood 
shavings, jib boards, etc)81 

• Vermicast can be used as soil 
amendment; can squeeze liquid out of 
vermicast to produce liquid fertiliser81 

• No windrow watering required in NZ 
(climate is sufficiently wet and 
feedstock moisture content sufficiently 
high)81 

• Leachate can be environmentally 
problematic if poorly managed81 

• Similar emissions profile to composting 
(potentially with less methane and 
nitrous oxide),82 incl. possible fertiliser 
displacement 

• Many social and cultural considerations 
shared with composting (e.g. value of 
community scale operations, odour risk) 

• Contaminants such as human hair or 
biosolids may limit culturally acceptable 
end uses of vermicast in Te Ao Māori 
(e.g. may be deemed inappropriate for 
use in the food system)78,79  

• Large pieces of green waste not suitable 
as feedstock, so potentially not 
compatible with FOGO collection  

• Compostable plastics viewed as a 
contaminant/undesired input to 
process81 

Dehydration  
FW is thermally dried, sometimes in the 
presence of microorganisms and enzymes 
(i.e. bio-dehydration) to produce 
biologically inert dried FW. Dried FW has 
the potential to be used as a soil 
amendment, although may require further 
processing, or as an animal feed ingredient. 

• Emerging FW management solution,83 
not used in NZ to our knowledge 

• Dried FW generally needs secondary 
processing (e.g. via composting) before 
being applied to land83,84 

• When applied to land, dried FW 
contributes to soil carbon and nutrient 
but risk of short- and longer-term 
toxicity impacts on plants83,84 

• Reduced volume and weight of 
dehydration decreases collection and 
transport emissions, but drying 
consumes a lot of energy84 

• Carbon sequestration means the 
process can be carbon neutral, but only 
if renewable energy is used for drying84 

• To compost, dried FW may need to be 
rehydrated, thereby using water85 

• Need to manage liquid condensate and 
exhaust gases84 

• Dried FW must be kept dry; it is gets 
wet it will rehydrate, potentially 
growing mould, becoming odorous, 
attracting pests, etc85 

• Potentially suitable for multi-unit 
dwellings to store FW without odour 
concerns between collections, but not 
broadly useful for household FW84,85 

• Efficiency drops if not operated at full 
capacity84 
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Recover energy 

Process  Key details about the process and product Key environmental considerations Key social and cultural considerations Other considerations and comments 

Anaerobic digestion 
Microorganisms convert FW to biogas, in 
the absence of oxygen. Digestate (i.e. the 
wet mixture of liquid and solid residues left 
behind) has the potential to be used as a 
soil amendment, although may require 
further processing.  

• Well-established process, new to NZ for 
mixed FW but used for wastewater 
treatment, manure, and industrial 
effluent (esp. dairy industry)41 

• Relatively complex, requiring 
infrastructure and machinery for waste 
capture and sorting, pre-heating, 
digestion, biogas capture, scrubbing, 
storage, power and heat generation, 
and solid and liquid digestate 
management86  

• Various bio-reactor types suited to 
different feedstocks, while co-digestion 
of different wastes can change 
methane yields86 

• Wide range of feedstock including 
mixed FW, crop biomass, fruits and 
vegetable waste, manures, industrial 
wastewater, and sewage sludge41 

• Digestion effluents (liquid or solid 
digestate) are typically processed (to a 
greater or lesser extent) before land 
application or other use37,87,88 

• AD facilities can be carbon neutral86 or 
carbon negative when biogas is used as 
a substitute for natural gas89 

• Water used to adjust moisture content 
of organic content early in AD process 
(although less than is typically required 
for composting)23  

• Unprocessed digestate applied to soils 
may produce uncontrolled GHG 
emissions and be potentially 
phytotoxic42,74,86 

• Ammonia losses and odour are the main 
risks associated with land application of 
unprocessed digestate;42 nitrate 
leaching is also a risk42 

• Contaminants such as human hair or 
biosolids may limit culturally acceptable 
end uses of digestate in Te Ao Māori 
(e.g. may be deemed inappropriate for 
use in the food system)78,79 

• Biogas is not recognised as a renewable 
energy source in NZ (so not subsidised 
by govt) and is more expensive than 
natural gas41  

• Digestate from AD in NZ is classed as 
waste and often landfilled,41 with no 
certification for digestate as a fertiliser 
or soil amendment product in NZ 
(regulatory context among other 
countries varies widely)41,42 

• Variations in feedstock volume and 
composition can present process 
challenges and impact digestate 
composition and biogas output42 

• Not anticipated that digestate could 
replace chemical synthetic fertiliser41 

• Not readily compatible with FOGO 
collection41 

• Compostable packaging doesn’t readily 
break down during AD37 

Pyrolysis and gasification 
To undertake pyrolysis, FW is dried and 
then burnt in the absence of oxygen, at 
atmospheric pressure. Biochar, bio-oil, and 
syngas result, with their relative yields 
depending on the feedstock and operating 
parameters such as temperature.  
Biochar can potentially be used as a soil 
amendment and to stably sequester carbon, 
among other possible applications. Bio-oil 
and syngas are sources of energy.  
Gasification is a variant of pyrolysis, 
optimised for syngas and biochar 
production. This is primarily achieved by 
introducing a limited supply of oxygen to 
the system.  

• Pyrolysis and gasification are well-
established processes for some 
feedstocks, but emerging for biomass 
feedstocks (esp. mixed FW), and not 
currently practiced in NZ90-93 

• Relatively complex, requiring pre-
treatment equipment (centrifuges and 
thermal driers to reduce moisture 
content, choppers/grinders to reduce 
particle size) the pyrolyser/gasifier 
itself, and syngas, bio-oil, and biochar 
management and storage (incl. gas 
scrubbing)94-97 

• Wide range of feedstocks, both organic 
and inorganic, can be used (incl. mixed 
feedstocks), but feedstock choice 
impacts quality and utility of 
products91,93-95,98,99   

• Biochar (the carbon-rich solid product 
of pyrolysis and gasification) can be 
used to stably sequester carbon and 
mitigate soil leaching, increasing 
fertiliser utilisation and improving 

• The process consumes a lot of energy 
(esp. drying to reduce moisture content 
of FW to acceptable level – ideally 
<25%)104 – often the same amount of 
energy as it produces, or more 

• Biochar achieves centurial 
sequestration of carbon in stable 
aromatic ring structures (1-2 orders of 
magnitude longer than residence time 
than un-pyrolysed organic 
residues)98,101,105,106   

• Biochar also has sorbent properties 
which mean it has also received recent 
attention for its soil and water 
remediation potential94,100 

• Biochar can be used as a fertiliser 
replacement or complement, and can 
also reduce lime usage98 

• If heavy metals are present in 
feedstock, they end up in biochar 
fraction;93,102 while they are stably 

• Social licence to operate can be a 
significant barrier for any energy from 
waste process108  

• Distinction between pyrolysis and 
incineration not often understood, 
contributing to social licence barriers114 

• If pyrolysis feedstock isn’t dry enough, 
the resulting bio-oil’s corrosion index 
(which measures whether liquid will 
cause corrosion of pipes) and cetane 
index (which measures the combustion 
speed of diesel fuel) can be too high for 
the bio-oil to be used as biofuel94 

• Risk of undermining the food recovery 
hierarchy or (if other wastes are used) 
the waste hierarchy more broadly108 

• While air pollution control residues are 
produced (see environmental 
considerations), when organic materials 
are used as feedstock the amount 
produced is generally less, and is also 
less than incineration (see incineration 
row)110,111 

• Fire risk associated with poorly 
managed101  

• The International Biochar Initiative has 
produced biochar standards, incl. 
contaminants to test for and 
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nutrient availability; other possible uses 
include environmental remediation and 
animal feed 
supplementation94,96,98,100,101     

• Bio-oil (the liquid product of pyrolysis) 
has diesel- and petroleum-like 
properties and can be used as fuel for 
power, heat, and transport,94 but 
generally requires upgrading102  

• Syngas is a gaseous product of pyrolysis 
and gasification, comprised of methane, 
hydrogen, carbon dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, and other gaseous 
hydrocarbons,94 which can be used to 
generate heat or electricity or used to 
produce liquid fuels103 

adsorbed, they are likely to be very 
gradually desorbed over the long-term96 

• Biochar produced by gasification (vs 
pyrolysis) can contain a high amount of 
alkali and alkaline earth metals and 
PAHs, which are toxic, potentially 
limiting the appropriateness of using 
the resulting biochar on soils96 

• If PFAS is present in the feedstock, 
emerging evidence suggests it is 
effectively broken down, but more 
research is needed100,107 

• Tars and bottom ash as waste 
residues108 

• While flue gas is ‘cleaned’ before 
discharge (e.g. by filtering PM and 
scrubbing), this transfers pollutants 
from one domain (i.e. pollutants in flue 
gas) to another (e.g. pollutants in wet 
scrubber wastewater, which have to be 
separated and landfilled)109 

• Air pollution control residues include 
PAHs and PDDD/Fs (i.e. dioxins), which 
can be toxic and, in the case of dioxins, 
persistent (i.e. are POPs)110-113 

recommended maximum 
concentrations115 

• There is a verified carbon standard for 
biochar, developed by Verra to help 
companies claim carbon credits in 
voluntary markets for carbon 
sequestration achieved by biochar 
use101 

Hydrothermal processing 
FW is converted to a slurry and pressure-fed 
into a high-temperature reactor. A range of 
liquid and gas energy products result, as 
well as hydrochar, which can potentially be 
used as a soil amendment and to sequester 
carbon, among other possible applications.  
Depending on the temperature and 
pressure, the process is known as either 
hydrothermal gasification, liquefaction, or 
carbonisation, with product ratios and 
composition varying between each.  

