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From: bill 
Sent: Saturday, 5 June 2021 2:08 PM
To: CRS Enquiries
Subject: CRS

To whom it may concern 

It reflects extremely poorly on the quality of governance at all levels in this state 
that only now in 2021 are you considering CDL. 

Decades ago various deposit schemes existed. 
But then vanished into the ghastly and wasteful throw away culture, 
with successive government's and local councils complicit in the mess, 
by being asleep at the wheel, and thus responsible for roadside litter. 

There are so many reasons why we need CDL,  
chief among them encouraging better use of resources by recycling, 
but also cleaning up the roadsides. 

In a state that relies on tourism, with our roadsides littered with cans and bottles, 
I doubt tourists believe the marketing drivel that Tasmania is "Clean and Green". 

I am extremely annoyed that CDL was not introduced decades ago, 
but given the quality of leadership lacking in so many areas, 
I am not surprised. 

Yours Sincerely. 

Donald Cameron 

Sent from ProtonMail for iOS 
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From: CJW 
Sent: Wednesday, 9 June 2021 9:48 AM
To: CRS Enquiries
Subject: Container refund scheme

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hello, 

It's about time! 

South Australia has had a refund scheme for nearly 50 years. 

Has the beverage industry deserted them? No. 
Has the price of drinks there increased more than other states? No. 
Does it work? Yes. 

The beverage industry has been fighting that success story for way too long at a cost to everyone 
and the environment. How much money have they spent (recouped with an increase in drink prices 
we all pay) in that time successfully defeating all proposals to mimic South Australia's scheme in 
the other states? 

The sooner it's introduced, the better. 

Chris Woods 

Submission 2



1

From: Sandra Bingley 
Sent: Saturday, 12 June 2021 10:54 AM
To: CRS Enquiries
Subject: Phillip Bingley .......Submission Proposed Container Deposit Scheme

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

I would submit that the proposed 10c deposit for all containers should be altered to the following 

 Plastic containers <0.5 L - 10c

0.5 - 1L - 20C 

> 1L - 40c

 Metal 15c
 Glass 10c

Finland and other EU Countries use this system to encourage recycling and help in reducing littering.  

In Finland in 2016, 96% of Aluminum cans were recovered , 92% of PET bottles were recovered and 88% of glass bottles were 
recovered.  

Regards 

Phillip Bingley 

Lachlan 
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From: Southern Ocean Soda Company <orders@southernoceansoda.com.au>
Sent: Monday, 14 June 2021 9:34 PM
To: CRS Enquiries
Cc:
Subject: Submission Regarding Container Refund Scheme

Good Evening, 

Re: Submission Regarding Container Refund Scheme 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission with respect to this scheme. Please accept this email as the 
submission of Southern Ocean Soda and Tasmanian Tonic Company. 

These two brands are owned by a small Tasmanian family business. Established in 2019, the business has managed to 
not only survive but to grow in a challenging external environment. We are not a big business by any stretch of the 
imagination. Note that this submission comes to you late at night on a public holiday after having spent the past 23 days 
straight working long days.  

We raise those notions not to seek indulgence, but to underscore the nature of many Tasmanian businesses. We are the 
State of small family enterprise. We don’t have separate departments to manage regulatory affairs or finance or human 
resources or tax or any of the other myriad functions that sit on top of what the true undertaking of the business is. We 
also don’t have the budgets of those large, often interstate or international beverages against whom we must compete 
in our local market. 

What might be a handful of dollars indistinguishable in a larger budget to an interstate or international competitor can 
be the difference between a good quarter and a bad one for a small Tasmanian business. 

For that reason, it is imperative that your process consider the small Tasmanian operators and the financial impost that 
container refund schemes impose. Whilst it is fair to say that the deposit refund costs themselves are even across all 
players – large and small – the compliance costs associated with the scheme are far more significant to small operators. 
As an example, we note that we are currently attempting to enter the South Australian and Northern Territory markets. 
Each of these had required changes to labelling, enrolment costs in the scheme, label assessment costs, set up fees to 
retain a local “super aggregator” and ongoing fees to remain part of the scheme. On top of these direct costs are the 
hours spent in ensuring compliance – all undertaken by the owners of the business. 

We presume that you will receive submissions from operators better resourced than us that point to the fact that 
consumers will not pay more subsequent to the introduction of the scheme. We acknowledge that a refund scheme 
may result in a revenue flow to various community and charity groups, however underscore the comments of others 
that such revenue flow comes not from the consumer but directly from the provider. To a large multinational, that 
might shave from the bottom line. For a small Tasmanian family owned business, it is potentially a significant hit to 
revenue and constraint on growth capacity.  

We note that our operation has been built upon a foundation of responsibility for our environmental impacts. Our 
foundational products were syrups to dramatically limit packaging and transport impacts. We utilise recyclable glass and 
aluminium packaging. Even the tape used to secure our recyclable cardboard outer packaging is biodegradable. We do 
not use plastic. 
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Our primary submission, then, is to ask that your scheme consider a “cut in” principle whereby small operators are not 
forced to suffer the impost of compliance cost and responsibility until passing a sales threshold. 

In the event that we can offer further information, please do not hesitate to be in touch. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Gregson 
Southern Ocean Soda Company 

M
m  

 m Virus-free. www.avg.com 



As a community group, Soroptimist International of George Town, we welcome the introduction of a 

container refund scheme for Tasmania. We welcome the anticipated reduction in litter and an 

increase in the volume of materials recycled. 

