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Abstract 

Landfills	 have	 long	been	understood	 to	 have	negative	 amenity	 effects	 on	 surrounding	
areas,	both	directly	and	through	information	about	their	presence.	Externalities	include	
odour,	noise,	litter,	traffic,	and	real	or	perceived	risks	from	methane	gas	or	groundwater	
leachate.	It	is	therefore	not	surprising	that	landfills	are	associated	with	Not	in	My	Back	
Yard	 (NIMBY)	 conflict.	 Their	 status	 as	 Locally	 Unwanted	 Land	 Uses	 (LULUs)	 is	 both	
reflected	in,	and	reinforced	by,	the	fact	that	externalities	may	be	capitalised	into	lower	
residential	property	values.	Regulations	to	mitigate	the	effects	of	waste	on	people	and	
environments	 are	 one	 factor	 in	 how	 larger,	 more	 engineered,	 and	 often	 more	
contentious	facilities	have	emerged	(Lim	and	Missios	2007).	Hedonic	pricing	and	repeat	
sales	studies	establish	that	homes	closer	to	landfills	–	and	particularly	to	larger	landfills	
with	 effects	 perceived	 for	 longer	 distances	 –	 sell	 for	 less	 than	 similar	 homes	 further	
away	(Havlicek	and	Richardson	et	al	1971;	Nelson	et	al	1992;	Hite	and	Chern	et	al	2001;	
Lim	and	Missios	2007;	Akinjare	et	al	2011).	Landfills	follow	life	cycles,	but	the	literature	
is	less	clear	about	the	effects	of	landfill	closures	and	conversions	(Kinnaman	2009).			

This	 paper	 explores	 how	 the	 geography	 of	 household	 putrescible	 waste	 disposal	
facilities	 (tips	 and	 landfills)	 has	 changed	 in	 Melbourne	 over	 the	 period	 1966	 to	 the	
present;	and	how	this	may	relate	to	residential	amenity.	Many	scattered	tips	in	the	inner	
suburbs	 of	 Melbourne,	 for	 example,	 are	 now	 urban	 parks.	 Future	 research	 seeks	 to	
quantify	these	relationships	using	repeat‐sales	residential	property	data.	In	this	paper,	
data	on	150	facilities	and	their	life	cycles	has	been	collated	from	EPA	licensing	and	post	
closure	data;	and	from	a	series	of	Melways	street	directories	beginning	in	1966.	A	key	
finding	emerging	is	that	over	time,	the	number	of	waste	sites	in	Melbourne	has	reduced,	
while	 their	 size	 and	 concentration	 has	 increased.	 Drawing	 on	 Census	 data,	 it	 appears	
that	 facilities	with	substantial	numbers	of	nearby	residents	are	 listed	as	priority	sites,	
with	 frequent	 odour	 and	 air	 quality	 complaints.	 The	 importance	 of	 potential	 conflict	
between	landfills	and	residences	in	Australian	cities	is	underscored	by	the	Stephenson’s	
Road	containment	breach,	and	by	ongoing	opposition	to	proposed	landfills.		

	

Introduction 

A	 line	 often	 attributed	 to	 Sigmund	 Freud,	 but	 apparently	 originating	 with	 someone	
called	 Lord	 Palmerston,	 quips	 that	 “dirt	is	not	dirt,	but	only	matter	in	the	wrong	place”.	
Definitions	of	dirt	and	waste	are,	in	part,	subjective.	Objectively,	however,	cities	produce	
vast	quantities	of	what	most	people	consider	waste.	Given	 that	urban	areas	have	 long	
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been	 considered	 the	wrong	places	 for	waste	 to	 linger,	 cities	 also	 expend	 considerable	
effort	in	moving	waste	around	or	‐	more	accurately	‐	away	to	specialised	treatment	sites.	
This	 paper	 focuses	 on	 the	 spatial	 distribution	 of	 disposal	 sites	 for	 solid	 putrescible	
household	or	municipal	waste	in	Melbourne.	Such	sites	are	known	variously	as	(rubbish	
or	garbage)	tips,	dumps,	landfills,	and	solid	waste	disposal	facilities.	

Stories	 of	 how	 fetid	 late	 nineteenth	 century	 cities	 were	 transformed	 through	 public	
health	and	sanitary	engineering	projects	are	well	established	in	urban	history.	Modern	
land	use	planning	 is	generally	understood	 to	have	originated	 in	 reform	movements	of	
the	 late	 nineteenth	 century	 (Hall	 2006;	 Freestone	 2007).	 The	 problems	 these	 reform	
movements	 responded	 to	were	partly	 functions	of	 inadequate	waste	 removal–	human	
waste,	 and	waste	 from	 animals	 and	meat.	 Several	Melbourne	works	 have	 specifically	
reviewed	 the	 shedding	 by	 Melbourne	 of	 its	 earlier	 ‘Smelbourne’	 identity.	 	 In	 these	
accounts,	Melbourne	as	a	20th	century	city	emerged	by	removing	(or	at	least,	moving)	a	
putrid	 stew	of	 ‘nightsoil’	 (sewage),	 animal	parts,	 and	garbage	 (Cannon	1975;	Davison,	
Dunston	et	al	1985).		