• Hydrothermal processes are emerging, 
largely occurring at the lab-scale and in 
small operations or pilot plants,94,116,117 
and are not currently practiced in NZ 

• Complex, hazardous, and expensive,96 
with multiple technical barriers (e.g. 
catalyst recycling,118 slurry optimisation, 
high-pressure feeding system 
optimisation)119 still being worked 
through 

• A wide range of biomass feedstocks can 
be used, including lignocellulosic 
biomass, micro- and macro-algae, 
manure and animal by-products, sludge 
from wastewater treatment plants, AD 
digestate, food processing waste, and 
mixed FW88,96,120  

• High moisture feedstocks are suitable 
because water is a necessary solvent in 
the process94   

• Biocrude oil from hydrothermal 
liquefaction can be used as an 
alternative to heavy fuel oil but needs 
upgrading119 and its high viscosity 
makes it hard to use94 

• Hydrothermal liquefaction also 
produces light gas (which can be used 
for energy)116 and an aqueous phase 
which as essentially a wastewater 
product that needs to be dealt with, 
although valorisation options are being 
explored116,121 

• Hydrochar, the dominant product of 
hydrothermal carbonisation,116 has 
similar possible applications to biochar, 
but is less studied; emerging evidence 
suggests it doesn’t have the same 
ability to stably sequester carbon as 
biochar, but may work well as a 
replacement for coal96  

• Syngas produced in hydrothermal 
gasification has same applications as 
syngas from gasification103,116      

• Given immature status of technology 
and absence from NZ, it is likely not well 
understood here, with public 
perceptions not known but potentially 
similar to other thermochemical 
processing options (see pyrolysis and 
gasification row)  

• Lignocellulosic biomass and algae 
feedstocks are particularly common 
feedstocks;116,118,119 FW has received 
little attention as a possible feedstock 

• Potential as a technology for further 
processing of digestate from AD (i.e. 
complementary technology)88 
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Incineration (also called combustion) 
FW, typically combined with other 
municipal solid waste, is burnt in the 
presence of oxygen, generating heat and 
ash. The heat is a source of recoverable 
energy while the ash is a waste product.  

• Well-established process (although 
modern air pollution control 
technologies have only been developed 
in the last few decades),122 but not 
practiced in NZ 

• Incineration is an end-of-life waste 
management solution which reduces 
the mass of waste and produces heat 
that can be captured, but other than 
that doesn’t yield any useful products122 

• Incineration itself is relatively simple 
but air pollution control is complex123 

• A wide range of feedstocks are possible, 
but plastic, wood, paper, cardboard, 
rubber, and leather combust most 
readily and yield net energy gains;123 
separated FW is a poorly suited 
feedstock (see next column) 

• Can accept mixed waste (i.e. don’t have 
to separate FW) 

• FW has a high moisture content so 
there is a net energy expenditure when 
it is incinerated123 (i.e. for FW, 
incineration isn’t technically an energy 
recovery process) 

• Bottom ash needs to be dealt with; it 
can be mixed into concrete, further 
processed to be used in other 
construction materials, or landfilled123 

• Flue gas contains air pollutants incl. 
dust, acidic gases, nitrous oxides, 
PDDD/Fs (i.e. dioxins), PAH, and 
mercury which need to be ‘cleaned’ out 
before discharge;123 flue gas cleaning 
(e.g. by filtering, scrubbing) leaves air 
pollution control residues (also called 
fly ash) to be dealt with, typically by 
landfilling as a hazardous waste110,111,123  

• Social licence to operate can be a 
significant barrier for any energy from 
waste process108  

• Early failures and air pollution, while 
now more stringently regulated and 
manageable with modern technology, 
continue to impact public perceptions 
esp. relating to perceived air 
pollution122,123 

• Incineration of waste is predominantly 
practiced in places where available 
landfill space is limited and transport 
distances are small (especially Europe), 
using municipal solid waste as a 
feedstock122 

• Risk of undermining the food recovery 
hierarchy or (if other wastes are used) 
the waste hierarchy more broadly108 

Landfill with gas capture  
FW, typically combined with other 
municipal solid waste, is buried in a landfill. 
As it breaks down in the absence of oxygen, 
gas (predominantly methane) is captured. 
The gas can either be used as a source of 
energy or flared.  

• Well-established process, incl. in NZ 
• Can accept mixed waste (i.e. don’t have 

to separate FW) 
• Most levied waste in NZ is sent to 

landfills with gas capture124 
• Doesn’t produce any usable outputs 

other than energy from captured gas; 
gas capture rate is imperfect (see 
environmental considerations column), 
compared to anaerobic digestion where 
the majority of biogas is captured42 

• Imperfect gas capture and GHG 
emission before gas capture begins 
means about 0.6 tonnes of CO2 
equivalent (CO2e) is released for each 
tonne of FW;4,5 this is a generalisation, 
with variation between landfills (e.g. 
55% at Wellington’s Southern landfill 
and 90% at Auckland’s Redvale 
landfill)125 

• While landfilling sequesters carbon and 
captured gas can be used for energy, 
net emissions produced by FW 
substantially outweigh any offset126 

•  Leachate (liquid which contains soluble 
components of landfill waste) can enter 
waterways and ground water,127,128 
although modern landfill design reduces 
the extent of leaching;129 leachate 
contains compounds which are 
potentially hazardous to ecosystems 
and human health128 

• Leachate and gases continue to be 
produced even after a landfill is closed, 
creating intergenerational 
environmental management 
challenges128 

• Social licence for landfilling in NZ 
waning; proposals for new landfill 
capacity recently challenged in multiple 
TAs125  

• Out-of-site location of landfills 
(generally fringe areas) can lead to 
disconnect between people and their 
waste, limiting opportunities to increase 
waste awareness and ownership and 
encourage prevention of FW19 

• Bioreactor landfills are an emerging 
variation on a ‘regular’ landfill, 
optimised for more efficient 
decomposition of material under 
anaerobic and/or aerobic conditions; 
liquids are circulated through the 
landfill to facilitate microbial movement 
and nutrient transport and air is used to 
accelerate biodegradation and 
biostabilisation and prevent methane 
generation130 

* NB: A range of other emerging processes exist for the conversion of FW to energy. E.g. transesterification,131 alcoholic fermentation,132 microbial and microalgae fuel cells, and photobiological hydrogen production.94 These generally 
have low technology readiness, have niche applications, or aren’t highly applicable to FW feedstocks but are mentioned for completeness. 
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Dispose 

Process  More about the process and products Key environmental considerations Key social and cultural considerations Other considerations and comments 

Landfill without gas capture 
FW, typically combined with other 
municipal solid waste, is buried in a landfill. 
As it breaks down in the absence of oxygen, 
gas (predominantly methane) is released 
into the atmosphere.  

• Well-established process, incl. in NZ 
• Currently less than 10% of levied waste 

goes to landfills without gas capture124 
• Doesn’t produce any usable outputs 
• Can accept mixed waste (i.e. don’t have 

to separate FW) 

• About 1.9 tonnes of CO2 equivalent 
(CO2e) is released for each tonne of 
FW4,5 

• Small amount of carbon sequestration 
is achieved, but insufficient to 
meaningfully impact net emissions 
climate impact126 

• As with landfills with gas capture, 
leachate is generated, and long-term 
environmental management of closed 
landfills must be considered (see landfill 
with gas capture row)  

• Social licence for landfilling in NZ 
waning; proposals for new landfill 
capacity recently challenged in multiple 
TAs125 

• Out-of-site location of landfills 
(generally fringe areas) can lead to 
disconnect between people and their 
waste, limiting opportunities to increase 
waste awareness and ownership and 
encourage prevention of FW19 

• Being phased out in NZ; the ERP signals 
the intention for all municipal landfills 
to be required to have gas capture 
systems by 202610 

Send to wastewater treatment plant 
FW is ground up and disposed of down the 
sink, joining other wastewater at 
wastewater treatment plants. Wastewater 
is treated and discharged and the remaining 
biosolids must be managed.   

• Well-established process, incl. in NZ 
• To reduce pipe blockages, FW should 

ideally be ground up using in-sink 
disposal unit, but even then FOGs can 
lead to blockages20 

 

• Environmental impact is contingent on 
how wastewater is managed – if sewage 
sludge is landfilled, in-sink disposal is 
just a convoluted way of essentially 
putting FW in the general waste, but if 
other sludge management options are 
used (e.g. anaerobic digestion, 
vermicomposting) then in-sink disposal 
has a better environmental footprint41  

• Can lead to disconnect between people 
and their waste, limiting opportunities 
to increase waste awareness and 
ownership and encourage prevention of 
FW19,20 

• Potentially suitable for multi-unit 
dwellings with limited FW options 
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Annex 3: New South Wales assessment of the emissions impacts of food waste processing options 

The New South Wales Environment Protection Authority (NSW EPA) has assessed the greenhouse 
gas impacts a range of food waste processing options.133 They have factored in emissions produced 
during collection, transport, and processing, and (in some cases) emissions displaced and carbon 
sequestered when products are used. This work and other similar studies will be key sources for the 
OPMCSA evidence synthesis (e.g. see the Food Loss and Waste Protocol’s guidance for connecting 
food waste and emissions).134 The NSW EPA’s key findings are copied below.  

Key findings from Emissions impacts of food waste recovery technologies133  
• Emissions from collection and transport of food waste off-site are usually a minor 

component of the net emissions.  
• Even landfills with high levels of gas energy recovery still have significant net emissions 

from food waste because food rapidly decomposes and emits methane before the gas 
recovery systems are in place.  

• Options that recover biogas energy using anaerobic digestion systems can have net 
reductions in GHG emissions if the energy substitutes for fossil fuel power.  

