
  

           

 

 

 

 

 

Construction & 

Demolition Waste 

Management in  

Green Star  

Stakeholder Feedback 

Report 
 

 

 

 

 

  



Stakeholder Feedback Report – Construction & Demolition Waste in Green Star Discussion Paper   
     2 

   

 

 

Contents 

Introduction 2 

General comments 3 

Responses to specific feedback prompts 9 

Construction and Demolition Waste credit 21 

Other comments 23 

 

 

Introduction 

 
The Green Building Council of Australia (GBCA) has developed a revised ‘Construction and Demolition 
Waste’ credit to replace the current credit in operation within Green Star rating tools.  

A draft of the revised credit along with the reporting criteria that support the credit was released in November 
2012. Stakeholders were invited to provide feedback on these drafts through a formal process. To review the 
Discussion Paper please visit www.gbca.org.au. 

The Green Star Construction And Demolition Waste Reference Group contributed advice and expertise to 
the development of construction and demolition waste management ‘operational and reporting criteria’ and 
has helped to inform the functionality of the new ‘Construction and Demolition Waste’ credit. The reference 
group is comprised of experts in the waste management industry from 47 organisations across the country, 
including 24 GBCA members. 

This Stakeholder Feedback Report provides a summary of the nine written submissions received. 
Stakeholder feedback is provided in italics along with the GBCA response and where changes have been 
made to accommodate this feedback.  

The GBCA would like to thank all stakeholders for taking the time to assist in the development of the revised 
Construction and Demolition Waste credit. Further feedback is welcomed as the credit is implemented and 
used. 
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General comments 
 
COMMENT:  
 
In relation to the proposed measures, we question the practicality of some of the approaches suggested. It 
also seems that these measures focus on what could be achievable in the metropolitan area. For example, 
the Paper refers to a requirement that a “waste processing facility must have at least one weighbridge to 
quantify and provide an auditable trail for weights of inbound waste as well as weights of outbound 
recyclables and residuals. If the waste processing facility is located on the same site as a landfill than it must 
have separate weighbridge receipts.” It should be noted that the majority of non-metropolitan waste 
processing facilities do not have weighbridges, and furthermore are not always manned, as the quantities of 
waste do not justify these measures. Building projects in these areas that wish to undertake the Green Star 
process would not be able to gain the waste points currently on offer.  

 
GBCA RESPONSE:  
 
The Green Star suit of rating tools can be applied nationwide and many regional projects have been certified 
over the 10 years since the release of Green Star rating tools, despite the added challenges this may 
present. In many cases demand for exceptional practice in regional areas has created change in practice of 
regional building materials and services supply chain. Best practice landfill waste avoidance and associated 
reporting is likely to result in such change in the long run. 

In the meantime projects in regional areas, like any Green Star project, are encouraged to work with us to 
resolve barriers to achievement of the aim of the credit through the Credit Interpretation Request (CIR) 
process. The locations of past Green Star certified projects can be viewed at the GBCA website.  

COMMENT:  

We are unable to locate the background paper associated with this discussion paper (referenced page 9). It 
would be beneficial for this document to be made publically available. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  

Reference to a Background Document on page 9 of the discussion paper was an editorial error, thank you 
for pointing this out. The discussion paper and background document were combined before release and 
make up the Construction and Demolition Waste Discussion Paper.  

COMMENT:  

We understand that the total points currently available under the current Green Star Office V3 As Built 
system for managing waste during the build time is 3 unweighted points (excluding points for innovative 
approaches). We support an increased emphasis on the waste in the Green Star rating system. For example 
this could be achieved by:  

• Increasing the points available under the waste management section;  

• Taking waste out of the current management and material (e.g. building reuse, steel, design for  

disassembly) categories, and creating an entirely new category titled waste management; and  

• Increasing the weighting factor applied to waste management.  
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GBCA RESPONSE:  

Whilst three points may be seen as insufficient incentive to meeting the credit, the Construction and 
Demolition Waste credit is part of the Materials category which is weighted highly in all Green Star rating 
tools. Our experience with monitoring the use of Green Star credits provides assurance that three points are 
an appropriate level of reward for the credit.  

Waste management is an aspect of materials and therefore is contained within the Materials category. The 
structure of Green Star is intended to simplify and focus the rating tool by addressing eight categories, plus 
Innovation.  

 
COMMENT:  

This discussion paper is really about a proposed methodology and there is nothing in it about the cost benefit 
analysis associated with the whole information gathering and accreditation process. This is a flaw of the 
discussion paper. 

It is our view that there should be some attempt to quantify what the costs would be on the waste industry 
and a recognition that these costs would be passed onto the customer, because we believe these costs will 
be significant. 

Overall, we believe that the complex nature of sorting and quantifying individual waste streams, reporting 
and verification will lead to a high non-compliance and thus will limit the take up by the waste industry. 

It is our view that the proposed methodology should undergo some practical workshopping with the industry 
to discover what the barriers are to its uptake. Some examination of the extra costs involved should also be 
attempted to feed back to the industry to establish levels of industry support. 

 
GBCA RESPONSE:   

To assist with the implementation of the credit requirements, an interim period will be trialled with the release 
of the credit. This will initially last for 12 months and may be extended as needed. Once introduced, the 
GBCA will seek feedback from industry and may explore improvements on the basis of the information 
collated. This will include feedback on the costs associated with demonstrating compliance with the 
proposed criteria. 

Instead of seeing the requirements of the credit as an unwanted added cost, the industry could see the 
proposed credit methodology as an opportunity to grow new and existing business, answer market demand 
and improve management systems and environmental outcomes. It is also worth noting that the Green Star 
rating system is entirely voluntary. Only waste contractors and waste processing facilities wishing to provide 
services to a Green Star project will be incentivised to achieve independent verification of their practices in 
relation to the reporting criteria. 