Descriptions	of	waste	disposal	over	the	20th	century	and	more	recently	are	less	familiar	
and	 are	 found	 across	 a	 wider	 range	 of	 literature.	 These	 include	 environmental	
protection,	 environmental	 justice,	 land	 economics,	 technical	 accounts	 of	 the	 waste	
industry,	and	the	phenomena	of	 local	opposition	derogatorily	referred	to	as	Not	In	My	
Back	 Yard	 (NIMBY).	 In	 Melbourne,	 similar	 to	 many	 cities,	 the	 methods	 used	 for	
processing	 waste,	 the	 places	 involved	 in	 doing	 so,	 and	 the	 concerns	 expressed	 by	
neighbouring	residents	have	shifted	over	recent	decades	and	continue	to	do	so.	Many	of	
Melbourne’s	large	numbers	of	scattered	municipal	‘tips’,	once	the	subjects	of	complaints	
about	 vermin	 and	 dust,	 are	 now	 urban	 parks.	 Transfer	 stations	 for	 recycling	 have	
emerged,	along	with	green	waste	(composting)	sites.	Incinerators	have	been	phased	out.	
The	 regional	 landfills	 that	 operate	 in	 and	 around	 the	 city	 are	 highly	 regulated	 and	
engineered,	 but	 also	 subject	 to	 odour	 complaints	 in	 the	 locations	 they	 concentrate	 in.	
Similar	 to	 many	 locations,	 proposals	 for	 new	 landfills	 routinely	 meet	 with	 extensive	
opposition	from	residents	and	councils.		

This	 paper	 maps	 changes	 in	 the	 apparent	 location,	 type	 and	 size	 of	 household	 solid	
waste	disposal	 sites	 in	Melbourne	over	 the	period	1966	 to	 the	present.	Engler	 (2004)	
terms	 such	 changes	 “waste	 geographies”	 –	 the	 spatial	 results	 of	 ongoing	 battles	 by	
people	with	their	waste,	creating	“all	the	places	that	we	reluctantly	created	to	fight	our	
wastes”	 (p	 xv).	 	 The	 paper	 uses	 street	 directories	 (beginning	 with	 the	 first	 edition	
Melways	from	1966),	and	more	recent	Environment	Protection	Agency	Victoria	data,	to	
map	trends	 in	 the	 location	and	size	of	household	waste	disposal	sites	 in	Melbourne.	A	
key	 theme	emerging	 is	 that	waste	disposal	sites	 in	Melbourne	appear	 to	have	become	
larger	 and	 more	 concentrated,	 which	 may	 be	 a	 factor	 in	 conflict	 over	 current	 and	
proposed	landfills.		

	

Household waste disposal and externalities 

Landfills	 are	 forms	 of	 solid	 waste	 disposal,	 and	 are	 the	 predominant	 destination	 for	
household	 waste	 in	 Australia.	 Australia	 deposits	 around	 17,730	 thousand	 tonnes	 of	
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waste	per	year	into	landfills	(ABS	2011),	or	57	per	cent	of	the	total	material	handled	by	
waste	 management	 services.	 The	 remainder	 is	 redirected,	 for	 example	 through	
recycling.	Other	countries,	for	example	Switzerland	and	Taiwan,	process	the	majority	of	
their	household	waste	in	incinerators,	a	function	in	part	of	limited	land	availability	(Hsu	
2006).	 Household	 waste	 is	 the	 main	 form	 of	 solid	 waste	 ‐	 the	 others	 including	
commercial,	building	(inert),	and	hazardous	or	prescribed.		

The	 disposal	 of	 household	 waste	 is	 widely	 understood	 to	 generate	 negative	 amenity	
impacts	–	or	externalities	‐	for	surrounding	areas.	These	vary	by	the	type	of	facility	but	
include	 odour,	 vermin	 (rats,	 flies,	 seagulls),	 real	 or	 perceived	 soil	 contamination	
(particularly	 from	 hazardous	 materials	 deposited	 before	 tightened	 regulations),	 gas	
emissions,	 visual	 appearance,	 ground	 instability,	 dust,	 litter	 and	 debris,	 underground	
fires,	 truck	 traffic,	 noise,	 and	 leaching	 of	 contaminants	 to	 groundwater.	 Landfills	 are	
assumed	to	present	both	direct	amenity	effects;	and	effects	 from	information	(stigma)	
about	their	presence	(Hite	and	Chern	et	al	2001).	Modern	engineered	landfills	use	cells,	
caps	and	drainage	systems	to	mitigate	some	of	the	issues	associated	with	earlier	tipping	
methods.	 The	 waste	 material	 is	 regularly	 covered	 and	 closely	 monitored	 for	 risks	 of	
leachate,	 gas	 emissions,	 or	 fire.	 Gases	 produced	 by	 decomposition	 are	 often	 siphoned	
off,	sometimes	for	power	generation.		

Life	cycle	is	an	important	aspect	of	waste	disposal,	varying	by	different	disposal	types.	
Landfills	take	on	average	10‐20	years	to	be	filled.	After	fill	is	complete	the	site	is	closed,	
and	rehabilitated	to	varying	extents	usually	with	a	grass	covering.	On	account	of	ground	
movement	from	decomposition,	landfill	sites	remain	unstable	for	around	a	century,	with	
their	 later	 use	 usually	 confined	 to	 open	 green	 space.	 Landfills	 continue	 to	 produce	
methane	 gases	 for	 decades	 years	 after	 closure.	 Factors	 influencing	 the	 rate	 of	 gas	
production	 over	 a	 landfill	 life	 cycle	 are	 the	 volume	 and	 type	 of	 waste,	 rainfall,	 soil	
composition,	 and	 cell	 structure	 (Donovan	 et	 al	 2010).	During	 the	 post‐closure	period,	
risks	(fire	and	gas)	from	former	fill	sites	remain	but	the	immediate	amenity	effects	taper	
off.	 	Kinnaman	(2009)	suggests	 two	possible	post‐closure	effects	on	amenity.	Residual	
impacts	may	persist	for	a	number	of	years	given	stigma	from	residents	fearing	improper	
containment.	 Conversely,	 nearby	 property	 values	 can	 improve	 as	 the	 more	 obvious	
amenity	impacts,	such	as	trucks	and	odour,	disappear.		