• Protein farming using insect larvae has potential to significantly reduce net GHG emissions 
if the harvested protein substitutes for other protein, particularly mammalian protein. This 
benefit is uncertain as the protein may add to total protein production rather than replace 
other sources. Without this benefit, the energy use in protein farming will result in a high 
carbon footprint unless units are powered by renewable or lower emissions energy.  

• Similarly, dehydration and bio-dehydration systems can have a high carbon footprint unless 
they are powered by renewable or low emissions energy sources.  

• Composting can be expected to be a low, but overall net producer of GHG emissions unless 
the compost outputs result in greater soil carbon sequestration than modelled or result in 
less use of synthetic fertiliser. 
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Annex 4: What do other jurisdictions do with their household food waste?  

Case studies exploring household food waste management in other jurisdictions are provided below. 
They have been selected to illustrate a wide range of approaches to household food waste 
management, with lessons for Aotearoa. We are continuing to look for more examples that can 
provide lessons for Aotearoa, with more case studies to be included in the third report in the 
OPMCSA food waste series. 

Queensland, Australia – a flexible approach with well-considered sequencing 

The Queensland Government’s recent Organics Strategy and Organics Action Plan provide a good 
example of well-considered sequencing of household food waste policies.135,136 The Queensland 
Government has signalled in its Organics Action Plan that it intends for at least 65% of households to 
have access to organics capture services of some kind by 2025, and 80% by 2030.136 Brisbane City 
Council is pursuing this state government goal by supporting at-home food waste processing (with 
composting and worm farming workshops, and AUD$70 rebates for eligible composting equipment), 
the provision of 28 community composting hubs, and the possible rollout of kerbside collection 
services (currently being trialled in a pilot involving 6,000 households).137,138  

The Queensland Government is also consulting on a ban on organics to landfill. This gives organic 
waste processors a stable signal to invest in the infrastructure necessary to process organic waste, in 
the expectation that it will be diverted from landfill in increasing volumes over the next decade.136  

In addition, the Organics Action Plan includes actions to support infrastructure development and 
stimulate market demand through government procurement policies and promotion of sustainable 
procurement among businesses. To further secure demand, the Queensland Government is 
supporting the review of the Australian Standard for Composting, which will give end users 
confidence in the quality of the output and will help the composting sector design processes which 
yield compliant outputs.136   

This is all combined with actions to prevent household food waste, which are frontloaded in the 
Organics Action Plan to ensure food waste volumes drop before processing infrastructure develops 
around current volumes of food waste.136  

The Queensland Government has also published an Energy from waste guideline, encouraging 
energy-from-waste processors to think about how reductions in waste volumes or changing waste 
composition will affect their processes and products.108 The guidelines include a decision tree for 
energy-from-waste processors to ensure they aren’t processing food waste which could be utilised 
in another way, and specify that energy-from-waste facilities “should not undermine future options 
or innovations in waste avoidance, reuse, and recycling.”108 

Austria – a decentralised approach that prioritises processing at home and in the local area 

Separate household food waste collection in Austria began in 1986 in Vienna and subsequently 
spread throughout the country.21 The Biowaste Ordinance was enacted in 1992, making separate 
biowaste collection mandatory at all stages of the food supply chain, including at the household 
level, unless biowaste is recovered by the household (e.g. by home composting) or generator.139  

Source-separated household food waste are predominantly processed by a decentralised network of 
at least 400 composters (roughly one per 20,000 people), with an average processing capacity of 
3,000 tonnes per composter per year.140 Austria’s composters are mostly farmers, who process food 
waste on-farm and use much of the compost to improve soil fertility. Decentralised processing may 

https://www.pmcsa.ac.nz/topics/food-rescue-food-waste/
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be coupled with centralised collection in larger cities such as Graz, where collection and pre-
processing is centralised before organic waste is distributed to 18 local farms for composting.21  

Austria has composting manager training schemes, strict rules and guidelines for making and 
managing compost, and a compost testing regime to ensure quality. Food waste is collected 
separately from green waste, which may be collected in separate bins or at drop-off points.21 
Contamination levels are very low, facilitated by education for households21 and likely further 
supported by the visible connection households can make between their utilisation of food waste 
bins and the compost that results,45 given composting occurs predominantly on local farms.  

South Korea – mandatory food waste separation with costs borne by households 

Household waste in South Korea is separated into general waste, recycling, and food waste streams, 
and the cost of disposal is borne by the households themselves (except for recyclables, which are 
collected for free).141 The so-called ‘pay-as-you-throw’ system has been in place since 1995 and has 
successfully decreased waste volumes and increased recycling rates,142 including an increase in the 
recovery rate of food waste from 2% in 1995 to a reported 95% in 2019.143  

Organics were banned from landfill in 2005.143 The landfill ban was preceded by the 1998 Waste-to-
Resource Plan which included measures to reduce food waste by 10% and recycle more than 60% of 
the remaining food waste by 2002. Legislation was also put in place to ensure the safe operation of 
food waste processors and the quality of their outputs, including revisions to the Feed Control Act in 
2001 and the Fertilizer Control Act in 2003 and implementation of mandatory inspections for food 
waste processors. In addition, the government invested US$144 million in food waste processing 
facilities and technology development between 1996 and 2011.143  

In some parts of South Korea, households pay a flat fee for disposal (by buying pre-paid 
biodegradable bags or pre-paid stickers to attach to their food waste bins), but in parts of the 
country food waste disposal fees are charged by weight, with radio-frequency identification (RFID) 
chips linking the disposer to their waste when they deposit it at a smart bin located on the street or 
associated with an apartment building. The weight-based system has reportedly helped to reduce 
food waste volumes.143,144  

The pay-as-you throw system doesn’t come without challenges. Illegal dumping and contamination 
of bags must be managed, with enforcement delegated to local governments.141  

Food waste is processed using a range of different approaches, undertaken by both government and 
private providers. Production of animal feed (including a growing insect-based bioconversion sector) 
and composting are dominant approaches, often complemented by anaerobic digestion: food waste 
is often screw-pressed to remove moisture, with the liquid component undergoing anaerobic 
digestion and the solid food waste being composted or converted to animal feed.144  

  



 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

22 
 

References 

1. Estimates of waste generated in Aotearoa New Zealand (2021). Ministry for the 
Environment. Retrieved 25 May 2022 from https://environment.govt.nz/facts-and-
science/waste/estimates-of-waste-generated/ 

2. Yates, S. Sunshine Yates Consulting (2018). New Zealand food waste audits. 
https://lovefoodhatewaste.co.nz/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Final-New-Zealand-Food-
Waste-Audits-2018.pdf 

3. Ministry for the Environment (2022). Transforming recycling: Consultation document. 
Wellington. https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Transforming-recycling-
consultation-document.pdf 

4. Ministry for the Environment (2022). Measuring emissions: A guide for organisations. 
Wellington. https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Measuring-emissions-
guidance-August-2022/Detailed-guide-PDF-Measuring-emissions-guidance-August-2022.pdf 

5. Ministry for the Environment (2022). New Zealand's Greenhouse Gas Inventory. Wellington. 
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/GhG-Inventory/New-Zealand-Greenhouse-
Gas-Inventory-1990-2020-Chapters-1-15.pdf 

6. Teigiserova, D. A., Hamelin, L., & Thomsen, M. (2020). Towards transparent valorization of 
food surplus, waste and loss: Clarifying definitions, food waste hierarchy, and role in the 
circular economy. Science of the Total Environment, 706, Article 136033. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.136033  

7. Ministry for the Environment (2021). Shape the emissions reduction plan. Wellington. 
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Emissions-reduction-plan-discussion-
document.pdf 

8. Tan, E. C. D., & Lamers, P. (2021). Circular bioeconomy concepts: A perspective. Frontiers in 
Sustainability, 2, Article 701509. https://doi.org/10.3389/frsus.2021.701509  

9. Office of the Prime Minister's Chief Science Advisor (2019). Rethinking plastics in Aotearoa 
New Zealand. https://doi.org/10.17608/k6.OPMCSA.16702795.v1 

10. Ministry for the Environment (2022). Te hau mārohi ki anamata, Towards a productive, 
sustainable and inclusive economy: Aotearoa New Zealand's first Emissions Reduction Plan. 
Wellington. https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Aotearoa-New-Zealands-first-
emissions-reduction-plan.pdf 

11. Blumhardt, H., & Prince, L. (2022). From lines to circles: Reshaping waste policy. Policy 
Quarterly, 18, 71. https://doi.org/10.26686/pq.v18i2.7577  

12. The butterfly diagram: Visualising the circular economy.  Ellen MacArthur Foundation. 
Retrieved 20 November 2022 from https://ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/circular-economy-
diagram 

13. Kirchherr, J., Reike, D., & Hekkert, M. (2017). Conceptualizing the circular economy: An 
analysis of 114 definitions. Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 127, 221. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.09.005  

14. Ministry for the Environment (2021). Te kawe i te haepapa para | Taking responsibility for 
our waste: Proposals for a new waste strategy; Issues and options for new waste legislation. 
Wellington, New Zealand. https://consult.environment.govt.nz/waste/taking-responsibility-
for-our-waste/supporting_documents/wastestrategyandlegislationconsultation 
document.pdf 

15. Karunasena, G. G., & Pearson, D. Fight Food Waste CRC (2022). Food waste in Australian 
households: Evidence for designing interventions. https://fightfoodwastecrc.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/2022/07/Food-waste-in-Australian-households-final.pdf 