We also welcome the fundraising opportunity for community groups. 

We regret that the proposed monopoly model of operation is not one that maximises the potential 

for fundraising for community groups. Community groups need to receive the best possible returns 

to ensure that their members are active collectors of containers and that litter is thus reduced.  

The schemes operating in Queensland, South Australia, Western Australia and the Northern 

Territory appear to provide proportionally a much better return to community participants, more 

jobs in processing and lower costs of operation, than the monopoly model operating in New South 

Wales. 

We trust that the Tasmanian Government will reconsider the operating model to ensure the best 

outcome for the community in fundraising, litter reduction and costs. 

Soroptimist International of George Town 
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CONTAINER DEPOSIT TAX 

1. Minister’s Message

I realise that the Minister’s message is only an introduction to the Explanatory 
Paper and it was probably written for him, rather than by him. However, it 
betrays the key faults of the paper itself. Plenty of romantic PC buzz-phrases and 
unsupported statements thrown around in an attempt to disguise a new Tax, 
which falls little short of being a money-making racket. 

After five years associated with the industry, I have learned that everyone wants 
waste management to improve, but no-one wants to pay. 

2. Public Consultation Process

This consultation appears to have arisen very late in the process. If there is more 
detail available in the Draft Bill, the Regulatory Impact Statement and FAQs, they 
should at least have been summarized as an attachment to this paper. 

3. Why Does Tasmania Need a Container Refund Scheme?

Waste management is a practical problem which requires efficient, practical 
solutions. The long-recognized hierarchy of waste management begs more than a 
few questions: 

Reduce Manage at the Source  Advanced Recycling Fees 

Reuse  Extend product life 

Recycle Pay to re-process materials into new product 

Then comes the end game: 

Responsible Disposal 

Irresponsible Disposal  Container Refund Scheme 
(Littering & Illegal Dumping) 
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Why does this legislation operate at the lowest end of our priorities? 
 
Before retiring from the Southern Waste Strategy Authority (SWSA), I produced a 
National Waste Management Policy discussion draft (Attachment 1), which 
encompassed not just litter, but container and product recycling. I freely admit 
that it was only a thought-provoker, but 15 years later it is disappointing to see 
that we have regressed to what was once called Container Deposit Legislation.  
 
One might wonder why the emphasis has now shifted to the Refund. Indeed, 
DPIPWE’s website carries the claim “That’s less litter for our state. And more 
money for you.” Even if the scheme was 100% efficient and cost nothing to 
operate, you would only get back your own deposit. 
 
It is claimed that the CRS will reduce litter and increase the recycling of beverage 
containers – no evidence is provided. What has been the experience of other 
states? Also, what happens to non-eligible containers and paper/ cardboard 
recycling? (paper and cardboard represent the largest volume of recyclables). 
 
It is also claimed that it is now Tasmania’s “turn” to implement a CRS – is this 
really justification? Are we now playing “turnzies”? 
 
CRS may reduce beverage container litter, but what will happen to the other 55% 
of litter, the cigarette butts, Macca and KFC containers etc? What a pity that the 
Tasmanian Government did not see fit to contribute to the Southern Waste 
Strategy Authority’s state-wide litter reduction TV campaign in the early 2000’s – 
the private sector had no such problem. 
 
Then there’s the claim about “employment creation”. Taking money off one part 
of the community (the general public) in order to pay another part of the 
community is income re-distribution – i.e. Taxation. It cannot create real new 
employment because it reduces the disposable income of the “donors” and 
involves wastage via the inevitable bureaucracy and middle-men. 
  



 
4. How Does the Scheme Work? 
 
In accordance with the principles of product stewardship, what are other 
industries doing to ensure that their products do not end up as landfill, or worse 
still, as litter? 
 
We need to consider the likely effect of CRS on existing recycling programs. 
 
Containers placed in kerbside recycling bins will continue to be recycled but 
consumers will not receive a refund for these containers. Past estimates have 
suggested (1) that the cost of kerbside recycling may increase by 2 or 3 times, 
because the value of the recovered containers will plummet. 
 
The proposal appears to assume that Councils will compensate for the loss of 
containers’ value by the unclaimed deposits contained – but Tasmania’s average 
income is barely 85% that of the rest of Australia, so they may get a nasty surprise 
about unclaimed deposits. 
 
Why would consumers continue to put almost valueless paper and cardboard into 
kerbside recycling (plus maybe a sardine and a baked bean tin container) and pay 
more for it to be collected? 
 
Will existing free paper/ cardboard drop-off centres (e.g. Jackson Street) continue 
to operate unchanged? If so, there’s even less incentive to use kerbside recycling. 
If not, there’s always illegal incineration or dumping.  
 
What do our Councils say about the possible future cost implications of a 
potentially crippled kerbside system? 
 
What has been the experience in other Australian jurisdictions? The first State to 
introduce CDL (South Australia) later introduced kerbside recycling to broaden the 
range of materials recycled. 
 
Given that kerbside recycling was introduced as a user-pays service, will we be 
permitted to opt out? 
 



The CRS will provide economic and fundraising opportunities for businesses, 
charities etc. (they are already fighting over who will grab the loot) – but at whose 
expense? 
 