	

Measuring landfill externalities 

Since	the	advent	of	 large‐scale	sanitary	 landfills	 in	 the	 late	1960s,	a	number	of	 largely	
US‐based	 studies	 have	 sought	 to	 quantify	 the	 negative	 externalities	 associated	 with	
proximity	 to	 residential	 areas.	 Empirical	 studies	 operate	 on	 the	 assumption	 that	
amenity	 impacts	 and	 perceived	 risks	 are	 both	 reflected	 in,	 and	 reinforced	 by,	
capitalisation	 into	 lower	 residential	 property	 values.	 Holding	 other	 factors	 constant,	
home	buyers	may	capitalise	their	concerns	about	landfills	into	lower	housing	prices.		

Although	 the	 idea	 that	 a	 landfill	 site	 will	 reduce	 property	 values	 is	 to	 some	 extent	
unsurprising,	 empirical	 studies	 are	valuable	 for	 estimating	 the	extent	of	 impacts	 from	
different	site	types,	and	for	use	in	compensation	policies	or	cost‐benefit	analyses	(Hite	
and	Chern	et	al	2001).	They	may	also	help	better	respond	to	local	resident	opposition	to	
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proposals,	 as	property	owners	have	 an	obvious	 interest	 in	understanding	how	homes	
may	be	devalued	(Ready	2010).	

Landfills	have	potential	external	costs	to	both	humans	and	to	the	environment.	However	
landfill	externalities	 for	humans	are	 thought	 to	be	more	recognised	–	and	capitalised–	
than	costs	only	 to	 the	environment	 (Lim	and	Missios	2007;	Page	et	 al	1993).	Hedonic	
models	identity	the	effect	of	landfill	proximity	on	property	sales	while	holding	a	range	of	
other	housing	characteristics	constant.	Repeat	sales	methods	compare	sales	of	the	same	
properties	at	different	stages	of	a	landfill	life	cycle.	Empirical	data	on	landfill	impacts	are	
typically	based	on	property	 sales	within	a	buffer	 zone	around	 sites,	 but	 also	 compare	
increasing	distance.		

Some	studies	have	been	inconclusive	in	identifying	property	value	impacts	from	landfills	
(see	 Akinjare	 et	 al	 2011).	 The	 results	 for	 smaller	 landfill	 facilities	 are	 mixed.	
Nonetheless	 a	 strong	 common	 finding	 is	 the	 negative	 effects	 on	 property	 values	 of	
proximity	to	larger	landfills	(Havlicek	and	Richardson	et	al	1971;	Nelson	et	al	1992;	Hite	
and	Chern	et	 al	2001;	Lim	and	Missios	2007;	Akinjare	et	 al	2011).	Other	 things	being	
equal,	 homes	 sold	 closer	 to	 large	 landfills	 are	 lower	 in	 price	 relative	 to	 comparable	
homes	 further	 away,	 and	 property	 values	 increase	 with	 greater	 distance	 from	 the	
facility.	 In	 general	 findings	 confirm	 that	 consumers	 (home	 buyers)	 perceive,	 and	 that	
markets	reflect,	different	externality	costs	from	landfills	(Lim	and	Missios	2007).	

Using	a	hedonic	price	model	Nelson	et	al	(1992)	found	prices	were	depressed	by	6%	per	
mile	of	distance	from	a	landfill,	with	effects	up	to	1.5miles	(about	2.4	kilometres).	Hite	
and	Chern	et	al	(2001)	used	buffers	of	3.25	miles	(about	5	kilometres)	around	four	Ohio	
landfills.	 They	 found	 property	 value	 impacts	 of	 between	 17.84	 and	 19.90	 per	 cent	
comparing	 sales	within	 landfill	 buffers	with	 those	 further	 away,	 controlling	 for	 other	
differences.	 They	 also	 found	 significant	 property	 value	 effects	 remained	 even	 after	 a	
landfill	had	been	closed	for	several	years.		

Lim	 and	 Missios	 (2007)	 grounded	 their	 study	 in	 the	 emergence	 of	 larger	 ‘regional’	
sanitary	 landfills.	 Their	 study	 found	 increasing	 proximity	 to	 both	 large	 and	 small	
landfills	resulted	in	a	decrease	in	property	price.	The	negative	effect	on	property	values	
of	a	large	landfill	was,	however,	larger	and	extended	for	a	greater	distance.	Akinjare	et	
al.	 (2011)	 studied	property	 sales	within	1.2kms	of	 four	 landfill	 sites	 in	 Lagos,	Nigeria	
and	found	significant	effects	for	the	3	larger	sites,	but	not	for	the	smaller	landfill.	Ready	
(2010)	found	larger	landfills	decrease	nearby	property	values	by	13.7%,	at	a	gradient	of	
5.9%	 per	 mile.	 Smaller	 landfills	 were	 found	 to	 decrease	 nearby	 values	 by	 a	 lower	
amount,	2.7%,	at	a	gradient	of	1.3%.		