16. Ministry for the Environment (2022). Literature review: Reducing household and business 
food waste - Effectiveness of organic waste reduction initiatives. Wellington. 
https://environment.govt.nz/publications/reducing-household-and-business-food-waste-
literature-review/ 

https://environment.govt.nz/facts-and-science/waste/estimates-of-waste-generated/
https://environment.govt.nz/facts-and-science/waste/estimates-of-waste-generated/
https://lovefoodhatewaste.co.nz/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Final-New-Zealand-Food-Waste-Audits-2018.pdf
https://lovefoodhatewaste.co.nz/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/Final-New-Zealand-Food-Waste-Audits-2018.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Transforming-recycling-consultation-document.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Transforming-recycling-consultation-document.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Measuring-emissions-guidance-August-2022/Detailed-guide-PDF-Measuring-emissions-guidance-August-2022.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Measuring-emissions-guidance-August-2022/Detailed-guide-PDF-Measuring-emissions-guidance-August-2022.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/GhG-Inventory/New-Zealand-Greenhouse-Gas-Inventory-1990-2020-Chapters-1-15.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/GhG-Inventory/New-Zealand-Greenhouse-Gas-Inventory-1990-2020-Chapters-1-15.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.136033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.136033
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Emissions-reduction-plan-discussion-document.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Emissions-reduction-plan-discussion-document.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsus.2021.701509
https://doi.org/10.17608/k6.OPMCSA.16702795.v1
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Aotearoa-New-Zealands-first-emissions-reduction-plan.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Aotearoa-New-Zealands-first-emissions-reduction-plan.pdf
https://doi.org/10.26686/pq.v18i2.7577
https://ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/circular-economy-diagram
https://ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/circular-economy-diagram
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2017.09.005
https://consult.environment.govt.nz/waste/taking-responsibility-for-our-waste/supporting_documents/wastestrategyandlegislationconsultationdocument.pdf
https://consult.environment.govt.nz/waste/taking-responsibility-for-our-waste/supporting_documents/wastestrategyandlegislationconsultationdocument.pdf
https://consult.environment.govt.nz/waste/taking-responsibility-for-our-waste/supporting_documents/wastestrategyandlegislationconsultationdocument.pdf
https://fightfoodwastecrc.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Food-waste-in-Australian-households-final.pdf
https://fightfoodwastecrc.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Food-waste-in-Australian-households-final.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/publications/reducing-household-and-business-food-waste-literature-review/
https://environment.govt.nz/publications/reducing-household-and-business-food-waste-literature-review/


 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

23 
 

17. Butt, T. Prepared for the Ministry for the Environment by UMR (2021). General public 
attitudes to composting and compostable packaging - survey report. https://environment. 
govt.nz/assets/publications/General-public-attitudes-to-composting-and-home-
compostable-packaging-Survey-report.pdf 

18. Diprose, G., Dombroski, K., Sharp, E., Barnes, M., Peryman, P., & Yates, A. (Under review). 
Emerging transitions in organic waste infrastructure in Aotearoa New Zealand. New Zealand 
Geographer.  

19. Schlesinger, A. P. (2016). Pop-Up Compost Project: Reframing the processes and perceptions 
of community composting in New Brunswick, NJ. Master of Landscape Architecture, Rutgers 
University. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global. New Jersey.  

20. Burke, E., & Napawan, N. C. (2020). Between kitchen sink and city sewer: A socio-ecological 
approach to food waste in environmental design. In E. Närvänen, N. Mesiranta, M. Mattila, 
& A. Heikkinen (Eds.), Food Waste Management: Solving the Wicked Problem (pp. 169). 
Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20561-4_7  

21. Prince, L. Greenpeace Aotearoa (2021). Expanding organic waste collections and composting 
in Aotearoa. https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-aotearoa-stateless/ 
2021/09/0e47a063-expanding-organic-waste-collections-and-composting-in-aotearoa.pdf 

22. Petrescu, D., Petcou, C., Safri, M., & Gibson, K. (2021). Calculating the value of the commons: 
Generating resilient urban futures. Environmental Policy and Governance, 31, 159. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1890  

23. Schoen, V., Caputo, S., & Blythe, C. (2020). Valuing physical and social output: A rapid 
assessment of a London community garden. Sustainability, 12, Article 5452. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135452  

24. Kerbside food scraps collection one step closer.  (2022).  Auckland Council. Retrieved 14 
November 2022 from https://ourauckland.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/news/2022/10/kerbside-
food-scraps-collection-one-step-closer/ 

25. Hamilton businesses to send organic waste to worm farm for fertiliser. (2022, 6 November). 
Stuff. https://www.stuff.co.nz/waikato-times/news/300728656/hamilton-businesses-to-
send-organic-waste-to-worm-farm-for-fertiliser 

26. Organic waste.  TORMA. Retrieved 9 November 2022 from https://www.tomra.com/ 
en/solutions/waste-metal-recycling/applications/organic-waste 

27. Ministry for the Environment (2022). Interim regulatory impact statement: Improving 
household and business recycling. Wellington. https://environment.govt.nz/assets/ 
publications/Interim-regulatory-impact-statement-improving-household-and-business-
recycling.pdf 

28. What is this expression of interest for? (2022). Ministry for the Environment. Retrieved 9 
November 2022 from https://mailchi.mp/631652d22e66/sofwnd012b 

29. Social procurement: Tackling the practical realities. KMPG (2021). https://home.kpmg/ 
nz/en/home/insights/2021/06/social-procurement-tackling-the-realities.html 

30. Progressive procurement (2022). Te Puni Kōkiri. Retrieved 17 November 2022 from 
https://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/a-matou-whakaarotau/maori-economic-resilience/progressive-
procurement 

31. Hutchings, J., Edwards, P., Edwards, H., & Smith, J. (2022). He whenua rongo summary 
Report: Elevating Māori soil and kai resiliency. Papawhakaritorito Trust. https://s3. 
amazonaws.com/kajabi-storefronts-production/sites/2147595858/themes/2151315005/ 
downloads/1PIpPvUUSteIHY0Qedc6_HWR_Summary_Report_Final_V2_Online_Version_29_
Sep_22_Folder.pdf 

32. Hutchings, J., & Smith, J. (2020). Building a Rauemi Hua Parakore for understanding soil 
health and wellbeing. In J. Hutchings & J. Smith (Eds.), Te Mahi Oneone Hua Parakore: A 
Māori soil sovereignty and wellbeing handbook (pp. 14). Freerange Press.  

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/General-public-attitudes-to-composting-and-home-compostable-packaging-Survey-report.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/General-public-attitudes-to-composting-and-home-compostable-packaging-Survey-report.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/General-public-attitudes-to-composting-and-home-compostable-packaging-Survey-report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20561-4_7
https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-aotearoa-stateless/2021/09/0e47a063-expanding-organic-waste-collections-and-composting-in-aotearoa.pdf
https://www.greenpeace.org/static/planet4-aotearoa-stateless/2021/09/0e47a063-expanding-organic-waste-collections-and-composting-in-aotearoa.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/eet.1890
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12135452
https://ourauckland.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/news/2022/10/kerbside-food-scraps-collection-one-step-closer/
https://ourauckland.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/news/2022/10/kerbside-food-scraps-collection-one-step-closer/
https://www.stuff.co.nz/waikato-times/news/300728656/hamilton-businesses-to-send-organic-waste-to-worm-farm-for-fertiliser
https://www.stuff.co.nz/waikato-times/news/300728656/hamilton-businesses-to-send-organic-waste-to-worm-farm-for-fertiliser
https://www.tomra.com/en/solutions/waste-metal-recycling/applications/organic-waste
https://www.tomra.com/en/solutions/waste-metal-recycling/applications/organic-waste
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Interim-regulatory-impact-statement-improving-household-and-business-recycling.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Interim-regulatory-impact-statement-improving-household-and-business-recycling.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Interim-regulatory-impact-statement-improving-household-and-business-recycling.pdf
https://mailchi.mp/631652d22e66/sofwnd012b
https://home.kpmg/nz/en/home/insights/2021/06/social-procurement-tackling-the-realities.html
https://home.kpmg/nz/en/home/insights/2021/06/social-procurement-tackling-the-realities.html
https://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/a-matou-whakaarotau/maori-economic-resilience/progressive-procurement
https://www.tpk.govt.nz/en/a-matou-whakaarotau/maori-economic-resilience/progressive-procurement
https://s3.amazonaws.com/kajabi-storefronts-production/sites/2147595858/themes/2151315005/downloads/1PIpPvUUSteIHY0Qedc6_HWR_Summary_Report_Final_V2_Online_Version_29_Sep_22_Folder.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/kajabi-storefronts-production/sites/2147595858/themes/2151315005/downloads/1PIpPvUUSteIHY0Qedc6_HWR_Summary_Report_Final_V2_Online_Version_29_Sep_22_Folder.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/kajabi-storefronts-production/sites/2147595858/themes/2151315005/downloads/1PIpPvUUSteIHY0Qedc6_HWR_Summary_Report_Final_V2_Online_Version_29_Sep_22_Folder.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/kajabi-storefronts-production/sites/2147595858/themes/2151315005/downloads/1PIpPvUUSteIHY0Qedc6_HWR_Summary_Report_Final_V2_Online_Version_29_Sep_22_Folder.pdf


 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

24 
 

33. Hutchings, J. (2020). Māori soil sovereignty: Advocating for the rights of our ancestral soils. 
In J. Hutchings & J. Smith (Eds.), Te Mahi Oneone Hua Parakore: A Māori soil sovereignty and 
wellbeing handbook (pp. 45). Freerange Press.  

34. Harmsworth, G., & Awatere, S. (2013). Indigenous Māori knowledge and perspectives of 
ecosystems. In J. Dymond (Ed.), Ecosystem services in New Zealand: conditions and trends. 
Manaaki Whenua Press.  