We are already seeing scavenging of recycling bins, (mainly for aluminium) just for 
the material value. CRS will inevitably lead to more scavenging for eligible 
container refunds - with what effect on littering? Then there’s straight - out theft 
of eligible containers stored at private properties. What’s to stop door-to-door 
scavengers from harassing Householders? 
 
We should also consider the effect on Public Place Recycling (PPR). Who will be 
responsible for the litter created at PPR bins by scavengers? SWSA concluded 
more than 15 years ago that PPR is not economic, but is an essential part of 
presenting a consistent recycling message. I suspect that Local Government will 
progressively withdraw their support for these services, resulting in more 
recyclables going to landfill. 
 
5. Objectives of the Bill 
 
The priority of CRS as a litter reduction measure has been questioned in Section 3 
and the claims of increased resource recovery and recycling are not supported by 
any facts. Precisely how will materials need to be presented for recycling?  
 

• Sorted by manufacturer or just material type? 

• Lids removed? 

• Cans squashed? 

• Which plastics? Is it the same for all States? 

• Containers washed? – in hot or cold water? (washing in hot water can cost 
the environment more than the value of the container) 

 
Who will pay for the considerable public awareness program that will be 
required? e.g. Former SWSA brochures attached (2). 
 
In what way will CRS encourage markets for recyclables that kerbside recycling 
does not? 
 



If a continuing Public Awareness program is required to produce a good clean 
stream of recyclables, the why not just do that? 
 
How does the Bill propose to ensure that containers must be recycled? There 
are warehouses full of supposedly recyclable materials in Australia – they 
seem to burn down fairly regularly. 
 
With no glass re-processing in Tasmania, it is a very marginal proposition to 
ship this material, often to be rejected by a Mainland re-processor. 
 
The scheme will not ensure that recyclable materials do not end up in landfill. 
The threat to the viability of kerbside recycling may actually increase this 
problem. 

 
6. Scheme Governance 
 
Who pays the Scheme Coordinator? 
Who pays the Network Operator? 
Why is Local Government not even mentioned in Fig 2 (P9) of the Summary 
Paper? 
 
How can the Tasmanian Government ensure that performance requirements are 
achieved? 
In my experience, the entire industry guards its secrets very closely - What 
Baseline data is available to judge future performance? 
 
Who pays for the performance monitoring and policing costs? 
 
One of the criticisms of interstate schemes has been that there are insufficient 
refund points (deliberately), in order to maximise the number of unclaimed 
deposits.  
 
7. Key Participants 
 
If the Beverage Industry funds all of this, how will the costs be equitably split 
between them? Will it require brand sorting – if so, by whom? Will there be any 



monitoring of beverage prices? How does industry recover the cost? i.e. Will we 
be paying twice? 
 
Will there be any safeguards to ensure that refund point operators do not coerce 
consumers into “donating” their refund? 
 
Consumers are also responsible for the time and expenses associated with sorting 
and returning containers. What about the elderly and disadvantaged, who may 
not be capable of the sorting and transportation of recyclables? Who will defend 
any anti-discrimination Actions? 
 
It is suggested that CRS returns may be accepted by retailers – given the high cost 
of retail space, I rather doubt it. 
 
With CRS collecting a clean and sorted stream of containers, MRF’s will recover a 
greatly reduced volume of recyclables from kerbside collections. If the current 
indiscriminate use of kerbside bins by a minority of the public persists, there will 
be relatively more contamination in that stream. Are MRF operators likely to 
remain viable? 
 
SWSA did a considerable of waste & recycling audits in the 2000’s and yes, we 
found more than a few disposable nappies in recycling bins. The attitude of some 
people is “If my garbage bin is full, I just stick it in the recycling”. 
 
Who recovers the material value of the containers from the re-processors? 
 
8. Regulatory Scheme Design Elements 
 
Has the proposed Refund Mark been approved by all states? 
 
What evidence is there from other states that “millions” of extra drink containers 
will be recycled each year? 
 
9. What’s Next? 
 
This is a one-way trip. It would be very difficult to “unwind” these measures if it 
doesn’t work as planned. 



I believe that if the questions raised above cannot be answered before 
introduction of the legislation, there should be a Moratorium, pending a thorough 
review of the experience of States which have introduced this type of legislation. 

Attachments: 

(1) SWSA (April 2006), National Waste Management Policy, Discussion Draft.

(2) SWSA (circa 2002), Waste Management Public Awareness brochure series.
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CONTAINER DEPOSIT TAX 
(Supplementary Feedback) 

This little gem is tucked away in the background information of DPIPWE’s site regarding 
the proposed Container Refund Scheme. 

• Total funding requirement of the scheme over 20 years of $239 million of which $138 million are
refunded deposits.  Real costs of running the scheme are about $101 million or around 4c per
eligible container.

• Nominal price impacts on consumers who don't redeem containers start at around 10 cents per
container and rise over time to about 16 cents per container.   Cost impacts on consumers who
redeem containers (price impact less refund) start at around 0 cents per container and rise to
about 6 cents per container.

In simple terms, this means that the costs of running the scheme are around 4c per 

container, but whilst the deposit will start at 10c and the refund at 10c, the costs (assume 

=deposit) will increase to 16c, but the refund will remain the same. Hence; the end game 

is that the ordinary consumer will end up paying for all or more, than the full cost of the 

scheme – because of the poor behaviour of a minority. 