Transferring some of the costs to the market may be seen as a necessary change on the path to better 
outcomes. Waste processors and waste processing facilities that have already invested in improved 
processes will be those that will benefit the most from the credit as they will be most competitive in the short 
term. Others who choose to invest in improved processes to answer market demands will also see the 
benefits. It remains the choice of individual Green Star projects as to whether they will seek to comply with 
the Construction and Demolition Waste credit.  

 

COMMENT:  

It is widely recognised that the management of waste and hierarchy starts with avoiding the need for new 
resources, reducing the creation of waste and diverting recyclables from landfill. However currently the C&D 
waste credit is primarily focused on ‘end of pipe’ recycling initiatives generated during the demolition and 
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construction phases. This leaves the responsibility for realising targets to the lead construction contractor, 
waste management contractor and some key subcontractors.   

We believe that the key conditions to boost the success of the new C&D waste management criteria include 
the following and are further detailed in table 1: 

• Demonstration of waste avoidance and creation during the design phase 

• C&D waste targets that enable the optimisation/reduction of total construction costs 

• New reporting and in particular audit requirements should not impose higher recycling costs for 
projects, irrespective of Green Star ratings.   

• A simpler, cost effective verification process to ensure that all parties meet the rating requirements.    

The new requirements should be accompanied by appropriate support (i.e. integrated reporting systems like 
the management of prescribed or classed waste, guidance and funding) for the construction and waste 
industries to adapt to the change. 

Table 1 – Enablers, Barriers and Suggestions for improvement the Green Star C & D Waste criteria 
 

Potential Enablers Potential Barriers 

Improved quality of reporting, based on clear responsibilities and 
quality control standards for downstream Waste Contractors and 
Waste Processing Facilities 

Compatibility with more common approach to report recycling rates 

One common language through application of Green Star tools 
across the nation 

New C&D waste benchmarks (residual waste to landfill in kg/m²) 
may be hard to achieve by the construction team and waste chain 
alone, it requires an integrated approach to resource efficiency 
during critical project stages such as design and procurement 

Additional costs related with the audit program for waste contractors 
and waste processing facilities 

Prescription of weighbridges for all Waste Processing Facilities 
(particular disadvantage for low volume recycling service providers 
who may be offering higher value through effective source 
segregation) 

Limited capacities of regional recycling industries 

Varying state legislations and related practices 

Suggested Improvements 

Involve waste industry stakeholders when defining the new performance benchmarks 

Integrated approach to resource efficiency that includes the design and resource suppliers 

Create awareness for design and procurement teams that they need to contribute more actively to waste reduction targets (provide 
guidance regarding Designing-Out Waste principles, UK’s ICE Demolition protocol, UK WRAP guidance etc.) 

Allow alternative methods to report quantities, subject to auditor and GBCA validation 

More diversified credit criteria that take into account differences in regional recycling capacities 

Recognise innovative management approaches (could be based on key criteria being addressed in a site waste management plan) 

Reduce day-to-day administrative tasks for main contractors for example reporting requirements achieved through a 
supply/transport/waste management database that tracks supply to disposal.   

Demonstrate that the new scheme can be implemented on a cost-neutral basis for individual construction projects. 

Provide aid for recycling industry through long-term funding models for audits (if this is included) and the weighbridges 

Economies of scale for waste contractors and processing facilities: Compliance Verification Summary reports from independent audits 
can be reused across several projects, up to a duration of 12 months 

If auditing is deemed necessary, implement a national not-for-profit auditor service/scheme 

Ensure that the new scheme doesn’t in turn create adverse effects off-site e.g. through shifting of the waste problem upstream back into 
the supply chain. 

 

Based on the understanding that the proposed scoring system will require a high level of attention to 
minimising waste through earlier project stages, a launch of the new C&D waste credit should be 
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accompanied by appropriate guidance. The GBCA should effectively use this opportunity to help the 
construction sector evaluate and improve its own approach to waste management.   

A fully integrated approach starts by looking at waste as a resource and effectively treating waste as part of 
an integrated materials strategy that addresses both the construction and waste industries and defines 
appropriate responsibilities.  Design, procurement and logistic teams will need to carry a greater share of 
responsibility. 

We would like to see more active encouragement by the GBCA for a holistic approach to waste 
management, following the principles of the waste hierarchy. This should include practical guidance for all 
key stakeholders who can influence more positive outcomes (incl. developers, design consultants, 
contractors, materials suppliers). Guidance should ideally: 

• Target information for stakeholders about the likely consequences, the risks and opportunities  

• Address all potential contributing roles and responsibilities 

• Provide templates/tools for early mapping and forecasting of waste streams 

• Help develop strategies for cost effective solutions to waste reduction in design, procurement, 
construction and demolition 

• Provide useful reporting tools 

• Encourage the development of innovative C&D waste solutions 

• Share knowledge and lessons learnt throughout the construction industry with regard to waste 
reduction 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
 
Within the Green Star rating tools, many of the mentioned proposals are addressed by several credits. 
Specifically in relation to resource efficiency in the design stage, this includes: consideration of 
dematerialisation, use of re-used materials, off site fabrication, use of materials containing recycled content, 
future commitments to reduce waste and more.  

Alternative methods to meeting Green Star requirements can be suggested by Green Star project teams at 
any time through the Credit Interpretation Request (CIR) process. Projects are encouraged to suggest 
alternative compliance and documentation methods relating to construction and demolition waste. 

Through extensive consultation with the waste management industry, regional variations in the availability of 
waste processing facilities that are able to achieve compliance with the Operational and Reporting Criteria, 
has not been identified as a barrier for projects achieving the credit in most locations in Australia. As the 
credit is implemented and used, demand for such facilities is likely to create incentives for non-compliant 
facilities to meet the criteria. This is one of the reasons that an interim period will be implemented with the 
credit. If needed, this period may be extended. Projects in locations where compliant facilities cannot be 
found can submit a CIR at any time during the submission process and suggest alternative means of 
meeting the credit criteria.  