35. Ministry for the Environment (2022). Compostable products: Ministry for the Environment 
position statement. Wellington. https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/ 
compostables-packaging-position-statement.pdf 

36. WasteMINZ. (2019). It's complicated: A guide to biodegradable and compostable plastic 
products and packaging. https://www.wasteminz.org.nz/files/Organic%20Materials/It-
s%20complicated%20guide%20final%202019.pdf 

37. AD and composting industry market survey report. WRAP (2020). https://wrap.org.uk/ 
sites/default/files/2021-01/AD%20%26%20Composting%20Market%20Survey% 
20Report.pdf 

38. Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act 2021. 
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2021/0059/latest/LMS566049.html 

39. Ministry for the Environment (2005). Options for kerbside collection of organic wastes. 
Wellington. https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/kerbside-collection-
organic-wastes-may05.pdf 

40. Section 8: Food waste collection from flats. (2021). In Household food waste collections 
guide. WRAP. https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2020-10/WRAP-HH_food_ 
waste_collections_guide_section_8_collecting_from_flats.pdf  

41. Biogas and biomethane in NZ: Unlocking New Zealand's renewable gas potential. BECA 
(2021). https://www.beca.com/getmedia/4294a6b9-3ed3-48ce-8997-a16729aff608/Biogas-
and-Biomethane-in-NZ-Unlocking-New-Zealand-s-Renewable-Natural-Gas-Potential.pdf 

42. The production and use as biofertiliser of digestate derived from source segregated organic 
waste. Bioenergy Association (2021). https://www.biogas.org.nz/documents/resource/ 
TG08-Production-and-use-of-digestate-as-fertiliser.pdf 

43. Waste Minimisation Act 2008. https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2008/0089/ 
latest/DLM999802.html 

44. Wellington City Council (2022). Ordinary meeting of pūroro waihanga | infrastructure 
committee. https://wellington.govt.nz/-/media/your-council/meetings/committees/ 
puuroro-waihanga---infrastructure-committee/2022/2022-04-27-agenda-inf-final.pdf 

45. Landells, E., Anjum, N., Pearson, D. H., Karunasena, G. G., & Oakden, S. (2022). Out of sight, 
out of mind: Using post-kerbside organics treatment systems to engage Australian 
communities with pro-environmental household food waste behaviours. Sustainability, 14, 
Article 8699. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14148699  

46. Section 3: How much food waste can be collected for recycling? (2021). In Household food 
waste collections guide. WRAP. https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-10/HH% 
20food%20waste%20guide%20section%203%202021%20final.pdf  

47. Stöckli, S., Niklaus, E., & Dorn, M. (2018). Call for testing interventions to prevent consumer 
food waste. Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 136, 445. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.resconrec.2018.03.029  

48. Pelt, A., Saint-Bauzel, R., Barbier, L., & Fointiat, V. (2020). Food waste: Disapproving, but still 
doing. An evidence-based intervention to reduce waste at household. Resources, 
Conservation and Recycling, 162, Article 105059. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020. 
105059  

49. Geislar, S. (2017). The new norms of food waste at the curb: Evidence-based policy tools to 
address benefits and barriers. Waste Management, 68, 571. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
wasman.2017.07.010  

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/compostables-packaging-position-statement.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/compostables-packaging-position-statement.pdf
https://www.wasteminz.org.nz/files/Organic%20Materials/It-s%20complicated%20guide%20final%202019.pdf
https://www.wasteminz.org.nz/files/Organic%20Materials/It-s%20complicated%20guide%20final%202019.pdf
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-01/AD%20%26%20Composting%20Market%20Survey%20Report.pdf
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-01/AD%20%26%20Composting%20Market%20Survey%20Report.pdf
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-01/AD%20%26%20Composting%20Market%20Survey%20Report.pdf
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2021/0059/latest/LMS566049.html
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/kerbside-collection-organic-wastes-may05.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/kerbside-collection-organic-wastes-may05.pdf
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2020-10/WRAP-HH_food_waste_collections_guide_section_8_collecting_from_flats.pdf
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2020-10/WRAP-HH_food_waste_collections_guide_section_8_collecting_from_flats.pdf
https://www.beca.com/getmedia/4294a6b9-3ed3-48ce-8997-a16729aff608/Biogas-and-Biomethane-in-NZ-Unlocking-New-Zealand-s-Renewable-Natural-Gas-Potential.pdf
https://www.beca.com/getmedia/4294a6b9-3ed3-48ce-8997-a16729aff608/Biogas-and-Biomethane-in-NZ-Unlocking-New-Zealand-s-Renewable-Natural-Gas-Potential.pdf
https://www.biogas.org.nz/documents/resource/TG08-Production-and-use-of-digestate-as-fertiliser.pdf
https://www.biogas.org.nz/documents/resource/TG08-Production-and-use-of-digestate-as-fertiliser.pdf
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2008/0089/latest/DLM999802.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2008/0089/latest/DLM999802.html
https://wellington.govt.nz/-/media/your-council/meetings/committees/puuroro-waihanga---infrastructure-committee/2022/2022-04-27-agenda-inf-final.pdf
https://wellington.govt.nz/-/media/your-council/meetings/committees/puuroro-waihanga---infrastructure-committee/2022/2022-04-27-agenda-inf-final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14148699
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-10/HH%20food%20waste%20guide%20section%203%202021%20final.pdf
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-10/HH%20food%20waste%20guide%20section%203%202021%20final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.03.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.03.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.105059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2020.105059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2017.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2017.07.010


 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

25 
 

50. Hebrok, M., & Boks, C. (2017). Household food waste: Drivers and potential intervention 
points for design – An extensive review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 151, 380. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.03.069  

51. Wardman, H. J. (2021). Food waste management alternatives for New South Wales: A life 
cycle assessment approach. Bachelor of Engineering Honours, University of Sydney. Sydney.  

52. Bernstad Saraiva Schott, A., Wenzel, H., & la Cour Jansen, J. (2016). Identification of decisive 
factors for greenhouse gas emissions in comparative life cycle assessments of food waste 
management – an analytical review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 119, 13. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.01.079  

53. Torok, V. A., Luyckx, K., & Lapidge, S. (2022). Human food waste to animal feed: 
Opportunities and challenges. Animal Production Science, 62, 1129. https://doi.org/ 
10.1071/AN20631  

54. Sandström, V., Chrysafi, A., Lamminen, M., Troell, M., Jalava, M., Piipponen, J., Siebert, S., 
van Hal, O., Virkki, V., & Kummu, M. (2022). Food system by-products upcycled in livestock 
and aquaculture feeds can increase global food supply. Nature Food, 3, 729. https://doi.org/ 
10.1038/s43016-022-00589-6  

55. Agricultural Compounds and Veterinary Medicines Act 1997. https://www.legislation. 
govt.nz/act/public/1997/0087/latest/DLM414577.html 

56. Animal Products Act 1999. https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0093/latest/ 
whole.html 

57. Biosecurity (Meat and Food Waste for Pigs) Regulations 2005. https://www.legislation. 
govt.nz/regulation/public/2005/0150/latest/DLM332617.html 

58. Biosecurity (Ruminant Protein) Regulations 1999. https://www.legislation.govt.nz/ 
regulation/public/1999/0410/latest/whole.html 

59. Biosecurity Act 1993. https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0095/latest/ 
DLM314623.html 

60. Fowles, T. M., & Nansen, C. (2020). Insect-based bioconversion: Value from food waste. In E. 
Närvänen, N. Mesiranta, M. Mattila, & A. Heikkinen (Eds.), Food waste management: Solving 
the wicked problem (pp. 321). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/ 
978-3-030-20561-4_12  

61. Gold, M., Tomberlin, J. K., Diener, S., Zurbrugg, C., & Mathys, A. (2018). Decomposition of 
biowaste macronutrients, microbes, and chemicals in black soldier fly larval treatment: A 
review. Waste Management Research, 82, 302. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman. 
2018.10.022  

62. Ojha, S., Bußler, S., & Schlüter, O. K. (2020). Food waste valorisation and circular economy 
concepts in insect production and processing. Waste Management, 118, 600. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2020.09.010  

63. Houben, D., Daoulas, G., Faucon, M.-P., & Dulaurent, A.-M. (2020). Potential use of 
mealworm frass as a fertilizer: Impact on crop growth and soil properties. Scientific Reports, 
10, Article 4659. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-61765-x  

64. Committee, E. S. (2015). Risk profile related to production and consumption of insects as 
food and feed. European Food Safety Authority Journal, 13, Article 4257. https://doi.org/ 
10.2903/j.efsa.2015.4257  

65. Blue Environment. New South Wales Environment Protection Authority (2021). Emissions 
impacts of protein production. https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-
site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4167-emissions-impacts-protein-production.pdf 

66. Kiwis quite keen on the idea of eating insects (2021). University of Auckland. Retrieved 17 
January 2022 from https://www.auckland.ac.nz/en/news/2021/09/22/kiwis-quite-keen-on-
the-idea-of-eating-insects.html 

67. Payne, P., & Ryan, A. AgResearch (2019). Insects as mini-livestock? A study of New Zealand 
attitudes toward insect consumption.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.03.069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.01.079
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.01.079
https://doi.org/10.1071/AN20631
https://doi.org/10.1071/AN20631
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-022-00589-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-022-00589-6
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1997/0087/latest/DLM414577.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1997/0087/latest/DLM414577.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0093/latest/whole.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0093/latest/whole.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2005/0150/latest/DLM332617.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2005/0150/latest/DLM332617.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/1999/0410/latest/whole.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/1999/0410/latest/whole.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0095/latest/DLM314623.html
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1993/0095/latest/DLM314623.html
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20561-4_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-20561-4_12
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2018.10.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2018.10.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2020.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-61765-x
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2015.4257
https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2015.4257
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4167-emissions-impacts-protein-production.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4167-emissions-impacts-protein-production.pdf
https://www.auckland.ac.nz/en/news/2021/09/22/kiwis-quite-keen-on-the-idea-of-eating-insects.html
https://www.auckland.ac.nz/en/news/2021/09/22/kiwis-quite-keen-on-the-idea-of-eating-insects.html