What would happen if we put $5 million a year into a Public Awareness program (Tasmania 

only) including, litter and waste reduction in general? 

I assume that this will apply to the rest of Australia – I wonder if they know? 

Why is this information not included in DPIPWE’s Explanatory Paper? 



 
Southern Waste Strategy Authority 

 
 

National Waste Management Policy 
 

Discussion Draft 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Version 1.3 
 April 2006 



2

1. Introduction

The Southern Waste Strategy Authority (SWSA) is responsible for implementing a 
regional Waste Management Strategy in Southern Tasmania on behalf of the twelve 
Southern Tasmanian councils.  Its role includes the coordination of regional policy with 
respect to waste management in order to develop a united and informed position. 

This paper reviews a number of national policy instruments that have been used or 
suggested for use in Australia, and particularly to summarise the available information 
regarding Advance Recycling Fees (ARFs).  Such fees are variously referred to as 
Advance Recycling/ Recovery/ Disposal/ Deposit Fees.    

This draft review examines a variety of ARF systems previously established and the pros 
and cons of such systems from the point of view of local government. The input of 
stakeholders is sought to further refine this review.  It is envisaged that the final paper 
will provide input into the three-year review of the National Packaging Covenant and will 
most probably advocate the adoption of Advance Recycling Fees. 

2. National Packaging Covenant (NPC)

The National Packaging Covenant (NPC) is the key policy instrument applied to the 
management of packaging waste in Australia, as determined by the Environment 
Protection and Heritage Council (EPHC).  It is a ‘carrot and stick’ arrangement, whereby 
the carrot is a cooperative partnership that aims to establish a policy framework, based 
upon the principle of shared responsibility, for the effective lifecycle management of 
packaging and paper products. 

Organisations that do not cooperate, suffer the ‘stick’ of the National Environment 
Protection Measure.  The NEPM is intended to create a nationally consistent regulatory 
safety net affecting the small minority of players who do not join the NPC. 

The National Packaging Covenant arrangement involves two key operational thrusts.  
Industry signatories are required to produce annual Action Plans that spell out their waste 
reduction plans.  They are also required to contribute to a fund, aimed at supporting 
projects that will lead to the improved recovery of packaging waste. 

More than 300 industry signatories currently contribute to the new Covenant MkII fund.  
Their Action Plans are public documents and typically commit to strategies such as the 
'light weighting' of containers, the use of recyclable materials, and improved product and 
packaging design.  Whilst many businesses take the process seriously, there has been 
criticism that many signatories pay lip service to the Covenant process and that limited 
tangible improvement is evident. 

The Southern Waste Strategy Authority (SWSA) became a signatory to the first 
Covenant and obtained more than $440,000 in funding for its programs over its first four 
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years.  This was a pragmatic decision on the part of SWSA, believing that the Covenant 
could best be improved by working from the inside.  Northern Tasmania Development 
NTD) and the Local Government Association of Tasmania (LGAT) have recently 
become signatories to the covenant. 
 
The financial assistance provided is relatively insignificant in relation to the total costs 
imposed upon local government.  For example, the revised Covenant aims to provide 
industry funding of $4M per year, whereas kerbside recycling alone costs local 
government some $200M per year.  However, the NPC incorporates a preventative as 
well as a funding element, and the contribution of packaging industries is at least a foot 
in the door, compared with the majority of industries who contribute nothing (packaging 
contributes some 10% of all waste). 
 
With the first round of funding for Covenant MkII only just completed, it is not 
completely clear how the new arrangements will work, but there is already some concern 
that the Covenant remains overly complex and an inadequate mechanism to properly 
compensate local government for the costs it is expected to bear. 
 
 
3. Alternatives to the Covenant 
 
It was agreed by all state jurisdictions that the original Covenant process would be the 
only substantial packaging waste management measure introduced during the life of the 
agreement.   
 
The original arrangements were extensively reviewed in a two year process that 
established targets and reporting requirements for industry, a supposedly simpler and 
more transparent funding mechanism and more broadly based funding on a project basis. 
 
The Covenant review process included an evaluation of alternatives against a broad range 
of criteria, in the Regulatory Impact Statement prepared for the EPHC by consultants 
Nolan-ITU.  This document ranked the alternatives as follows: 
 

Strengthened Covenant  50 
Unchanged Covenant   41.5 
Advance Recycling Fees  39 
Mandatory take-back scheme  37.5 
Mandatory CDL   35 
Increased landfill levies  33.5 
Do nothing    25.5 

 
The new Covenant will be reviewed after three years, with alternative mechanisms to be 
investigated more thoroughly as part of that review process. 
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3.1 Container Deposit Legislation (CDL) 
 
CDL refers to a legislated deposit on containers to encourage their return by consumers, 
primarily as an anti-littering measure.  CDL systems vary markedly, with containers 
returned to the manufacturers via the retailer, designated collection depots, reverse 
vending machines or recovered as part of existing waste/ recycling collection systems.   
 
The person returning the container normally receives a standard refund, and the 
manufacturer is usually responsible for refilling, recycling or disposing of the returned 
containers. 
 
The key features of CDL compared with existing systems are briefly summarised below:  
 

• CDL primarily targets litter reduction in relation to beverage containers, whereas 
the NPC has avoidance and resource recovery mechanisms aimed at a broader 
range of materials. 