Although	other	studies	(such	as	Hite	and	Chern	et	al	2001)	incorporate	life	cycle	effects,	
Kinnaman	 (2009)	 specifically	 compared	 housing	 price	 data	 before	 and	 after	 a	 landfill	
closure,	using	both	a	hedonic	pricing	model	and	a	repeat‐sales	estimator.	In	the	hedonic	
model,	 Kinnaman	 did	 not	 find	 a	 significant	 closure	 effect,	 but	 did	 find	 that	 property	
values	 increased	by	a	 substantial	34%	 for	each	mile	of	distance	 from	a	 landfill.	 In	 the	
repeat	 sales	 estimator,	 landfill	 closure	 was	 found	 to	 have	 a	 statistically	 significant	
property	 value	 improvement,	 around	 3.4%	 per	 year	 of	 closure.	 Property	 values	
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continued	to	rise	with	distance	from	the	open	or	closed	landfill	whether	open	or	closed,	
suggesting	a	potential	stigma	effect	associated	with	the	old	landfill	site.		

	

Avoiding and regulating landfills  

A	number	of	studies	have	documented	forms	of	 local	opposition	to	 landfills	and	waste	
disposal	 facilities	 (Flynn	2011;	Greenberg	 et	 al	 2012;	Hsu	2006;	 Johnston	2012;	 Lake	
1993;	 Lilie	 and	 Pollock	 1993).	 Most	 people	 wish	 to	 avoid	 living	 near	 a	 landfill,	 and	
considerable	 regulations	 exist	 to	 mitigate	 the	 impacts	 of	 landfills	 on	 people	 and	
environments.	 Landfills	 are	 widely	 considered	 a	 Locally	 Unwanted	 Land	 Use	 (LULU),	
and	 the	 derogatory	 term	 ‘NIMBY’	 was,	 tellingly,	 first	 coined	 in	 a	 waste	 management	
publication.		

In	 a	 study	 of	 opposition	 to	 incinerators,	 Hsu	 (2006)	 explored	 problems	 with	 the	
conceptualisation	of	NIMBY	in	that	it	relies	on	two	assumptions	–	that	of	facilities	being	
“essential	 to	 solve	 pressing	 social	 problems”,	 and	 of	 opposition	 being	 “selfish	 local	
parochialism”	 that	 prevents	 social	 benefits.	 As	 with	 Lake	 (1993)	 Hsu	 acknowledges	
problems	 with	 these	 assumptions	 of	 social	 good,	 particularly	 when	 ‘NIMBY’	 projects	
may	equally	be	goals	defined	by	the	state	or	capitalist	production.		

From	 a	 land	 use	 conflict	 perspective	 landfills	 have	 significant	 characteristics.	
Households	have	shared	responsibility	for	producing	waste,	but	certain	areas	are	asked	
to	 shoulder	 responsibility	 for	 disposal.	 Landfills	 have	 demonstrable	 amenity	 effects,	
reflected	 in	 nuisance	 complaints	 about	 their	 operation.	 This	 is	 in	 contrast	 to	
development	 types	 about	 which	 conflict	 centres	 on	 contesting	 views.	 There	 is	
inevitability	 to	 landfills,	 despite	 the	 best	 intentions	 of	 planners	 and	 policymakers.	
Considerable	pressures	exist	to	reduce	the	volumes	of	waste	to	landfills,	but	the	sites	are	
still	needed	to	some	degree.	And	as	the	sites	are	filled,	new	ones	must	be	found.		

Landfills	 are	 also	 examples	 of	 how	 regulations	 can	 themselves	 generate	 land	 use	
conflicts.	 	 This	 view	 is	 based	 in	 part	 on	 Gaynor	 (2012),	 who	 described	 changes	 to	
poultry	production	in	Melbourne	in	response	to	by‐laws	and	regulations.	Removed	from	
literal	backyards,	an	 intensified	and	much	more	regulated	version	of	poultry	emerged,	
which	 often	 provokes	 intense	 NIMBY	 responses.	 Similar	 effects	 may	 be	 observed	 in	
landfills	as	human	waste	is	moved,	regulated,	and	concentrated.	Regulatory	frameworks	
(such	 as	 zoning,	 complaints,	 objections,	 lawsuits)	 also	 create	 one	 of	 what	Meyer	 and	
Brown	(1989)	refer	 to	as	 the	 fundamental	 “portals”	 through	which	 locational	conflicts	
occur.		

Engler	(2004)	argues	waste	sites	both	allow,	and	mirror,	 the	 increasing	sophistication	
and	cleanliness	that	define	modern	cities.	The	cleaner	cities	become,	the	more	horrifying	
and	surprising	their	waste	sites	can	seem.	Faced	with	proposals,	it	can	seem	as	though	
disposal	 facilities	 create,	 rather	 than	 accommodate,	 offensive	material.	 Environmental	
protection	 legislation	 was	 designed	 in	 response	 to	 many	 of	 the	 issues	 with	 earlier	
rubbish	tipping	methods	(which	had,	earlier,	replaced	open	dumping).	Lim	and	Missios	
(2007)	suggest	that	larger	sanitary	landfills	have	emerged	through	greater	difficulty	in	
finding	sites	and	obtaining	approval.	Stricter	environmental	requirements	also	raise	the	
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costs	of	constructing	landfills,	creating	economic	advantages	to	concentrating	facilities.	
Larger	 landfills	 are	 however	 likely	 to	 involve	 an	 increase	 in	 negative	 externalities,	 a	
suspicion	 confirmed	 in	 studies	 using	 hedonic	 price	 modelling.	 	 Literature	 has	 also	
identified	the	effects	of	 local	opposition	in	the	form	of	environmental	 justice	concerns,	
referring	 to	 the	 tendency	 of	 noxious	 facilities	 to	 be	 located	 in	 areas	 of	 lower	 socio‐
economic	status	and	less	mobilised	resistance.			