 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

26 
 

68. van Huis, A. (2020). Welfare of farmed insects. Journal of Insects as Food and Feed, 573. 
https://doi.org/10.3920/JIFF2020.0061  

69. De Goede, D. M., Erens, J., Kapsomenou, E., & Peters, M. (2013). Large scale insect rearing 
and animal welfare. In H. Röcklinsberg & P. Sandin (Eds.), The ethics of consumption: The 
citizen, the market and the law (pp. 236). Wageningen Academic Publishers. 
https://doi.org/10.3920/978-90-8686-784-4_38  

70. Brown, S., Kruger, C., & Subler, S. (2008). Greenhouse gas balance for composting 
operations. Journal of Environmental Quality, 37, 1396. https://doi.org/10.2134/jeq2007. 
0453  

71. Chatterjee, N., Flury, M., Hinman, C., & Cogger, C. G. Washington State University (2013). 
Chemical and physical characteristics of compost leachates. https://www.wsdot. 
wa.gov/research/reports/fullreports/819.1.pdf 

72. Blue Environment. New South Wales Environment Protection Authority (2021). Emissions 
impacts of composting food waste. https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-
site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4164-emissions-impacts-composting-food-
waste.pdf 

73. Cooperband, L. (2002). The art and science of composting. University of Wisconsin-Madison 
Centre for Integrated Agricultural Systems. https://www.iowadnr.gov/Portals/idnr/uploads/ 
waste/sw_compost_artandscienceofcomposting.pdf 

74. Pace, S. A., Yazdani, R., Kendall, A., Simmons, C. W., & VanderGheynst, J. S. (2018). Impact of 
organic waste composition on life cycle energy production, global warming and Water use 
for treatment by anaerobic digestion followed by composting. Resources, Conservation and 
Recycling, 137, 126. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.05.030  

75. Cerda, A., Artola, A., Font, X., Barrena, R., Gea, T., & Sanchez, A. (2018). Composting of food 
wastes: Status and challenges. Bioresource Technology, 248, 57. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.biortech.2017.06.133  

76. Kuhlman, L. R. (1990). Windrow composting of agricultural and municipal wastes. Resources, 
Conservation & Recycling, 4, 151. https://doi.org/10.1016/0921-3449(90)90039-7  

77. Sánchez, A., Artola, A., Font, X., Gea, T., Barrena, R., Gabriel, D., Sánchez-Monedero, M. Á., 
Roig, A., Cayuela, M. L., & Mondini, C. (2015). Greenhouse gas emissions from organic waste 
composting. Environmental Chemistry Letters, 13, 223. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10311-015-
0507-5  

78. Ataria, J., Baker, V., Goven, J., Langer, E. R. L., Leckie, A., Ross, M., & Horswell, J. Centre for 
Integrated Biowaste Research, (2016). From Tapu to Noa - Māori cultural views on biowastes 
management: A focus on biosolids. http://www.cibr.org.nz/assets/Uploads/Newsletter-
Thumb/CIBR-From-Tapu-to-Noa.pdf 

79. Pauling, C., & Ataria, J. Manaaki Whenua (2010). Tiaki Para: A study of Ngāi Tahu values and 
issues regarding waste. http://www.mwpress.co.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/70513/ 
LRSS_39_Tiaki_Para.pdf 

80. Standards New Zealand (2005). NZS 4454:2005 Composts, soil conditioners and mulches.  
Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment. https://www.standards.govt.nz/ 
shop/nzs-44542005/ 

81. Meeting with MyNoke. (2022). Personal Communication. 
82. Nigussie, A., Kuyper, T. W., Bruun, S., & de Neergaard, A. (2016). Vermicomposting as a 

technology for reducing nitrogen losses and greenhouse gas emissions from small-scale 
composting. Journal of Cleaner Production, 139, 429. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro. 
2016.08.058  

83. O'Connor, J., Hoang, S. A., Bradney, L., Rinklebe, J., Kirkham, M. B., & Bolan, N. S. (2022). 
Value of dehydrated food waste fertiliser products in increasing soil health and crop 
productivity. Environmental Research, 204, Article 111927. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.envres.2021.111927  

https://doi.org/10.3920/JIFF2020.0061
https://doi.org/10.3920/978-90-8686-784-4_38
https://doi.org/10.2134/jeq2007.0453
https://doi.org/10.2134/jeq2007.0453
https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/research/reports/fullreports/819.1.pdf
https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/research/reports/fullreports/819.1.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4164-emissions-impacts-composting-food-waste.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4164-emissions-impacts-composting-food-waste.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4164-emissions-impacts-composting-food-waste.pdf
https://www.iowadnr.gov/Portals/idnr/uploads/waste/sw_compost_artandscienceofcomposting.pdf
https://www.iowadnr.gov/Portals/idnr/uploads/waste/sw_compost_artandscienceofcomposting.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2018.05.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2017.06.133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2017.06.133
https://doi.org/10.1016/0921-3449(90)90039-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10311-015-0507-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10311-015-0507-5
http://www.cibr.org.nz/assets/Uploads/Newsletter-Thumb/CIBR-From-Tapu-to-Noa.pdf
http://www.cibr.org.nz/assets/Uploads/Newsletter-Thumb/CIBR-From-Tapu-to-Noa.pdf
http://www.mwpress.co.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/70513/LRSS_39_Tiaki_Para.pdf
http://www.mwpress.co.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/70513/LRSS_39_Tiaki_Para.pdf
https://www.standards.govt.nz/shop/nzs-44542005/
https://www.standards.govt.nz/shop/nzs-44542005/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.08.058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.08.058
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2021.111927
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2021.111927


 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

27 
 

84. Blue Environment. New South Wales Environmental Protection Agency (2022). Emissions 
impacts of food waste dehydration. https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-
site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4166-emissions-impacts-food-waste-
dehydration.pdf 

85. Technologies: Food waste dehydrators. CalRecycle. Retrieved 17 November 2022 from 
https://calrecycle.ca.gov/organics/food/commercial/dehydrators/ 

86. Ibrahim, M. H., Quaik, S., & Ismail, S. A. (2016). An introduction to anaerobic digestion of 
organic wastes. In Prospects of organic waste management and the significance of 
earthworms (pp. 23). Springer.  

87. Horan, N., Smyth, M., & Cessford, I. (2015). Optimising the value of digestate and digestion 
systems. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/281620267_Optimising_the_value_of_ 
digestate_and_digestion_systems  

88. Review: Technologies to optimise the value of digestate. WRAP (2020). https://wrap.org.uk/ 
sites/default/files/2021-01/Review%20-%20Technologies%20to%20Optimise%20the% 
20Value%20of%20Digestate.pdf 

89. Blue Environment. New South Wales Environment Protection Authority (2021). Emissions 
impacts of anaerobic digestion for food waste processing. https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-
/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4165-emissions-impacts-
anaerobic-digestion-food-waste-processing.pdf 

90. Al-Rumaihi, A., Shahbaz, M., McKay, G., Mackey, H., & Al-Ansari, T. (2022). A review of 
pyrolysis technologies and feedstock: A blending approach for plastic and biomass towards 
optimum biochar yield. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 167, Article 112715. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2022.112715  

91. Kirkels, A. F., & Verbong, G. P. J. (2011). Biomass gasification: Still promising? A 30-year 
global overview. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 15, 471. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.rser.2010.09.046  

92. Hall, P., & Gifford, J. Scion (2007). Bioenergy options for New Zealand. Scion. 
https://niwa.co.nz/sites/niwa.co.nz/files/import/attachments/Situation_Analysis_-
_Bioenergy_Options.pdf 

93. Czajczyńska, D., Nannou, T., Anguilano, L., Krzyżyńska, R., Ghazal, H., Spencer, N., & Jouhara, 
H. (2017). Potentials of pyrolysis processes in the waste management sector. Energy 
Procedia, 123, 387. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2017.07.275  

94. Liu, T., Miao, P., Shi, Y., Tang, K. H. D., & Yap, P.-S. (2022). Recent advances, current issues 
and future prospects of bioenergy production: A review. Science of the Total Environment, 
810, Article 152181. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.152181  

95. Raza, M., Inayat, A., Ahmed, A., Jamil, F., Ghenai, C., Naqvi, S. R., Shanableh, A., Ayoub, M., 
Waris, A., & Park, Y.-K. (2021). Progress of the pyrolyzer reactors and advanced technologies 
for biomass pyrolysis processing. Sustainability, 13, Article 11061. https://doi.org/10.3390/ 
su131911061  

96. Kambo, H. S., & Dutta, A. (2015). A comparative review of biochar and hydrochar in terms of 
production, physico-chemical properties and applications. Renewable and Sustainable 
Energy Reviews, 45, 359. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.01.050  

97. Brown, J. (2006). Biomass gasification: Fast internal fluidised bed gasifier characterisation 
and comparison. Master of Engineering, University of Canterbury. 
https://ir.canterbury.ac.nz/bitstream/handle/10092/1187/thesis_fulltext.pdf;sequence=1 