• It is doubtful that kerbside recycling would remain viable if CDL was introduced 
– a number of independent studies have concluded that the overall costs of 
recovery would increase by 2 – 3 times if CDL was introduced on top of kerbside 
recycling. 

• It is generally agreed that CDL would increase the recovery of beverage 
containers, but that kerbside recycling recovers more resources, because of its 
broader spread. 

• CDL requires substantial investment in a much more sophisticated sorting system 
– after ten years developing kerbside recycling, it is doubtful that local 
government would want to make this further investment. 

• CDL is an additional tax imposed on the community – whatever social benefits 
might result it is wealth transfer not wealth generation.  Whilst some of this 
wealth distribution would benefit local government, much would be dissipated in 
the complex recovery and sorting process. 

• All parties agree that the introduction of CDL would require coordinated action 
by the commonwealth and the states.  The EPHC is the forum for such decisions, 
and has just reaffirmed its support for the NPC process. Local government should 
take part in this process in order to influence future directions. 

 
Others have argued the case for and against CDL in more detail than above, however 
from a Southern Tasmanian perspective, local government pays some $1.8M per annum 
to collect/ sort kerbside recyclables.  Actual independent audits conducted for SWSA, 
together with independently supplied data regarding the value of the materials collected 
at the kerbside, demonstrate that if 80% of food & drink containers were diverted to 
CDL, the value of kerbside materials would reduce by $11/ household/ year.  This 
represents a 43% increase in the cost of kerbside services to local government. 
 
The argument that some/all of this may be recovered by redeemed deposits is irrelevant – 
that money is tax – it is a transfer of wealth.  The community, even if the tax was 
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redistributed in a perfectly equitable and efficient manner, would pay the same amount to 
collect $0.9M less material. 

Although a number of states/ countries have CDL systems world-wide, they are clearly 
outnumbered by those who do not. 

SWSA’s main objection to CDL is about moving forward, not backward.  Our analysis 
clearly indicates that the greatest opportunity for the recovery of valuable resources lies 
in the largely untapped commercial and industrial waste area.  To be distracted by CDL at 
this late stage could put back Recycling by ten years. 

3.2 Extended Producer Responsibility 

In simple terms EPR refers to the responsibility for the waste arising from a product or 
service, whereas CDL refers to the container. 

EPR schemes have recently started to emerge in Australia, seeking to formulate co-
regulatory agreements, similar in principle to the NPC arrangements for packaging.  EPR 
measures may encompass deposit schemes, take-back schemes, or a variety of voluntary 
partnership agreements.  It is mooted that EPR schemes will be applied on a single 
product basis (e.g. white goods recovery, tyre levy), possibly leading to a very complex 
collection and sorting regime.  

Whilst the two approaches can have elements in common, there is no reason why EPR 
schemes cannot coexist happily with either kerbside recycling, ARFs or CDL.  (e.g. The 
Drum Muster scheme currently coexists quite successfully with kerbside recycling) 

Since local government collection networks might form a logical part of EPR collection 
systems, SWSA has expressed its qualified support for such agreements on the basis that: 

• A consistent model is required for EPR schemes to avoid inefficiencies in the
collection phase, and this must address collection costs.

• Up-front fees are favoured, because if a fee is demanded for disposal, illegal
dumping is considered more likely.

• The fee should pay for all of the collection, recycling and disposal costs,
including the very substantial cost of providing separate collection infrastructure
for a range of products/ materials.

As suggested in the following section, EPR might become part of an integrated ADF/ 
ARF system. 

Whilst kerbside and away-from-home recycling have been a good starting point to enrol 
the community in the practice of recycling, the agenda must move on to the recovery of a 
broader scope of product and service wastes. 
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3.3 Advance Recycling Fees 

Advance Recycling Fees are up-front fees, charged at the time of purchase, in order to 
fund recycling or disposal.  Such a levy could be applied in a similar way to CDL, 
without establishing competing collection systems to those already in place.  For 
example, the levy could be collected from the consumer via the manufacturer or importer, 
and then distributed by a Trust Fund to local government and other organisations 
undertaking recovery and disposal functions. 

There is not necessarily a direct link between the fee assessed and the actual disposal cost 
of the product. ARFs are intended to serve as a public education tool and as an incentive 
for manufacturers to produce a product that is easier to dispose, reuse or recycle and that 
uses recycled material  

Whilst still vulnerable to the charge that it is ‘just another tax’, there is a powerful user-
pays argument for ARFs, they have the potential advantage of efficiency, and the 
distribution of revenues should permit some offsetting reduction in local government 
waste management charges. 

The potential advantages of ARFs are: 

• No apparent reason why this principle could not be extended to the recycling and/
or disposal of products and packaging, instead of introducing separate EPR
schemes (see below).

• No reason why the levy could not represent the average cost of collecting food
and drink containers via kerbside recycling reasonably fairly (certainly more
fairly than is currently the case).

• The establishment of alternative rates of the levy for other business sectors would
be simpler than agreeing an entire new EPR arrangement with each sector.

• No leakage of funds to profit-making service providers – should be directly used
to pay for collection infrastructure and costs.

• Not predicated on a complex collection and refunding scheme – no reason to
change the kerbside recycling system.

• Ropes in current non-contributors to collection costs, such as newspapers.

ARFs are similar to the Drum MUSTER scheme, which uses a voluntary levy to fund the 
recycling of empty agricultural and veterinary chemical drums. 