It should be noted that there is no suggestion that the Construction and Demolition Waste credit can be 
implemented on a cost neutral basis. The introduction of any new technology and/or process may result in 
additional costs, compared to standard practice. Whilst the construction and demolition waste management 
sector will need to match market expectation, projects can choose whether or not to achieve the credit based 
on cost consideration. This should not preclude a project from achieving Green Star certification. Instead of 
identifying the requirements of the credit as an unwanted added cost, the industry could see the credit as an 
opportunity to further develop new and existing business, answer to market demand and improve 
management systems and environmental outcomes. 

The GBCA is not in a position to provide funding, reporting tools, templates or establish dedicated auditing 
teams to the construction and demolition waste sector. Others, such as government agencies, may chose to 
provide funding. Sufficient auditors and established auditor frameworks already exist and should not be 
replicated.  
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Compliance Verification Reports can be used on multiple projects as has been suggested. Compliance 
Verification Reports are valid for 12 months from the date of issue and must be current for the duration of the 
time that the applicant provides waste services and waste reports to a Green Star project.  

Shifting waste from landfill back to the supply chain should not be avoided as has been suggested. This is 
one of the core solutions to increase the re-use of materials, which make up to 40 per cent of Australia’s 
landfill waste.  

Encouraging innovation is one of the aims of the Construction and Demolition Waste credit and of Green 
Star rating tools. By providing incentives for best practice, opportunities for innovation receive greater 
attention and investment. The Innovation category within Green Star rating tools is available to projects that 
wish to apply innovation in construction and demolition waste management that goes beyond the 
Construction and Demolition Waste credit requirements. 

As the peak industry body for sustainable buildings and communities, sharing knowledge is important to us, 
and opportunities to share knowledge and information related to the application of the Construction and 
Demolition Waste credit with the industry will certainly be used. 

 

COMMENT:  
 
Waste to Energy Output Allowance 

• Previous impetus was evident for waste to energy to be recognised in this paper and part of this 
process of review. 

• Extremely surprised that the diversion of waste for the use to energy has been limited to 30% in this 
paper.  

• If 30% is confirmed as maximum allowable level of waste output for W2E by the GBCA then the only 
known facility currently processing C & D and C & I waste streams for energy recovery will 
potentially be excluded from Green Star Projects. 

• The SITA-ResourceCo Alternative Fuel plant at Wingfield in South Australia already achieves and 
publishes the following recycling outcomes/recoveries: 

o 24% dirt/fill material; 

o 20% concrete and brick waste; 

o 4% scrap steel; 

o 47% Alternative Fuel; 

o Only 5% to landfill.  

In summary, if the GBCA is serious in its commitment to “reward management practices that minimise the 
amount of construction and demolition waste disposed to landfill” then it really needs to reconsider the limit 
of 30% diversion to the production of energy.  

It is our belief companies should be judged on their recovery rates, their diversion rates and finally on the 
residual volume that goes to landfill. This sits alongside the GBCA stated charter at the beginning of the 
paper. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The 30 per cent limit quoted in the discussion paper was based on figures from the NSW EPA arising from 
the development of the NSW Energy from Waste policy. Following the release of the discussion paper, in 
February 2013, this policy has been released for public comment including a 50 per cent limit for 
construction and demolition waste, waste to energy. The reporting criteria for the credit have been revised in 
line with this draft policy and pending finalisation of the policy will be aligned with any changes to this figure. 
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COMMENT:  

The titles are long and clunky e.g. Page 12 Green Star Construction and Demolition Waste Management 
Operational and Reporting Criteria and Auditor Verification Guidance. Could they be simplified? And 
numbered. The numbering gets very confusing. Also a table at the back summarising all of the tests would 
be very useful. 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The final reporting criteria document has been revised to include numbering and concise headings where 
possible. A table summarising the criteria is provided at the front of the document. 

 

COMMENT:  
The worked examples are really for the auditors and should be in an appendix. 

 
GBCA RESPONSE:  
The reporting criteria will largely be used by the auditor and the applicant contractor or facility. Worked 
examples will assist both parties in interpreting and understanding the criteria and how these criteria are 
documented and audited. 

 

COMMENT:  
Under criterion one, facilities must hold current licences AND development consent. Not or. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The reporting criteria have been revised to require both a current license and development consent. 

 

COMMENT:  
Also with regards to criterion one, there are no cases where “regulations, and or licensing for the....are not 
available for the type of waste”. A site will always have to have a development approval. If it doesn’t then 
Green Star builders should not be using them. Delete the whole paragraph commencing “In areas”. 
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The intent is not that facilities have no development approval. It is where specific licensing for the storage, 
handling, transfer and processing of construction and demolition waste are not required. The sentence 
quoted will be further clarified to emphasis this. The auditor verification guidance section of this criterion has 
been revised to require independent verification such licence is not required. 
 

COMMENT:  
Nowhere does it state how many points are available for Green Star C+D waste certification. I would think 
that is important and should be in the introduction. It needs to state how many points are available from the 
total rating system. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The points available are detailed within the Construction and Demolition waste credit. This has been 
released for public comment along with the Construction and Demolition Waste - Discussion Paper.  
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Responses to specific feedback prompts 
 

 
Definitions 

The GBCA seeks feedback in relation to the definitions: 

• Are the definitions clear and relevant? 

 

 

COMMENT: 
It would be useful to provide a complete list of, and definitions for all of the key stakeholders involved. To 
help clarify the relationship between the other roles already described such as applicant or waste contractor, 
this section should also describe the role of the Contractor. Regulators, clients, developers and design teams 
should also be included, as they can influence and formulate specific requirements in relation to waste 
management. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The Construction and Demolition Waste credit is incorporated in Green Star rating tools. The technical 
manuals for these rating tools will provide the definitions as mentioned. The definitions provided in the 
discussion paper will remain relevant only for the reporting criteria of the Green Star Construction and 
Demolition Waste credit. 
 

COMMENT:  
In relation to the definition of suitably qualified auditor we believe that “Auditors must be independent with a 
particular focus on how they manage conflicts of interest with applicants”. Auditors should be independent 
from companies which the applicants represent with clear lines of accountability and decision making.  