98. Joseph, S., Cowie, A. L., Van Zwieten, L., Bolan, N., Budai, A., Buss, W., Cayuela, M. L., Graber, 
E. R., Ippolito, J. A., Kuzyakov, Y., Luo, Y., Ok, Y. S., Palansooriya, K. N., Shepherd, J., 
Stephens, S., Weng, Z., & Lehmann, J. (2021). How biochar works, and when it doesn't: A 
review of mechanisms controlling soil and plant responses to biochar. GCB Bioenergy, 13, 
1731. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12885  

https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4166-emissions-impacts-food-waste-dehydration.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4166-emissions-impacts-food-waste-dehydration.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4166-emissions-impacts-food-waste-dehydration.pdf
https://calrecycle.ca.gov/organics/food/commercial/dehydrators/
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/281620267_Optimising_the_value_of_digestate_and_digestion_systems
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/281620267_Optimising_the_value_of_digestate_and_digestion_systems
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-01/Review%20-%20Technologies%20to%20Optimise%20the%20Value%20of%20Digestate.pdf
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-01/Review%20-%20Technologies%20to%20Optimise%20the%20Value%20of%20Digestate.pdf
https://wrap.org.uk/sites/default/files/2021-01/Review%20-%20Technologies%20to%20Optimise%20the%20Value%20of%20Digestate.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4165-emissions-impacts-anaerobic-digestion-food-waste-processing.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4165-emissions-impacts-anaerobic-digestion-food-waste-processing.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4165-emissions-impacts-anaerobic-digestion-food-waste-processing.pdf
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2022.112715
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2010.09.046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2010.09.046
https://niwa.co.nz/sites/niwa.co.nz/files/import/attachments/Situation_Analysis_-_Bioenergy_Options.pdf
https://niwa.co.nz/sites/niwa.co.nz/files/import/attachments/Situation_Analysis_-_Bioenergy_Options.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2017.07.275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.152181
https://doi.org/10.3390/su131911061
https://doi.org/10.3390/su131911061
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.01.050
https://ir.canterbury.ac.nz/bitstream/handle/10092/1187/thesis_fulltext.pdf;sequence=1
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12885


 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

28 
 

99. Rada, E. C. (2017). Thermochemical waste treatment: Combustion, gasification, and other 
methodologies. Apple Academic Press. https://www.routledge.com/Thermochemical-
Waste-Treatment-Combustion-Gasification-and-Other-Methodologies/Rada/p/ 
book/9781774635957#  

100. Kundu, S., Patel, S., Halder, P., Patel, T., Hedayati Marzbali, M., Pramanik, B. K., Paz-Ferreiro, 
J., de Figueiredo, C. C., Bergmann, D., Surapaneni, A., Megharaj, M., & Shah, K. (2021). 
Removal of PFASs from biosolids using a semi-pilot scale pyrolysis reactor and the 
application of biosolids derived biochar for the removal of PFASs from contaminated water. 
Environmental Science: Water Research & Technology, 7, 638. https://doi.org/10.1039/ 
D0EW00763C  

101. Methodology for biochar utilization in soil and non-soil applications. Verra (2022). 
https://verra.org/methodologies/vm0044-methodology-for-biochar-utilization-in-soil-and-
non-soil-applications-v1-0/ 

102. Raheem, A., He, Q., Mangi, F. H., Areeprasert, C., Ding, L., & Yu, G. (2022). Roles of heavy 
metals during pyrolysis and gasification of metal-contaminated waste biomass: A review. 
Energy & Fuels, 36, 2351. https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.energyfuels.1c04051  

103. Rauch, R., Hrbek, J., & Hofbauer, H. (2014). Biomass gasification for synthesis gas production 
and applications of the syngas. WIREs Energy and Environment, 3, 343. https://doi.org/ 
10.1002/wene.97  

104. Pyrocal: Feedstock requirements. Pyrocal (2020).  
105. Calvelo Pereira, R., Camps Arbestain, M., Kaal, J., Vazquez Sueiro, M., Sevilla, M., & 

Hindmarsh, J. (2014). Detailed carbon chemistry in charcoals from pre-European Māori 
gardens of New Zealand as a tool for understanding biochar stability in soils. European 
Journal of Soil Science, 65, 83. https://doi.org/10.1111/ejss.12096  

106. Lehmann, J., Cowie, A., Masiello, C. A., Kammann, C., Woolf, D., Amonette, J. E., Cayuela, M. 
L., Camps-Arbestain, M., & Whitman, T. (2021). Biochar in climate change mitigation. Nature 
Geoscience, 14, 883. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-021-00852-8  

107. Thoma, E. D., Wright, R. S., George, I., Krause, M., Presezzi, D., Villa, V., Preston, W., 
Deshmukh, P., Kauppi, P., & Zemek, P. G. (2022). Pyrolysis processing of PFAS-impacted 
biosolids, a pilot study. Journal of the Air & Waste Management Association, 72, 309. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10962247.2021.2009935  

108. Department of Environment and Science (2021). Energy from waste guideline. Queensland. 
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/227241/waste-strategy-guideline-
energy-from-waste.pdf 

109. Wastewater management of wet scrubbers in waste-to-energy facilities: A life cycle analysis. 
(2021). Chemical engineering transactions, 86, 619. https://doi.org/10.3303/CET2186104  

110. Conesa, J. A., Ortuño, N., & Palmer, D. (2020). Estimation of Industrial Emissions during 
Pyrolysis and Combustion of Different Wastes Using Laboratory Data. Scientific Reports, 10, 
Article 6750. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-63807-w  

111. Conesa, J. A., Font, R., Fullana, A., Martín-Gullón, I., Aracil, I., Gálvez, A., Moltó, J., & Gómez-
Rico, M. F. (2009). Comparison between emissions from the pyrolysis and combustion of 
different wastes. Journal of Analytical and Applied Pyrolysis, 84, 95. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.jaap.2008.11.022  

112. Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) Factsheet.  Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention. Retrieved 18 November 2022 from https://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/ 
PAHs_FactSheet.html 

113. Dioxins and their effects on human health.  (2016).  World Health Organisation. Retrieved 18 
November 2022 from https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/dioxins-and-
their-effects-on-human-health 

114. Jones, C. R., Lee, R. P., & Kaklamanou, D. (2022). Understanding public perceptions of 
chemical recycling: A comparative study of public attitudes towards coal and waste 

https://www.routledge.com/Thermochemical-Waste-Treatment-Combustion-Gasification-and-Other-Methodologies/Rada/p/book/9781774635957
https://www.routledge.com/Thermochemical-Waste-Treatment-Combustion-Gasification-and-Other-Methodologies/Rada/p/book/9781774635957
https://www.routledge.com/Thermochemical-Waste-Treatment-Combustion-Gasification-and-Other-Methodologies/Rada/p/book/9781774635957
https://doi.org/10.1039/D0EW00763C
https://doi.org/10.1039/D0EW00763C
https://verra.org/methodologies/vm0044-methodology-for-biochar-utilization-in-soil-and-non-soil-applications-v1-0/
https://verra.org/methodologies/vm0044-methodology-for-biochar-utilization-in-soil-and-non-soil-applications-v1-0/
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.energyfuels.1c04051
https://doi.org/10.1002/wene.97
https://doi.org/10.1002/wene.97
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejss.12096
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-021-00852-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/10962247.2021.2009935
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/227241/waste-strategy-guideline-energy-from-waste.pdf
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/227241/waste-strategy-guideline-energy-from-waste.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3303/CET2186104
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-63807-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaap.2008.11.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaap.2008.11.022
https://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/PAHs_FactSheet.html
https://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/PAHs_FactSheet.html
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/dioxins-and-their-effects-on-human-health
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/dioxins-and-their-effects-on-human-health


 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

29 
 

gasification in Germany and the United Kingdom. Sustainable Production and Consumption, 
32, 125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2022.04.011  

115. Standardized product definition and product testing guidelines for biochar that is used in soil. 
International Biochar Initiative (2015). https://www.biochar-international.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/04/IBI_Biochar_Standards_V2.1_Final.pdf 

116. Lachos-Perez, D., César Torres-Mayanga, P., Abaide, E. R., Zabot, G. L., & De Castilhos, F. 
(2022). Hydrothermal carbonization and liquefaction: Differences, progress, challenges, and 
opportunities. Bioresource Technology, 343, Article 126084. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.biortech.2021.126084  

117. Elliott, D. C. (2011). Hydrothermal processing. In C. V. Stevens & R. C. Brown (Eds.), 
Thermochemical processing of biomass (pp. 200). John Wiley & Sons. https://doi.org/ 
10.1002/9781119990840.ch7  

118. Nagappan, S., Bhosale, R. R., Nguyen, D. D., Chi, N. T. L., Ponnusamy, V. K., Woong, C. S., & 
Kumar, G. (2021). Catalytic hydrothermal liquefaction of biomass into bio-oils and other 
value-added products – A review. Fuel, 285, Article 119053. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.fuel.2020.119053  

119. Elliott, D. C., Biller, P., Ross, A. B., Schmidt, A. J., & Jones, S. B. (2015). Hydrothermal 
liquefaction of biomass: Developments from batch to continuous process. Bioresource 
Technology, 178, 147. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2014.09.132  

120. Bayat, H., Dehghanizadeh, M., Jarvis, J. M., Brewer, C. E., & Jena, U. (2021). Hydrothermal 
liquefaction of food waste: Effect of process parameters on product yields and chemistry. 
Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 5, Article 658592. https://doi.org/10.3389/ 
fsufs.2021.658592  

121. Swetha, A., ShriVigneshwar, S., Gopinath, K. P., Sivaramakrishnan, R., Shanmuganathan, R., 
& Arun, J. (2021). Review on hydrothermal liquefaction aqueous phase as a valuable 
resource for biofuels, bio-hydrogen and valuable bio-chemicals recovery. Chemosphere, 283, 
Article 131248. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2021.131248  

122. Makarichi, L., Jutidamrongphan, W., & Techato, K.-a. (2018). The evolution of waste-to-
energy incineration: A review. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 91, 812. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2018.04.088  

123. Liu, C., Nishiyama, T., Kawamoto, K., & Sasaki, S. United Nations Environment Programme 
(2020). Waste-to-energy incineration. https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/ 
20.500.11822/32795/WtEI.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 

124. Correspondence with Ministry for the Environment (2022). Personal Communication. 
125. Macdonald, N. (2021, 1 August). 'We are extremely wasteful': Is it time to dump the dumps? 