3.3.1  Examples of ADF/ ARF Schemes 

• ARF Schemes have historically been very limited in their operation, targeting
predominantly beverage containers, and more recently, e-waste.

• An ARF of 1 cent per container introduced in Florida in the early 1990s and
later increased to 2 cents, raised US$67M in 2 years on cans, bottles, jars and
beverage containers that did not achieve specified recycling targets.  It has
since been allowed to lapse because it did not reflect the different costs of



7

recovery for different containers and because many manufacturers achieved 
the target recycling rates at which exemptions applied. 

(A modified system could be introduced without exemption levels - even 
if recycling targets are met, the costs of recycling, particularly collection, 
must still be recovered.  Alternatively reviewable benchmarks could be 
introduced, with a smaller fee charged if recovery exceeds the benchmark.  
Other alternatives might include a two tier system with a higher Advance 
Disposal Fee if a satisfactory recycling system is not in place and a lower 
Advance Recycling Fee if it is). 

• Switzerland has a complex ARF system for ewaste.
• Virginia has an ADF system for tyres.
• North Carolina has an ARF system for white goods and tyres and is

considering adding ewaste.
• A number of US states have ewaste ARFs and other mechanisms in the

committee stages, including California, Connecticut, and Massachusetts.
Michigan, New Hampshire, Oregon, South Carolina, Texas, Vermont and
Washington.

• Other states have already passed ewaste schemes of various types (ARFs take-
back schemes, prohibition etc) including Illinois, Maine, Minnesota, New
Mexico, Virginia.

• The Californian model for distributing revenues from ARFs uses a two step
method linked to county population data and reported costs:

Counties receive a quarterly distribution based on overall state receipts
and their populations.
They are then able to apply for grants if they can demonstrate that their
costs have exceeded what they received in distributions.

(Counties have to account for their management costs, whilst the state 
tracks the funds that have been distributed to compare them with actual 
expenses. If a county accumulates a funding surplus above a certain level, 
it becomes ineligible to receive additional funds until it reduces the 
surplus.  Of the amount paid up front by the consumer to the retailer, the 
Department of Revenue takes a small amount for administering the 
program. The remainder is split up, with 72% going to eligible county 
programs on a per capita basis, 20% goes to a management account for 
supplemental grants to counties for overruns, with the remaining 8% going 
to a waste management trust fund for broader recycling grants). 

3.3.2 Criticisms of ARFs 

• ARFs have in the past been difficult and expensive to implement and
administer due to the complexities in setting charges that reflect waste
management costs and collecting the fees.

• Significant government bureaucracy is required to establish fee levels, to
determine how fees are collected and to manage and enforce collection.

• Significant parallel effort is required from companies who must track products
and remit the appropriate fees.
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• Industry stakeholders feel that if ARFs and partial cost internalisation are used 
on products concurrently, that this represents a double-tax on their products 

 
3.3.3 Benefits of ARFs 
 

• Legislation establishes clear responsibilities for all players (e.g. 
manufacturers, collectors, recyclers) and enables enforcement against free 
riders. 

• ARF systems in general, offer a private sector solution because private 
businesses and non-profit organisations deliver the necessary services.  

• Ensures that everyone selling in the market today shares the cost of recycling 
the end-of-life products generated today. 

• The ‘cradle to grave’ funding of an ARF can be used to develop sound 
infrastructure, provide quality service for the public and manage the backlog 
of old products, while placing the least financial burden on local communities.  

• It assures a fair distribution of financial responsibility amongst product 
brands. It is a “whole solution” that avoids creating expensive, manufacturer-
by-manufacturer systems, resulting in reduced administrative and enforcement 
problems.  

• The ARF tool can include funding for consumer education programs, 
recyclers and other system participants as well as providing information to 
customers on proper end-of-life management, through product literature or 
web sites.  

 
3.4 GST 
 
If a tax on waste is considered acceptable by the community, then diversion of a 
proportion of GST revenues must be considered as an alternative.  The GST raises some 
$45 billion annually, whereas kerbside recycling/ waste disposal costs are in the vicinity 
of $700 million, approximately 1.5% of GST. 

 
Whilst such a tax perhaps does not provide as tangible a link between consumption and 
waste disposal as other alternatives, it does have the benefits of collection efficiency, and 
an up-front versus a disposal charge. 
 
3.5 Landfill Levies 
 
Landfill levies are imposed in some states, but a limited amount of this revenue is 
returned directly to local government waste minimisation programs: 
 

• In Victoria some 70% of the $5 – 11/ tonne levy funds a state waste minimisation 
body, EcoRecycle Victoria.  Limited direct grants are made to local government. 

• In South Australia, 50% of the $10.50/ tonne levy funds the state body, Zero 
Waste SA. 
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• In NSW, the waste levy is now over $22/ tonne, with none of these funds
understood to be returned to local government for solid waste management.  The
funds were recently ‘hijacked’ for timber industry restructuring.  The latest
proposals involve progressively increasing the levy to $57, with half of the
increase to be provided to local government if it meets performance targets
dictated by the state.

• WA’s levy was recently doubled to $6/ tonne to fund the State’s ‘strategic waste
initiatives’, but it is understood that the recycling incentive payments previously
made to local government have been abolished.

• Qld does not currently have a landfill levy, however rumours persist that it is
being considered.