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
As suggested, changes have been made to the definition of a ‘Suitably Qualified Auditor’. 

 

COMMENT:  
The construction and demolition waste definition should align with Green Star reporting purposes. For 
example, the exclusions of spoil/fill from the definitions of excavations and hazardous and prescribed 
materials.  

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
As suggested, references to excluded waste have been made within the definition of ‘Construction and 
Demolition Waste’. 

 

COMMENT:  
Residual waste is described as having no other viable fate than to be used as fuel for energy recovery or 
committed to landfill. This generates confusion, as it does not align with the definition for Waste Contractor, 
where waste-to-energy facilities are separated from landfill facilities. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
Landfill facilities are separate to waste-to-energy facilities. The definition of ‘Residual Waste’ or ‘Waste 
Contractor’ does not suggest otherwise.  
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COMMENT:  
We suggest that the definitions specifically refer to the relevant sections of the document that provide more 
detailed information. This would be particularly beneficial in relation to the requirements for a Suitable 
Qualified Auditor (as detailed on page 36), and the approach to waste to energy (page 32). We also suggest 
that the Waste Management Hierarchy is included as a separate definition, as it is the approach widely 
accepted by the waste industry and general community. In order to reduce potential confusion on roles and 
responsibilities, we suggest that the title of Waste Contractor be amended to Waste Contractors (transport 
and handlers). This amendment would be in line with the reference on page 12. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
Changes as suggested have been made. 

 

 
Interim Measure 

• Is the approach to interim measures a fair way of easing the implementation of changes 
into Green Star? 

• Is a 12-month interim period appropriate or should it be shorter or longer? If so, how much 
and why? 

 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that the discussion paper does not currently provide enough detail regarding operational and 
reporting criteria. Without a clear understanding of exact operational and reporting criteria, it is difficult to 
comment on this particular question.  

Generally, it does make sense to install interim measures and it is suggested that a 24 month interim period 
may be more appropriate.  

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The reporting criteria are one of the primary outcomes of the revision of the Construction and Demolition 
Waste credit. These criteria are provided in the Construction and Demolition Waste in Green Star Discussion 
Paper from page 23 onwards. 

Following the release of the Construction and Demolition Waste credit, and prior to the expiry of the 12 
months interim period, the GBCA may evaluate the need for a further interim period through consultation 
with stakeholders. 

 

COMMENT:  
We suggest that in relation to the above question, on page 23, under the heading of ‘Auditor Verification 
Guidance’, point 2 be reworded to – ‘Confirm the development consent approval is current and conditions 
are complied with to the extent relevant to resource recovery’. We note that auditing of each condition may 
be extensive and in some instances outside the scope of the audit. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
As suggested, changes to criterion one: ‘Auditor Verification Guidance’ have been made. 

 

COMMENT:  
There is no reason the interim measure period needs to be 12 months. There should not be a need for an 
interim measure at all. Companies processing waste today should have all of the necessary weighbridges, 
software etc to record mass balances of waste for their EPA reporting. All are required to hold an EPA 
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licence. I don’t think interim measures are necessary or add any value. I think they confuse the process. I 
would delete all of them. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
Based on recommendations by the Construction and Demolition Waste Reference Group, the interim 
measure has been implemented. The feedback received on the discussion paper and outlined above, 
suggests that many stakeholders are supportive of this measure. In the implementation of the new 
Construction and Demolition Waste credit in Green Star rating tools, the interim measures will also assist 
Green Star project teams. 

 

 
Waste Contractor Criteria 

The GBCA seeks feedback in relation to the Waste Contractors Criterion: 

• Is this criterion a reasonable and sufficient approach to auditing waste contractor reporting 
accuracy, especially with regards to waste contractor’s accountability for where waste is 
taken? If not, please propose a better alternative.  

 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that the criterion is a reasonable and sufficient approach, however we make the following 
comments:  

• The criterion does not address waste minimisation at the design and site level. Focus needs to 
remain here to reduce the energy required to undertake resource recovery.  

• Different contracting methods may be applied therefore the current approach may unfairly exclude 
some waste businesses. A Waste Contractor may be able to supply a 20%, 60% and 80% service 
therefore an annual audit will not pick this up. The audit should be project specific.  

• A remote site may still want to target this credit and may achieve this through various innovations. 
The audit will need to be focused at the site through a combination of the Contractor and Waste 
Contractor rather than just that of the Waste Contractor.  

• Having a project specific audit process will encourage greater innovation with the potential to 
produce better outcomes.  

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The Construction and Demolition Waste credit operates within the suite of Green Star rating tools. Within the 
rating tools there are many credits that encourage waste minimisation at the design and site level. 

As noted, the reporting criteria are focused on the waste contractor and waste processing facilities. The 
Construction and Demolition Waste credit is the link between these criteria and the building site. The credit 
requires site specific information to be collated from waste processors and waste processing facilities holding 
Compliance Verification Summaries. Requiring audits of waste processors and processing facilities at a 
project specific level will significantly increase the cost and administrative burden on such facilities. 
Therefore, the suggested approach of Compliance Verification Summaries has been taken. Compliance 
Verification Summaries are valid for 12 months and must be current at the time services are provided to the 
Green Star project. 

The GBCA did not receive a proposal on how waste processing facilities that do not own a weighbridge, can 
provide alternative means of compliance, as part of stakeholder feedback. As the credit is implemented and 
used, the GBCA welcomes feedback from such facilities. It is worth noting that volume to weight conversion 
proved to be largely unworkable through the use of the previous Construction and Demolition Waste credit. 
This was one of the main incentives to revise the credit and create the reporting criteria.  
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Where more than one waste processing facility is used by a project, information from all is required in order 
to account for all the construction and demolition waste arising from that project. 