	

Melbourne context 

Landfill	 sites	 in	 and	 around	Melbourne	 are	 predominantly	 former	 quarry	 sites	 –	 clay	
pits,	sand	pits,	and	other	large	holes.	Over	the	early	20th	century,	improved	regulation	of	
waste	 disposal	 was	 facilitated	 by	 an	 overlapping	 series	 of	 legislation.	 Collection	 and	
tipping	of	household	garbage	was	generally	undertaken	by	local	councils	making	use	of	
available	 quarry	 sites.	 This	 occurred	 to	 a	 loosely	 regulated	 standard	 with	 common	
complaints	 including	 odour,	 dust,	 and	 rats.	 Some	 municipalities	 also	 operated	
incinerator	 sites	 known	 as	 ‘destructors’	 or	 ‘desiccators’.	 Landfills	 in	 Melbourne	 have	
tended	to	ultimately	be	converted	to	parks	or	reserves.	

Major	changes	in	waste	management	resulted	from	environmental	protection	legislation	
introduced	 during	 the	 1970s,	 which	 also	 created	 EPA	 Victoria	 as	 a	 licensing	 and	
enforcement	agency.	Waste	sites	are	divided	into	streams	based	on	the	types	of	material	
accepted.	Landfill	material	is	required	to	capped	into	cells,	and	risks	are	monitored	and	
reported.	Operators	may	be	fined	or	forced	to	undertake	pollution	abatement	measures.	
Disposal	 sites	 are	monitored	 both	 during	 and	 after	 their	 operation.	 Along	with	more	
regulated	landfill	sites,	the	geography	of	waste	disposal	in	Melbourne	further	changed	in	
the	 1990s	 with	 council	 amalgamations,	 deregulation,	 and	 increased	 privatisation	 of	
waste	 disposal.	 Transfer	 centres	 sort	 waste	 for	 different	 treatment	 sites	 including	
recycling,	green	waste,	and	hazardous	waste.		

Residents	and	local	councils	in	Victoria	may	express	opposition	to	proposed	landfills,	or	
complain	about	the	effects	(odour,	dust)	of	existing	facilities.	Landfill	sites	are	regulated	
concurrently	through	environmental	protection	law	and	land	use	planning.	Both	sets	of	
policies	 set	 basic	 guidelines	 for	 minimising	 residential	 amenity	 effects	 from	 landfills.	
EPA	guidelines	specify	buffer	zones,	around	200	metres,	from	residential	properties	for	
current	and	post‐closure	sites.	Planning	schemes	limit	the	location	of	landfills	to	suitable	
zones	in	an	effort	to	minimise	conflict.			

Opposition	to	proposed	facilities	occurs	through	local	planning	permit	applications,	and	
the	 EPA’s	 licensing	 program.	 Residents	may	 object	 as	 third	 parties	 in	 either	 context.	
They	are	also	likely	to	apply	political	pressure.	Decisions	on	proposed	landfills	may	be	
overturned	by	the	Victorian	Civil	and	Administrative	Tribunal	(VCAT).	Complaints	about	
nuisance	 from	existing	 facilities	occur	 through	 the	EPA	pollution	monitoring	program.	
The	EPA	is	empowered	to	monitor	pollution	and	noxious	effects,	and	to	issue	fines	for	
repeated	breaches.		

	

Mapping waste disposal sites  
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This	 paper	 now	 describes	 the	 approach	 taken	 to,	 and	 some	 initial	 findings	 from,	 an	
exploration	 of	 two	 research	 questions.	 First,	 how	 has	 the	 distribution	 of	 household	
waste	disposal	facilities	changed	in	Melbourne	over	recent	decades?	Second,	how	might	
this	distribution	of	waste	be	related	to	changes	in	residential	amenity?			

Data	on	waste	facilities	and	their	life	cycles	in	Melbourne	has	been	collated	from	a	range	
of	 sources.	Current	 landfills	were	based	on	EPA	Victoria	 lists	of	 licensed	 landfills.	The	
locations	 of	 past	 landfills	 have	 been	 based	 on	 EPA	 Victoria	 lists	 of	 post‐abatement	
notices	and	media	searches;	but	principally	from	old	street	directories	obtained	for	the	
years	 1966	 (beginning	 with	 edition	 1	 of	 the	 Melways	 directory),	 1970,	 1980,	 1986,	
1992,	and	2008.	These	directories	were	digitised	and	used	to	map	municipal	tip	sites	in	
Melbourne	 in	 the	 selected	 years.	 Identified	 sites	were	 entered	 into	 a	 GIS	 system	 and	
compared	over	time	to	identify	changes	‐	commonly	from	active	tips	to	‘proposed	parks’	
and	parks.	Many	sites	in	Melbourne	were	landfills	or	open	dumps	prior	to	1966,	which	
are	of	interest	but	are	omitted	from	this	paper.		