Stuff. https://www.stuff.co.nz/environment/125829093/we-are-extremely-wasteful-is-it-
time-to-dump-the-dumps 

126. Blue Environment. New South Wales Environment Protection Authority (2021). Emissions 
impacts of landfilling food waste. https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-
site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4163-emissions-impacts-landfilling-food-waste.pdf 

127. Mohobane, T. (2008). The characteristics and impacts of landfill leachate from Horotiu, New 
Zealand and Maseru, Lesotho: A comparative study. Master of Science (MSc), University of 
Waikato. Hamilton. https://hdl.handle.net/10289/2421 

128. Ministry for the Environment (2001). A guide for the management of closing and closed 
landfills in New Zealand. Wellington. https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/ 
closed-landfills-guide-may01_0.pdf 

129. Leachate leaking from landfills.  Waste Management. Retrieved 19 November 2022 from 
https://www.wastemanagement.co.nz/my-region/auckland/auckland-regional-
landfill/waste-managements-view/ 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2022.04.011
https://www.biochar-international.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/IBI_Biochar_Standards_V2.1_Final.pdf
https://www.biochar-international.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/IBI_Biochar_Standards_V2.1_Final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2021.126084
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2021.126084
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119990840.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119990840.ch7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2020.119053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2020.119053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2014.09.132
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2021.658592
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2021.658592
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2021.131248
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2018.04.088
https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/32795/WtEI.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/32795/WtEI.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://www.stuff.co.nz/environment/125829093/we-are-extremely-wasteful-is-it-time-to-dump-the-dumps
https://www.stuff.co.nz/environment/125829093/we-are-extremely-wasteful-is-it-time-to-dump-the-dumps
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4163-emissions-impacts-landfilling-food-waste.pdf
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4163-emissions-impacts-landfilling-food-waste.pdf
https://hdl.handle.net/10289/2421
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/closed-landfills-guide-may01_0.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/closed-landfills-guide-may01_0.pdf
https://www.wastemanagement.co.nz/my-region/auckland/auckland-regional-landfill/waste-managements-view/
https://www.wastemanagement.co.nz/my-region/auckland/auckland-regional-landfill/waste-managements-view/


 DRAFT – NOT FULLY PEER REVIEWED 

30 
 

130. Galicia, P. J., & Brown, N. (2021). Bioreactor landfills in the United States: An overview.  
Retrieved 8 November 2022 from https://www.geoengineer.org/education/web-class-
projects/ce-176-environmental-geotechnics/assignments/bioreactor-landfills 

131. Carmona-Cabello, M., Leiva-Candia, D., Castro-Cantarero, J. L., Pinzi, S., & Dorado, M. P. 
(2018). Valorization of food waste from restaurants by transesterification of the lipid 
fraction. Fuel, 215, 492. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2017.11.096  

132. Matsakas, L., Kekos, D., Loizidou, M., & Christakopoulos, P. (2014). Utilization of household 
food waste for the production of ethanol at high dry material content. Biotechnology for 
Biofuels, 7, Article 4. https://doi.org/10.1186/1754-6834-7-4  

133. Blue Environment. New South Wales Environment Protection Authority (2022). Emissions 
impacts of food waste recovery technologies. https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-
/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4168-emissions-impacts-
food-waste-recovery-technologies.pdf?la=en&hash=54897B2223F64252BA77A9F1ED98 
2C1D39EB72EC 

134. Connecting food loss and waste to greenhouse gas emissions: Guidance for companies. Food 
loss and waste protocol (2021). https://flwprotocol.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/ 
10/ConnectingFLWGHG-Emissions_GuidanceForCompanies.pdf 

135. Department of Enviornment and Science (2022). Queensland Organics Strategy 2022-2032. 
Queensland. https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0024/240747/organics-
strategy-2022-2032.pdf 

136. Department of Environment and Science (2022). Queensland Organics Action Plan 2022-
3032. Queensland. https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/240746/organics-
action-plan.pdf 

137. Food waste recycling service pilot.  (2022).  Brisbane City Council. Retrieved 25 October 2022 
from https://www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/clean-and-green/rubbish-tips-and-bins/rubbish-
bins/food-waste-recycling-service-pilot 

138. Compost and food waste recycling.  (2022).  Brisbane City Council. Retrieved 25 October 
2022 from https://www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/clean-and-green/green-home-and-
community/sustainable-gardening/compost-and-food-waste-recycling 

139. Schneider, F., & Lebersorger, S. FUSIONS (2016). Austria - Country report on national food 
waste policy. https://www.eu-fusions.org/phocadownload/country-report/AUSTRIA%20% 
2023.02.16.pdf 

140. Ministerium für ein lebenswertes Österreich (2015). What harmonised regulatory 
framework do we need in order to substantially support the implementation of separate 
collection and recycling of biowaste in Europe? https://www.compostnetwork.info/ 
wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Position-of-Austria-on-Biowaste.pdf 

141. Yu, K.-Y. Pay as you throw system of Seoul.  The Seoul Institute. Retrieved 18 November 2022 
from https://seoulsolution.kr/sites/default/files/policy/2%EA%B6%8C_Environment_Pay% 
20as%20you%20throw%20system%20of%20Seoul.pdf 

142. Park, S. (2018). Factors influencing the recycling rate under the volume-based waste fee 
system in South Korea. Waste Management, 74. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.wasman.2018.01.008  

143. Bagherzadeh, M., Inamura, M., & Jeong, H. (2014). Food waste along the food chain. 
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/paper/5jxrcmftzj36-en 

144. Jackson, B. (2016). Don't waste that Banchan: Where South Korea's food waste goes. Korea 
Exposé. Retrieved 18 November 2022 from https://www.koreaexpose.com/banchan-south-
korea-food-waste/ 

 

https://www.geoengineer.org/education/web-class-projects/ce-176-environmental-geotechnics/assignments/bioreactor-landfills
https://www.geoengineer.org/education/web-class-projects/ce-176-environmental-geotechnics/assignments/bioreactor-landfills
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2017.11.096
https://doi.org/10.1186/1754-6834-7-4
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4168-emissions-impacts-food-waste-recovery-technologies.pdf?la=en&hash=54897B2223F64252BA77A9F1ED982C1D39EB72EC
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4168-emissions-impacts-food-waste-recovery-technologies.pdf?la=en&hash=54897B2223F64252BA77A9F1ED982C1D39EB72EC
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4168-emissions-impacts-food-waste-recovery-technologies.pdf?la=en&hash=54897B2223F64252BA77A9F1ED982C1D39EB72EC
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/-/media/epa/corporate-site/resources/wasteregulation/fogo/22p4168-emissions-impacts-food-waste-recovery-technologies.pdf?la=en&hash=54897B2223F64252BA77A9F1ED982C1D39EB72EC
https://flwprotocol.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/ConnectingFLWGHG-Emissions_GuidanceForCompanies.pdf
https://flwprotocol.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/ConnectingFLWGHG-Emissions_GuidanceForCompanies.pdf
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0024/240747/organics-strategy-2022-2032.pdf
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0024/240747/organics-strategy-2022-2032.pdf
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/240746/organics-action-plan.pdf
https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0023/240746/organics-action-plan.pdf
https://www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/clean-and-green/rubbish-tips-and-bins/rubbish-bins/food-waste-recycling-service-pilot
https://www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/clean-and-green/rubbish-tips-and-bins/rubbish-bins/food-waste-recycling-service-pilot
https://www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/clean-and-green/green-home-and-community/sustainable-gardening/compost-and-food-waste-recycling
https://www.brisbane.qld.gov.au/clean-and-green/green-home-and-community/sustainable-gardening/compost-and-food-waste-recycling
https://www.eu-fusions.org/phocadownload/country-report/AUSTRIA%20%2023.02.16.pdf
https://www.eu-fusions.org/phocadownload/country-report/AUSTRIA%20%2023.02.16.pdf
https://www.compostnetwork.info/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Position-of-Austria-on-Biowaste.pdf
https://www.compostnetwork.info/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Position-of-Austria-on-Biowaste.pdf
https://seoulsolution.kr/sites/default/files/policy/2%EA%B6%8C_Environment_Pay%20as%20you%20throw%20system%20of%20Seoul.pdf
https://seoulsolution.kr/sites/default/files/policy/2%EA%B6%8C_Environment_Pay%20as%20you%20throw%20system%20of%20Seoul.pdf
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2018.01.008
https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2018.01.008
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/content/paper/5jxrcmftzj36-en
https://www.koreaexpose.com/banchan-south-korea-food-waste/
https://www.koreaexpose.com/banchan-south-korea-food-waste/

	Household food waste: Diversion to where?
	Landfilling food waste contributes to climate change and undermines our shift to a circular economy
	The problem is big enough for multiple solutions
	Prevention and home-based solutions can’t go it alone
	Community and commercial solutions have a role to play
	What has MfE proposed?
	Where does this leave Territorial Authorities?
	How can science advice help?
	Annex 1: Kerbside food waste collection services and processing state of play
	Community composting initiatives
	Kerbside food waste collections and commercial processors
	Annex 2: What can we do with household food waste?
	Annex 3: New South Wales assessment of the emissions impacts of food waste processing options
	Annex 4: What do other jurisdictions do with their household food waste?
	References