 

COMMENT:  
Yes. However, it may be worth considering the optional requirement for at least one of three audits to take 
place at the site of a live project. This is where the action happens, and where actual waste flows and related 
monitoring and reporting procedures and tools can be best understood. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
This proposal is contrary to the reporting criteria. The criteria aim to assess the facility’s or contractor’s 
general practice, not specific practice in relation to a specific project. The suggestion to audit waste 
contractors and facilities on a project specific basis will greatly increase the cost. Therefore the suggested 
requirements are unlikely to be supported.  

 

 
Is the proposed methodology auditable and reasonable? 
 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that the proposed methodology is auditable and reasonable, however more flexibility will be 
required to ensure that different contracting methods and innovation can be applied. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The GBCA welcomes proposals for innovation by project teams at any time following the implementation of 
the credit and the reporting criteria.  
 

 
Is a five per cent margin of error reasonable? Should it be higher or lower, and if so how much and 
why? 

 

 

COMMENT:  
Yes. A 5% margin of error means that there is a 95% degree of confidence in the data, this is consistent with 
international best practice for business sustainability reporting. However, we suggest a more detailed study 
is carried out to understand potential impacts of volume to mass conversions on the resulting margin of error. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
In the previous Construction and Demolition Waste credit, introduced in 2003, volume to weight conversions 
were used. It was found that this resulted in inaccurate reporting. This was one of the drivers for the revision 
of the Construction and Demolition Waste credit.  

 

COMMENT:  
We are of the view that providing advice on the type of weighbridge and sensitivity required is too 
prescriptive for this document (page 25). We request a more flexible approach that allows for volumetric 
analysis in the event that a weighbridge is unavailable. 
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GBCA RESPONSE:  
The requirements for a weighbridge have been revised to require that the weighbridge is fit for purpose and 
regularly maintained. All construction and demolition waste figures reported in the cumulative waste report 
documentation requirement for the credit must be in weight, and attributable to weighbridge disposal 
dockets.  

 

COMMENT:  
Five percent is fine. My only question is should it be the weighted average % rather than the numerical 
average. By that I mean one job could be 100,000 tonnes with a 4% error and another job could be 1000 
tonnes with a 30% error. That would be non-compliant. 
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The percentage of waste diversion to landfill is calculated on the basis of the average waste to 
landfill contribution from a facility as determined by the auditor for a sample period over sample 
jobs. The average is for the facility, not a specific project. 

 

 
Is a three month sample operating period sufficient? Should it be shorter or longer? If so how much 
longer/shorter and why? 

 

 

COMMENT:  
Three months of invoices should be fine. You can always amend later. 

 

COMMENT:  
We agree that the proposed three month sample operating period is sufficient. 

 

COMMENT:  
Yes, this is a good start. An alternative approach may be more adapted to varying material flow intensity: 
specify a cap of e.g. maximum 50 records covering a continuous period, to limit audit costs. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
As suggested, changes have been made to require either record for a three months period or 50 records 
covering a continuous period where less than 50 records have been generated in any continuous three 
months period. 

 

 
Is it reasonable to require auditors to obtain corresponding waste processing facilities’ inbound 
waste docket records for sample jobs over sample periods for the purposes of confirming reporting 
accuracy and accountability for where waste is disposed? 

 

 
COMMENT:  

We believe that it is reasonable, provided that it is clear that it is the Waste Contractor’s responsibility to 
collate and present all inbound waste dockets forwarded by waste processing facilities. The auditor should 
not need to call the waste processing facilities and chase every single docket from across the region. This 
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may need to be expanded to include other streams, and therefore not just those obtained by the Waste 
Contractor. 

AND 

 

COMMENT:  
The use of auditors needs to be validated. An integrated reporting and project verification process is 
advisable and likely to be cost effective.   

If an audit program is implemented, yes, provided it is clear that it is the Waste Contractor’s responsibility to 
collate and present all inbound waste dockets forwarded by Waste Processing Facilities. The auditor should 
not need to call the Waste Processing Facilities and chase every single docket from across the region. 
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
It is the waste contractor’s responsibility to collate and present all inbound waste dockets forwarded by waste 
processing facilities. The Reporting Criteria will be clarified to highlight this. The revised credit includes an 
integrated reporting and project verification process. The Reporting Criteria are audited and represent a 
snapshot of practice by the contractors and facilities. Real project data is then used to validate the amount of 
waste arising from a project and the destination of this waste.  

 

COMMENT:  
Not all states nor sites use a waste docket system. How would you propose to verify if the transporter does 
not have a docket. There would need to be a requirement that all Green Star sites MUST use a docket 
system for all transport of waste. It is fine to require inbound dockets from the landfill. If they don’t provide 
them then they don’t get the waste. It forces a discipline on the landfill sector 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
As the operational and reporting criteria are written, sites that do not use a docket system will not be able to 
obtain Compliance Verification Summaries and will therefore not be used by Green Star projects wishing to 
claim the Construction and Demolition Waste credit.  

 

 
Waste Processing Facilities Criterion Two 
 
Are all of the proposed compliance requirements auditable? 

 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that the proposed compliance requirements are auditable. 

 

COMMENT:  
In relation to the independent facility wide audit. This is a different audit. So are you going to require that 
Facility to supply to the Green Star Auditor their independent audit report OR are you going to ask the Green 
Star auditor to do it? Seems to me the facility would only want to do it once and they should be able to 
choose any auditor (whether in RABQSA or not). Do you want to specify this? How do you see it being done 
in practice? 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The reporting criteria are audited annually; compliance of a facility with these criteria establishes the 
credibility of reporting and practices by the facility. The Green Star assessor will assess the waste quantities 
arising from the project by reviewing documentation from the facilities used by the project. As such only one 
annual audit is required for the facility. Facilities are free to choose the auditor, as long as the auditor meets 
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the auditor competency requirements of the reporting Criteria.  

 

 
Is Section 3 of the criterion regarding annual weighbridge maintenance certification and 
operational procedures technically correct? 

 

 
COMMENT:  
We believe that it is technically correct. 