The	 data	 compiled	 on	 waste	 sites	 is	 clearly	 not	 comprehensive	 in	 either	 the	 years	
covered,	or	in	the	inclusion	of	all	possible	sites.	However,	EPA	Victoria	acknowledges	a	
lack	of	consolidated	data	on	past	life	cycles	of	Victorian	landfills.	The	collection	of	data	
on	 past	 sites,	 particularly	 those	 operating	 prior	 to	 EPA	 requirements,	 remains	 a	
challenge	 for	municipalities.	 In	 this	 context	 even	 a	 reasonable	mapping	of	 sites	 yields	
some	new	and	potentially	relevant	data.		

This	 paper	 also	 presents	 some	 initial	 data	 on	 the	 number	 of	 residents	 living	 in	 close	
proximity	 to	 landfill	 sites	 in	Melbourne.	This	 is	based	on	buffers	around	current	sites,	
joined	to	Census	2011	data	at	the	Statistical	Area	1	(SA1)	level.		

	

The changing distribution of household waste disposal in Melbourne 

The	mapping	exercise	identified	and	coded	150	sites	in	Melbourne	in	total,	including	57	
current	or	recently	active	sties	and	86	formerly	active	waste	disposal	sites.		

Table	 1	 shows	 the	 estimated	 number	 and	 size	 of	 household	 waste	 disposal	 sites	 in	
Melbourne	over	the	study	period,	1966	to	2013.	While	acknowledging	limitations	of	the	
data	sources,	the	table	suggests	that	over	time	the	number	of	active	waste	disposal	sites	
in	 Melbourne	 has	 reduced	 steadily	 –	 from	 33	 in	 1966,	 to	 22	 in	 2013.	 Most	 of	 this	
apparent	drop	occurred	between	1970	and	1992.		

This	drop	might	be	explained	in	part	by	the	dispersal	of	landfill	sites	to	locations	in	rural	
Victoria.	However,	 across	 the	 same	period	of	 time	 the	 apparent	average	 size	of	waste	
disposal	sites	in	Melbourne	also	increased	steadily:	from	an	average	of	12.7	hectares	in	
1966	to	an	average	of	49.1	hectares	in	2013.	Although	only	rough	estimates,	the	trend	to	
fewer	 and	 larger	 sites	 is	 consistent	 with	 literature	 on	 landfills.	 Privately	 operated	
‘regional’	landfills	handling	larger	amounts	of	waste	are	increasingly	common.		

The	changing	spatial	distribution	of	waste	disposal	sites	 in	Melbourne	over	 these	 four	
decades	is	also	evident	from	the	maps	shown	at	Figure	1,	Figure	2	and	Figure	3.	In	these,	
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waste	 sites	 have	 been	 grouped	 into	 approximate	 periods	 of	 activity	 over	 1966‐1979,	
1980‐1992,	and	recent	or	current	sites	from	the	period	2008‐2013.		

The	earliest	map	 shows	 small	 tip	sites	 scattered	over	 central	 and	middle	 areas	of	 the	
city,	including	‘destructors’.	There	are	also	small	numbers	of	council	depots.	By	the	most	
recent	 map,	 by	 contrast,	 most	 inner	 and	 middle	 areas	 of	 Melbourne	 contain	 only	
transfer	 centres,	 with	 tips	 gradually	 closed.	 Over	 the	 same	 period	 larger	 waste	 sites	
appear	 to	become	clustered	 in	 the	south	east	of	 the	city	–	 the	Clayton	South	area	and	
around	Cranbourne	and	Hampton	Park	and	the	inner	West	around	Brooklyn	and	Altona.	
There	are	also	large	sites	to	the	far	north	of	the	city	around	Epping,	many	of	which	only	
handle	 inert	waste.	Organic	waste	disposal	sites	have	also	emerges	 in	similar	areas	 to	
landfills.	 Overall,	 the	 maps	 and	 table	 of	 site	 numbers	 and	 sizes	 suggest	 that	 fewer	
suburbs	 are	 now	 likely	 to	 have	 landfills.	 The	 apparent	 changing	 distributions	 also	
suggest	that	Melbourne’s	waste	is	processed	in	more	concentrated	sites.			

Table	1:	Estimated	number	and	size	of	waste	disposal	(tip	and	landfill)	sites	in	Melbourne	area,	
1966‐2013	

  Estimated Number of Sites  Average size (Hectares) 

1966  33         12.7  

1970  31         12.7  

1980  28         18.8  

1986  25         24.6  

1992  21         28.3  

2008  23         41.6  

2013  22         49.1  
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Figure	1:	Map	of	Melbourne	waste	disposal	sites	active	1966‐1979	

	

Figure	2:	Map	of	Melbourne	waste	disposal	sites	active	1980‐1992	
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Figure	3:	Map	of	Melbourne	waste	disposal	sites	active	2008‐2013	

	

	

Residential amenity and former waste sites  

The	 review	of	available	material	 identified	86	waste	disposal	 sites	 (principally	 tips	or	
landfills)	 in	 the	Melbourne	 area	 that	 closed	 over	 the	 period	 1966‐2012	 (Table	 2).	 Of	
these,	53	former	tips	(or	landfills)	were	found	that	were	active	at	some	point	in	the	time	
period	but	that	are	now	public	green	space.	These	range	from	basic	reserves,	to	parks	
and	 gardens,	 and	 also	 included	 recreation	 sites	 such	 as	 golf	 courses.	 The	 sites	 are	 a	
legacy	 of	 an	 older	 geography	 of	 waste	 disposal	 in	 Melbourne,	 illustrating	 a	 life	 cycle	
from	nuisance	to	what	is	likely	to	be	a	positive	amenity.		