In October 2000 the Tasmanian Government signed a State-wide Partnership Agreement 
on Waste Management with the Local Government Association of Tasmania (LGAT) 
under the auspices of the Premier’s Local Government Council (PLGC). 

The primary objectives behind the establishment of this mechanism were to: 

• Introduce a greater certainty of process into State/ Local Government relations,
with more emphasis on a cooperative, rather than an adversarial approach.

• Establish a framework for cooperation between the North, North-West and
Southern regions and for a joint approach to agreed state-wide projects.

• Clearly define responsibilities with respect to a number of key waste management
issues.

Local Government expressed a strong preference for funding the agreed regional waste 
minimisation strategies by way of a self-imposed levy, rather than an imposed $5/ tonne 
state-wide levy.  SWSA was formally established in October 2001 and the 
implementation of its strategy is funded by a voluntary landfill levy of $1.50 per tonne of 
the waste generated by each of its 12 member Councils.  SWSA is primarily a vehicle for 
delivering public awareness programs, policy coordination and improved performance 
monitoring.  Similar strategies are in various stages of development in other areas of 
Tasmania.  

The Tasmanian Department of Primary Industry, Water & Environment (DPIWE) 
recently proposed a levy to collect $2.2M, increasing over five years to $4.5M annually, 
varying according to the type of waste, but generally in the vicinity of $10/ tonne.  
Administered by a state Waste Management Board, 50% of the revenue would be 
returned to local government, with the remainder distributed as grants to industry and the 
community or absorbed by overhead expenses.  The levy would not be introduced 
without the support of local government. 
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On behalf of its member councils, SWSA has strongly opposed local government being 
forced to collect new taxes from the community to: 

• fund activities that are not associated with solid waste management;
• encourage industry to ‘double dip’, by providing grants in addition to the current

contract payments for the services provided;
• finance the unfettered growth of state bureaucracies; or to
• act as an inducement for local government to accept the imposition of external

targets.

It is important to note that the Federal Government’s GST already imposes a de facto 
levy of about $1.1 million on landfill fees and about $1.2 million on kerbside garbage and 
recycling collection charges.  This revenue is returned to the States, with recently 
published figures showing that the Tasmanian Government has reaped a $1billion 
bonanza in additional revenues since the GST was established. 

4. National Strategy

It is significant that the above discussion is largely about how waste management should 
be financed, rather than by what it should do and who should be responsible for what.  

A measure of broad agreement regarding the key objectives and strategies would appear 
be the most important first step in the Covenant review process.  For example: 

• Is reduced waste to landfill the key objective, or increased (sustainable) resource
recovery?

• Where are the real priorities with respect to Away-from-Home recycling?
• Are the keys to improved resource recovery (e.g. from the commercial sector)

selective bans on the disposal of recyclable materials, differential pricing and/ or
the provision of suitable collection infrastructure?

The Covenant MkII process would be expected to shed some light on these questions, but 
it is to be hoped that any future process will be guided by a more substantial plan than a 
set of targets plucked from the air. 
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I would like make a formal and public submission on the proposed Tasmanian Container Refund
Scheme.

For some background.
 I am a retired, past member of Waste Management and Resource Recovery Association of

Australia (WMRR).
 I have provided consultancy advice to and have worked within the waste sector in Queensland.
 I have worked in local government in south east Queensland providing policy advice in relation

to community waste and litter reduction programs.
 I have also provided lectures in Resource Recovery at the University of Queensland.
 I lived in Queensland for the roll-out of its container deposit scheme and have experienced

through travel, European programs from a consumer perspective.

First of all and to make it clear, I support container deposit schemes. This support is given on the basis
that they are managed and implemented appropriately to maximise consumer (local Tasmanian and
visitors to this great state) participation.

There is a risk that the Tasmanian Scheme will be similar to schemes adopted in other states which
have been driven by needs of the waste/packaging Industry, and not by the needs of the consumer.
This has resulted in challenges for community scheme adoption and ongoing participation. There is
opportunity to addresses some of the challenges to ensure that they do not occur in Tasmania.

In relation to the proposed Tasmanian Container Refund Scheme and some thoughts on some of the
challenges faced in Tasmania, I provide the following comments for consideration:

 In the Explanatory Paper and other consultation materials, it is outlined that one of the main
reasons the scheme is proposed in Tasmania is to reduce container litter. Generally Tasmania
does not have a container litter (or litter) problem as most of its residents and visitors do the
right thing in relation to ensuring their waste is disposed of appropriately. This is not to say that
there are some litter hotspots in some urban, tourist or special event areas.

Using a statewide container deposit scheme in attempt to reduce container litter in these
localised hotspot areas is unlikely to make a significant difference. This is principally due to the
behaviours/attitudes of those littering and the economics of the $0.10 deposit refunded on the
container’s return ($0.10 is not a high enough incentive to make a little effort to reclaim the
deposit back).

State and local governments would be better spending resources on proven and known targeted
litter strategies (additional bins and appropriate locating, adversarial or punitive actions,
monitoring/surveillance etc) to reduce the amount of litter in these hotspot areas. The state
government should not be using the claims that it will reduce a litter problem which in effect
does not not exist widely across the state nor likely to change the behaviour of those in litter
hotspots. The justification for the program on this basis is misleading.

 The main benefit of the scheme will be ability to sort containers, using the container unique
product barcodes, into their packaging material type and colours. The ability to sort can
substantially increase the value of recovered container waste stream through lower levels of
contamination and single material type stream.