 

 
Is the example of an ‘appropriate weighbridge’ (i.e minimum 60 tonne capacity with 50 kilogram 
scale intervals) appropriate or is it unnecessarily prescriptive? If too prescriptive or exclusive, then 
what would be the lowest acceptable performance range for a weighbridge? 
 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that the example may be too prescriptive, and it is suggested that the same interval on incoming 
and outgoing should be used and be auditable. 

AND 

 

COMMENT:  
No need to specify weighbridge types etc. Just that it has been maintained and is fit for purpose. 
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
As suggested, weighbridge requirements have been changed to require that the weighbridge is regularly 
maintained and fit for purpose without specifying further requirements. 

 

 
Are the weighbridge operational procedures proposed in Section 3 sufficient for establishing 
deemed-to-satisfy compliance with regards to a waste processing facility’s capacity to accurately 
report on source and fate of waste input and recyclables output, as proposed in Section 4? Is the 
rationale for distinguishing between Sections 1 and 2, and Sections 3 and 4 for the application of 
interim measure allowances reasonable? Will the provision of interim measures encourage and 
reward changes in the operational and reporting practices of waste processing facilities that are 
not fully compliant? 

 

 
No comments were received by the GBCA in response to this Question 
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Waste Processing Facilities Criterion Three 

• Is there sufficient auditor verification guidance provided for determining a waste processing 
facility’s annual diversion and residual waste to landfill rates? If not, please provide 
appropriate detail for the alternative methodology that should be used. 

 

 

COMMENT:  
We do not believe there is sufficient auditor verification guidance. This approach is too closed and limits the 
ability for the waste industry to respond to more transparent reporting requirements. This process needs to 
include the site, not just the Waste Contractor and / or the Waste Contractor. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The reporting criteria apply to both the contractor and the facility. Applicants undergoing evaluation against 
the reporting criteria must be verified as compliant with all of the criteria applicable to the type of service they 
intend to provide to Green Star projects. These services may be performed by a waste contractor or waste 
processing facility, or in some cases both. Requiring an on-site assessment will increase costs and is 
therefore not a prescribed requirement.  

 

COMMENT:  
Weights of recyclables e.g. concrete out of a reprocessing facility will not relate directly to the input from your 
Green Star builder. The incoming loads are not kept separate. Concrete is just tossed on a pile and then 
processed with other sourced concrete. So how will the auditor determine the quantity of concrete recycled 
for your Green Star builder? I suggest they do the same as MRF and AWTs do which is to calculate the 
average recovery of concrete for the facility and then apply that average to the Green Star load or loads. 
There is no other way to do it. 
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
As suggested in the comment, determining how much of the projects waste is diverted from landfill is based 
on the facilities and the contractor’s compliance with the reporting criteria, which are based on average 
practice, please refer to criterion two and three.  

Waste contractors and waste processing facilities that provide waste management and reporting services to 
Green Star projects, must achieve independent verification of compliance with the reporting criteria. This is a 
prerequisite for the waste reports that they provide to be recognised in Green Star Construction and 
Demolition Waste credit submissions. 

The waste contractor engaged by a Green Star project will produce a cumulative waste report for the project, 
which summarises the total weight of construction and demolition waste removed from site and the total 
amount of waste residual contributed to landfill. The cumulative waste report must be generated from the 
monthly waste reports that are provided by the waste contractor over the entire duration of construction and 
demolition works.  

 

 
In the ’Operational and Reporting Criteria’ the definition of waste processing facilities is broad as it 
covers a range of resource recovery facilities, transfer stations, waste-to-energy facilities and 
reprocessing businesses like concrete, metal and paper recyclers. Are the criteria, as presented, 
indeed applicable to all types of waste processing facilities? If not, please explain why. 
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COMMENT:  
We do not believe that the criteria are applicable to all types of waste processing facilities. It currently 
excludes any innovation at the site level by the Contractor. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
Innovation at site level is taken into account and encouraged within Green Star rating tools. Several credits 
in the suite of Green Star rating tools encourage waste minimisation and avoidance, use of recycled and 
reused materials and more. The Innovation category is available to projects that wish to exceed Green Star 
benchmarks or apply sustainability measures that are not currently addressed in the rating tools, including 
those related to construction and demolition waste.  

 

 
Is it reasonable to ask re-processors to undertake audits to independently verify the percentage of 
residual waste output that is committed to landfill from their activities? If not, what are other ways 
to get independent verification of the percentage of residual waste to landfill contributions 
originating from reprocessing operations?  
 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that it is reasonable, however it needs to include the site as possible waste handling. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
Reuse of construction and demolition waste on site is addressed by the reporting criteria and encouraged 
through the revised credit as well as other Green Star credits, including: Building Re-use, Reused and 
Recycled Materials, Timber and PVC. The Innovation category within Green Star rating tools is available to 
projects that wish to apply innovative construction and demolition waste strategies.  

 

 
With respect to Section 3 (certified weighbridge and operational procedures) of Criterion Two 
(waste processing facilities) is it unreasonable to expect re-processors to have their own 
weighbridges? Should there be an alternative compliance requirement for re-processors in the 
event that they do not have a weighbridge? What is another way for the auditor to verify their 
annual residual waste contribution to landfill for the purpose of determining their annual diversion 
and residual rates? Is the interim measure allowance for reprocessing facilities necessary? Should 
the same allowance be applied to all waste processing facilities for the interim period? If so, please 
explain why. Is the position on the 30 per cent limit for residual waste diversion from landfill for 
waste-to-energy purposes clear and reasonable?  
 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that it is unreasonable. Some specialised re-processors may not have sufficient quantities to 
financially justify either owning a weighbridge or the diversion of their transports to a nearby weighbridge. 
There should be a possibility for them to generate auditable records based on the following inbound and 
outbound waste reports:  

Inbound waste reports:  

• Copies of invoices sent to upstream waste contractors, indicating waste quantities.  