Table	2:	Identified	former	Melbourne	waste	disposal	sites	(1966‐2012),	by	type	

Type  Count  

Former tip now park  53

Former tip now vacant  19

Former tip now other  6

Former depot  3

Former destructor  3

Former sewerage farm now park  1

Former tip soon to be park  1

Total former waste disposal sites  86
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The	map	at	Figure	4	shows	Melbourne	suburbs	with	public	green	spaces	derived	from	
former	 landfills.	 These	 include	 Brunswick,	 a	 gentrifying	 suburb	 where	 considerable	
quarrying	and	landfilling	once	occurred;	Northcote;	Hawthorn;	and	Footscray.	The	map	
is	interesting	for	the	simple	number	of	sites.	Were	the	study	to	also	include	earlier	time	
periods	than	1966,	few	parks	in	the	city	would	emerge	without	some	history	of	rubbish	
disposal.	Inner	parks	including	Fawkner	Park,	Royal	Park,	and	Exhibition	Gardens	were	
all	‘nightsoil’	disposal	points	in	the	late	19th	century.	One	way	of	interpreting	the	maps	is	
thus	 simply	 as	 a	move	 outwards,	 alongside	 outward	 settlement	 of	 Melbourne.	 At	 the	
same	time,	waste	facilities	are	more	specialised,	generally	larger,	and	more	engineered	‐	
future	parks	resulting	from	landfill	closure	may	be	described	in	similar	terms.		

In	 addition	 to	 the	 prevalent	 tip	 or	 landfill	 sites,	 the	 study	 noted	 several	 depots	 and	
destructors	 that	 have	 since	 been	 converted	 to	 residential	 use.	 A	 sewerage	 farm,	 in	
Braeside,	 that	 is	 now	 a	 large	 park	 was	 also	 noted.	 	 In	 northern	 Campbellfield,	 the	
Bolinda	Road	landfill	closed	very	recently	and	is	to	be	converted	to	the	City	of	Hume’s	
newest	and	largest	park.	There	were	also	6	former	sites	in	the	current	use	category	of	
‘other’	–	including	the	Sunshine	Energy	Park	energy	to	waste	location.	

The	 review	 also	 found	 19	 former	 tips	 that,	 as	 at	 2013,	 remained	 vacant	 and	 closed	
(shown	in	grey	on	the	map).	Some	are	subject	to	post‐abatement	notices	by	the	EPA	and	
so	 remain,	 effectively,	 disamenity	 sites.	 The	 infamous	 Stephenson’s	 Road	 landfill	 in	
Cranbourne,	 the	 site	 of	 a	 serious	methane	 gas	 breach	 and	 subsequent	 class	 action,	 is	
amongst	these	(2012	VSC	10).			

Figure	4:	Map	of	identified	former	Melbourne	waste	disposal	sites	(1966‐2012),	by	basic	type	
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Residential amenity and current Melbourne waste sites  

The	mapping	exercise	identified	and	mapped	57	current	or	recently	(2008‐2013)	active	
waste	 disposal	 sites	 in	 Melbourne.	 Of	 these,	 of	 greatest	 interest	 to	 the	 study	 are	 24	
current	or	recently	active	 landfills.	There	are	also	7	green	waste	sites,	and	17	transfer	
centres.		

Current	 site	 locations	 were	 overlaid	 with	 SA1	 boundaries	 from	 the	 recent	 (2011)	
Census,	 to	 estimate	 the	 population	 living	within	 relatively	 close	proximity.	The	buffer	
chosen	 is	1.5	kilometres,	based	on	studies	 indicating	amenity	effects	 from	 landfills	 for	
around	1	mile	of	sites.		

The	 results	 (Table	3)	 indicate	 that	 in	Melbourne	 there	 are	 around	150,000	 (154,589)	
people	 living	within	 1.5	 kilometres	 of	 an	 active	 landfill.	 Of	 these,	 47,434	 people	 lived	
within	 close	 proximity	 to	multiple	 sites:	 2	 or	more	 landfills.	With	 the	 current	 (2011)	
population	of	Melbourne	at	3,707,530,	the	population	in	proximity	to	a	landfill	is	around	
4.2%.	 Transfer	 centres,	 which	 service	 most	 of	 the	 metropolitan	 councils,	 have	 large	
populations	living	nearby	and	have	taken	on	much	of	the	role	of	previous	tips.		

The	 current	 landfills	with	 the	 largest	 estimated	 surrounding	 populations	 are	 listed	 at	
Table	4.	The	Hampton	Park	landfill	stands	out	as	the	largest,	having	40,555	people	living	
within	1.5	kilometres.	Sites	in	Clarinda	and	Clayton	South	also	have	populations	of	over	
15,000	within	the	perimeter	applied.			

Areas	with	overlapping	landfill	buffers	are	the	Clayton	South	area;	Cranbourne;	and	the	
Brooklyn‐Altona	North	area	 as	 seen	 in	 the	 clusters	 in	 the	map	at	 Figure	3.	Consistent	
with	 literature,	 these	 areas	 have	 large	 facilities	 concentrated	 into	 small	 numbers	 of	
areas.	They	are	also	associated	with	the	 location	of	other	noxious	(if	highly	regulated)	
land	uses	including	abattoirs	(in	Brooklyn	and	Cranbourne).		