• Outbound waste reports:  
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• Transfer records from recovery facilities further downstream, for receipt of reusable and recyclables 
(provided those customers have the means to produce reliable quantity information)  

• Invoices from landfill operators (provided those operators have the means to produce reliable 
quantity information).  
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The intent of the ‘Waste Processing Facilities Criterion Two’ is the assurance of the provision of a clear and 
quantifiable percentage of diversion of waste from landfill back to productive reuse. Paramount to this 
outcome is clear separation and accountability for the weights of outbound recyclables and residuals. The 
transparency of reports generated by a single weighbridge that is shared between a waste processing facility 
and landfill operation is questionable and difficult to audit. It thereby potentially compromises the accuracy of 
a waste processing facility’s waste diversion rate claims. 

 

 
Auditor Competencies 

• Are the proposed requirements for ‘Suitably Qualified Auditors’ too loose or too 
prescriptive? If so, please specify the aspects of the requirements that should be 
reconsidered and why. 

 

 

COMMENT:  
We are supportive of the current proposed requirements for suitably qualified auditors as a suitable basis to 
start with. 

 

COMMENT:  
If auditors are to be utilised this is acceptable 

 

COMMENT:  
Too prescriptive. Utilising an auditor will add unnecessary costs to a project. It is suggested that a stepwise 
approach is taken, commencing with robust reporting and verification requirements, pending failure of these 
an auditing component could be considered.   

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
When introduced in 2003, the previous Construction and Demolition Waste credit was thought to provide 
robust reporting and verification requirements of the fate of construction and demolition waste, and no 
auditor requirements were included. Since then, it has become evident that this goal has not been achieved. 
In order to create change in the amount of waste sent to landfill in Australia, it is important that the quantities 
are measured and practices are audited. This explains the auditing requirements of the credit and could 
assist in achieving the aim of the credit: to reduce the amount of construction and demolition waste sent to 
Australian Landfills.   

 

COMMENT:  
Most waste auditors are registered with their State EPA’s on their pre-approved auditor panel. RABQSA is 
not a commonly held qualification amongst waste auditors. I am also unclear which audit training you are 
expecting under “Certified Environmental Auditor” – is that EMS, Audit, Greenhouse, Energy etc. There is no 
single classification. This needs to be clarified. 

I think the OR followed by the last paragraph “Several items of ....” make the OR redundant. All auditors will 
go and get RABQSA if you keep that statement. So either specify RABQSA or delete the last paragraph. In 
my view however a State based EPA Audit Panel accreditation is more than enough and trumps RABQSA 
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as well in that the fees are already set and the qualifications experience etc have already been verified. I 
would change the whole section to only those waste auditors who have been verified on one or more State 
Government Audit Panel. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
All sub classifications within RABQSA Certified Environmental Auditors are appropriate. Waste Auditor is 
another classification of auditor by RABQSA and represents another means of establishing auditor 
competencies. 

The alternative to a RABQSA certified auditor is to establish auditor suitability by submitting a Qualification 
Statement as detailed on page 38 of the discussion paper. Where auditors hold EPA Audit Panel 
accreditation, they should be able to be accepted on the basis of this statement, provided that they are able 
to fulfil the requirement. 

 

 
Applicant’s Responsibilities 

• Is it clear that the GBCA places the responsibility on the applicant to ensure that the auditor 
they appoint is suitably qualified and independent in accordance with the guidance 
provided in the ‘Auditor Competencies and Responsibilities’ section?  

 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that it is clear based on the understanding that the applicant is either a Waste Processing Facility 
or Waste Contractor. The applicant has direct responsibility for ensuring compliance of the auditor. If 
resource recovery is undertaken at the site, then it is suggested that the site becomes the Waste Processing 
Facility and therefore requires its own independent verification for the scope not covered by the external 
waste contractor. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The claims of reuse that are made by the project are already audited by independent Green Star assessors, 
who are contracted to review the project submission.  

 

 
Is it clear that the head contractor or Green Star consultant are also responsible for ensuring the 
qualifications of the auditor(s) who issued the Compliance Verification Summaries applicable to 
their projects are indeed suitable as per the guidance provided in the ‘Auditor Competencies and 
Responsibilities’ section, prior to engaging the services of waste contractor(s) and waste 
processing facilities? 
 

 

COMMENT:  
We believe that the Green Star building contractor has indirect responsibility for ensuring compliance of an 
auditor. Managing contractors of Green Star projects shall ensure compliance via the appropriate clauses in 
waste contracts. 
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The GBCA agrees that it is appropriate to ensure relevant auditor competencies through clauses in waste 
contracts. This is now clarified within the reporting criteria.  
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Are there any suggestions on how to improve the process for confirming the suitability of qualified 
auditors, so as to minimise risk to both applicants and Green Star projects, but do not require the 
direct involvement of the GBCA in auditor assessment and verification? 
 

 

COMMENT:  
We recommend that there should ultimately be some independent industry body that provides this service for 
the purpose of consistency and efficiency gains. The question remains whether this should be handled 
regionally or nationally or through a combination of both.  

It is suggested that this could be achieved through GBCA working with waste industry associations who have 
a similar goal they are aiming to achieve (e.g. Waste Recycling Industry Association (QLD). 

AND 
 

COMMENT:  
There should ultimately be some independent industry body that provides this service for the purpose of 
consistency and efficiency gains (e.g. JAS-ANZ). 
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The GBCA encourages industry associations to establish a JAS-ANS or other accredited framework that will 
support the Green Star Construction and Demolition Waste credit. We will consider providing assistance to 
such organisations when the need arises. It is not within the scope of GBCA activities to develop such a 
service.   

 

 
Is the GBCA’s position on no direct involvement with auditor selection or audit processes clear?  

 

 

COMMENT:  
We are of the opinion that it is clear and makes sense. However, it may be worth considering an indirect role 
for the GBCA whereby it provides and moderates a database where participants can record and monitor the 
status of qualifications and compliance. This may support a more rapid uptake of the proposed approach. 
Optionally, such a service may be provided by a platform such as businessrecycling.com.au or Waste 
Recycling Industry Association (QLD). 

AND 

 

COMMENT:  
It is clear and it makes sense, however, it may be worth reconsidering an indirect role for the GBCA whereby 
it provides and moderates a database where participants can record and monitor status of qualifications and 
compliance. This may support a more rapid uptake of the proposed approach. Optionally, such a service 
may be provided by a platform such as businessrecycling.com.au 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The GBCA does not believe it is in its scope to provide a database to the industry. Relevant industry 
association or similar bodies may be better placed to do so. For example: in relation to the Concrete credit 
and PVC credit, industry association such as Cement Concrete & Aggregates Australia and the Vinyl Council 
of Australia are providing guidance and databases to the industry in response to Green Star credits.  
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Construction and Demolition Waste credit 

 
Is the guidance sufficient for determining what is included in the calculation for waste sent to 
landfill?  
 

 

COMMENT:  
Disposed quantities which are not relatable to a valid compliance verification summary report should be 
accounted as waste sent to landfill. The current documents don’t state this clearly enough. 

From the perspective of the new Green Star benchmark, we don’t understand why waste that is reused on 
site has to be included in the cumulative waste reports alongside a brief description in the credit submission 
short report. These amounts don’t end up in landfill, and the new metric doesn’t measure relative diversion 
rates which makes this appear like an unnecessary burden.  

From a broader perspective, where the project may need to report against relative recycling targets and track 
actual performance against original waste plans, it makes sense to continue to report waste quantities 
reused on site. Our current reporting standards require all waste streams to be reported, including reuse 
streams on and offsite. 

In WA, not all landfill services use weighbridges to determine mass. Again, it would be helpful to understand 
whether standard conversion factors defined for other states are also acceptable, or whether the EcoRecycle 
Victoria volume to weight conversion factors promoted by Green Star need to be applied nationally for the 
purpose of Green Star ratings. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
All waste contractors and waste processing facility that are commissioned to provide documentary evidence 
of a fitout's waste-to-landfill contribution must hold third-party verification of compliance with the reporting 
criteria, as issued by a Suitably Qualified Auditor. A note is included in the reporting criteria, to clarify that the 
use of unverified waste processing facilities means that the credit cannot be claimed. This note will also be 
included in the credit to accommodate this feedback. 

It is important to account for all quantities of waste arising from construction and demolition activities, 
including material re-use onsite. It is good to hear that current processes already account for such materials. 
 
All construction and demolition waste figures reported in the cumulative waste report documentation 
requirement for the credit must be in weight, and attributable to weighbridge disposal dockets. Landfill 
services not using a weighbridge cannot be used. 
 
The waste contractors are often required to determine the weight of particular waste material streams from 
visual inspections of a load's volume for the purpose of reporting the estimated weights of material types 
removed from site (e.g. timber, steel, plasterboard, concrete, carpet). Where this is the case, the waste 
contractor is encouraged, but not required, to convert all such volume-based measurements to weight using 
the standard volume-to-weight conversion factors provided in the EcoRecycle Victoria Waste Wise Toolkit. 
The actual weights will be verified by the processing facilities weighbridge. 
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Is the guidance for excluded waste sufficient?  

 

 

COMMENT:  
It would be helpful to understand whether the NSW waste classification guidelines apply to all states, or 
alternatively list all state specific guidelines that are acceptable. 

 

GBCA RESPONSE: 
The NSW guidelines are relevant nationwide, the credit has been clarified to emphasis this. 
 

 
Are there any other options for demonstrating compliance with this criterion?  
 

 

COMMENT:   
It should be possible for smaller facilities and those in remote locations to adhere to Green Star compliance 
criteria through alternative means of reporting, as long as these are deemed viable by waste auditors after 
consultation with the GBCA. 
 

GBCA RESPONSE:  
The GBCA welcomes proposals from waste processing facilities on how these are able to provide accurate 
reporting alternatives to the documentation requirements of the credit. Simply using volume-to-weight 
conversion will not suffice. This approach proved unworkable in the previous Construction and Demolition 
Waste credit which is one of the reasons we have undertaken to revise the credit.  
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Other comments 
 

COMMENT:  
The Queensland construction industry is aware that it has a social responsibility to minimise the impact that 
its activities have on the environment and that it needs to work closely with bodies such as the Green 
Building Council of Australia to identify solutions to these issues. We also support the continuous 
improvement of Green Star rating tools and increasing the transparency of the Green Star credit 
development process. 
 

COMMENT:  
The aim of the revised credit is to encourage waste processing facilities and waste contractors to   increase 
the transparency of their reporting practices, and to invest in operational practices and technologies that 
increase C&D waste diversion from landfill. The apparent flexibility to achieve this reduction in waste to 
landfill is supported and encouraged by Local Government.  
 

COMMENT:  
A significant justification for taking action to increase the emphasis of waste in the Green Star system can be 
seen in Figure 1 (Hyder, 2012). This clearly shows the amount of waste generated on a per capita basis, and 
the final destination for waste generated during the 2008-09 period. It is especially interesting to note, that 
Construction and Demolition waste takes up quite a large proportion of waste to landfill. In Western Australia, 
the amount of C&D waste currently going to landfill is in the order of 71% (Hyder, 2012). 

 

COMMENT:  
The Recycling industry and honest builders, developers and institutions, have been waiting for the GBCA to 
introduce an audit system as proposed which will greatly help to remove fraud. Unfortunately as we speak 
interests associated with unions have infiltrated parts of the waste industry and decent people and 
businesses are suffering. 

I am aware that interests associated will be sections of the landfill industry and rogue waste operators are 
mounting a campaign to water down any regulation designed to encourage recycling and divert waste from 
landfill. I do hope the GBCA is able to continue its good work unaffected by pressure groups.  

 

COMMENT:  
In relation to transparency of reporting: 

• Require transparency of recycling reports generated by waste processing facilities for green building 
accreditation.  

• This has been addressed in this the paper with recycling facilities now having to demonstrate a 
market for end use.  

• The above will lead to large stockpiles hopefully disappearing around Australia’s recycling precincts. 

 