The	data	becomes	more	significant	when	considering	that	the	facilities	with	the	greatest	
numbers	 of	 nearby	 residents	 appear	 generally	 to	 be	 the	 same	 areas	 listed	 as	 EPA	
Victoria’s	‘priority’	sites.	The	EPA	lists	these	sites	based	on	complaints	received	and	on	
the	issuance	of	pollution	abatement	notices.	Of	five	priority	sites	listed	for	Victoria,	three	
are	 metropolitan	 landfill	 sites	 as	 listed	 above	 –Clayton	 South,	 Clarinda	 and	 Dingley	
Village	 (odour	 from	 landfill	 and	 other	 sites);	 Hallam	 Road	 Hampton	 Park	 (odour	
complaints);	and	Brooklyn	(dust	and	odour	from	industrial	and	landfill	uses).		

People	living	close	to	large	waste	sites	in	Melbourne	appear	unhappy	with	odour	and	air	
pollution	 levels.	 	 The	 Hampton	 Park	 landfill	 was	 recently,	 in	 April	 2013,	 fined	 for	
consistent	 failure	 to	 abate	 offensive	 odour	 nuisance	 to	 nearby	 residential	 areas	
(“$100,000	 Hallam	 Road	 tip	 fine	 benefits	 locals”,	 Casey	 Weekly,	 April	 15th	 2013).	
Brooklyn	 residents	 recently	 mounted	 a	 campaign	 to	 demand	 greater	 attention	 to	 air	
pollution	 (“Pass	 the	 Pegs:	Melbourne’s	 stomach‐turning	 suburb	 drives	 residents	 out”,	
The	Age,	July	11th	2013).	Long‐term	residents	suggested	that	air	quality	had	worsened	
in	Brooklyn	over	the	past	two	decades.		
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Table	3:	Estimated	population	(2011)	living	within	1.5kms	of	current	Melbourne	waste	sites	

  Population living with 1.5kms 

  1 site  2 or more sites  Total 

Current landfill         107,155            47,434            154,589 

Current green waste            23,277            32,723              56,000 

Current transfer centre          217,079          219,013            436,092 

	

Table	4:	Current	Melbourne	landfills	with	largest	estimated	populations	within	1.5kms	

Name  Estimated Population within 
1.5 kms 

SITA Hallam Road Hampton Park       40,555  

Clarinda Road        23,159  

TPI Fraser Road       22,786  

TPI Heatherton Sands       19,260  

Deals Road Clayton South       16,113  

Kingston Quarries Dingley Village       13,756  

Langwarrin Glen        12,345  

Victory Road       12,113  

Sita Lyndhurst       12,089  

Clayton Regional Landfill       11,962  

Altona North       11,321  

Brooklyn Cleanaway          9,219  

Brooklyn Bunting Road          9,077  

	

Discussion  

This	paper	reviewed	the	changing	spatial	distribution	of	household	waste	disposal	sites	
(tips	 and	 landfills)	 in	 Melbourne,	 over	 the	 period	 1966	 to	 the	 present.	 It	 considered	
literature	 linking	 landfills	 to	 reduced	 residential	 amenity	 and	 to	 local	 ‘NIMBY’	
opposition.	 Empirical	 studies	 of	 landfill	 sites	 suggest	 that	 their	 amenity	 impacts,	
measured	through	housing	prices,	are	more	pronounced	for	larger	landfills.	The	review	
also	noted	that	larger,	more	engineered	landfill	sites	have	in	part	been	facilitated	by	the	
increasing	regulation	of	waste	disposal.		

The	mapping	exercise	identified	150	current	and	past	tip	or	landfill	sites	in	Melbourne.	
Mapping	 highlighted	 that	 many	 scattered	 municipal	 tips	 in	 the	 inner	 suburbs	 of	
Melbourne	are	now	urban	parks.	It	also	indicated	that,	over	time,	the	number	of	waste	
sites	 in	Melbourne	has	 reduced,	while	 their	 size	has	 steadily	 increased.	 Sites	 are	now	
more	 concentrated.	 Although	 most	 Melbourne	 residents	 are	 isolated	 from	 household	
waste	 sites,	 Census	 data	 analysis	 indicated	 that	 around	155,000	 people	 in	Melbourne	
(4.2%	of	the	population)	live	in	close	proximity	(1.5kms)	of	active	landfills.		

The	 results	do	not	 imply	 that	populations	around	 landfills	 are	 too	close	by	 regulatory	
standards;	 or	 that	 there	 are	 necessarily	 serious	 effects	 from	 living	 in	 proximity	 to	
landfills.	Hedonic	studies,	however,	do	suggest	that	consumers	recognise	amenity	effects	
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within	 these	 distances.	 Significantly,	 there	 are	 strong	 indications	 that	 Melbourne	
populations	living	near	landfills	perceive	them	to	have	amenity	impacts.	Landfill	sites	in	
Hampton	 Park	 and	 Brooklyn	 are	 subject	 to	 intense	 complaints	 and	 fines.	 The	
importance	 of	 managing	 conflict	 between	 landfills	 and	 residential	 property	 has	 been	
further	 underscored	 by	 fallout	 from	 the	 Stephenson’s	 Road	 class	 action.	 In	 addition,	
proposals	for	landfills	continue	to	be	the	subject	of	vocal	opposition,	 including	current	
cases	in	Dromana/Arthurs	Seat,	and	Kealba/St	Albans.		

This	 paper	 forms	 part	 of	 a	 study	 seeking	 to	 explore	 these	 effects	 using	 quantitative	
measures.	Current	research	is	linking	the	life	cycles	of	past	and	current	landfill	sites	to	
repeat‐sales	property	data	over	the	period	1990	to	2010.	
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