It is well known that co-mingled plastic and coloured glass has a significantly lower recycling
value (even negative in some cases) than clean single colour and same material streams. The
Tasmanian State Government needs to be upfront with the Tasmanian community that the
scheme has a potential enormous benefit as the state moves towards a circular economy where
materials can be and are recycled to the maximum practicable extent. This in itself is sufficient
grounds to adopt a container deposit scheme and in the longer term expand it to cover more
recyclable single use packaging (wine bottles, later drink containers, takeaway container etc).
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 The cost of the scheme to the consumer is not the deposit of $0.10, which is refunded when the
container is returned for deposit refund. As evidenced in other states and overseas, the cost to
the consumer at the point of sale will be in the order of $0.20 to $0.25 per container, $0.10 of
which is returned to the consumer when the container is returned. The additional $0.10 to $0.15
is the cost of running the scheme which is passed onto the consumer through higher prices for
products captured by the scheme.

The State Government needs to be transparent with the Tasmanian community in relation to the
costs of the scheme which will be passed onto the consumer through higher product costs.

 There is opportunity for the Tasmanian government to be innovative and fund the schemes costs
through purchase of sugary drinks which are known to have a significant impact on the health of
Tasmanians. The Australian Cancer Council, Australian Medical Association, Australian Dental
Association and other health related organisations have outlined and promoted an increase in
the cost of sugary drinks (through taxes) to reduce their demand. Reduced demand in the longer
term will improve the health of current and future Tasmanians.

There is opportunity for the Tasmanian government to impose the full cost of the scheme
through a levy only on sugary drinks. I have not done the modelling, but this may be a levy of say
$0.20+ on sugary drinks with total sugar content above say 6% (6% figure is used to ensure that
milk drinks without added sugar, aren’t burdened by the operational cost levy). Drinks below 6%
total sugar would only have the $0.10 deposit applied, whereby, drinks above 6% total sugar
would have both the (operating cost say of $0.20+) levy and $0.10 deposit applied making them
more expensive ($0.30+) with an aim to reduce demand. The retailer sector will challenge
claiming that there will be significant costs to do this, but in reality the costs to impose on some
single use beverage containers will be no different to all the single use beverage containers
caught by the scheme.

This potentially could achieve some of the benefits of the ‘sugar tax’ promoted by health based
organisations as well as sugary drink consumers subsidising the costs for the operation of the
scheme. This is something that should be considered seriously by the Tasmanian Government.

 The scheme needs to consider measures of how participation in the scheme can be facilitated
for major events (sporting, music, arts, craft, food) and beverage outlets (pubs, clubs, food
outlets/restaurants, hotels/accommodation). These venues contribute significantly to single use
container packaging waste. The single use container from these venues often enter the general
waste stream due to costs or high effort required to separate out wastes. Measures need to be
considered on how to maximise participation of these venues.

(As outline below, there could be opportunity to backload containers to their suppliers and/or
have a separate container deposit bin system for major container producers. For example, a
locked chipped a purple topped bin with a small round hole in the lid for pick up at such venues.
The chips could be unique to the venue and be used to give credit for containers in the bins at
particular venues.)

 The State government has the opportunity to maximise the adoption and embracing of the
scheme by the community, through adequate planning and location of container deposit refund
facilities. One of the lessons learned in other states is that the location of facilities is critical. In
other states facility location has been driven by the commercial interests of the industry and
those running the facilities. Their location has also been impacted by permissible uses under
planning schemes.

Often container deposit scheme facilities are classed (or best fit) as a waste/industrial facility
under a planning scheme. This results in facilities being located some distance from areas that
consumers often visit (shopping centres/supermarkets/retailers/markets) or regional towns
centres as they are only located in industrial/commercial areas in bigger towns/cities. Out of the
way locations suit the industry but in general are inconvenient to and not in what is best



interests of the consumer.

Tasmania should not follow the same pathway for its facilities development and location as other
states. The facilitates, like those in most European countries, should be located where
consumers frequent or regularly purchase single use containers. They should not be classed as a
waste/industrial facility under a planning scheme but part of a broader retail service to the
consumer. It is recommended that in Tasmania, any facility location should be in proximity to, at
or within the retail outlets where the containers are purchases. It is worth noting that the retail
sector will resist this on a number of grounds (cost, effort, distraction from core business) but
ultimately they need to be held responsible for the products they sell and the waste that the
generate. Their grounds for pushing back on well location facilities should be dismissed as well
location facilities it proven to be effective and occur widely through Europe.

Ensuring appropriate location for the consumer has a number of benefits. The main benefit is it
maximise the opportunity for consumers, either local or visitors, to partake in the container
deposit scheme with minimal additional effort. Reducing effort, particular with waste
management measures, have proven to be highly effective in maximising an waste management
measure outcomes (note: Including minimising litter). Increasing effort on consumers, reduces
potential scheme outcome. The further a consumer needs to travel to participate in the scheme,
the effectiveness of the container scheme’s adoption/participation will be reduced. In many
European countries, this is why they have made it very easy for consumers to participate with
some countries adopting in-store reverse vending type machines.

Other benefits include pushing the responsibility for recycling materials back onto the retailer
and ultimately the manufacturer. This places pressure on retailer and manufacturers in the
longer term to be more responsible for the waste their products create. Hopefully it changes the
industry for the better in the long term.

As Tasmania wishes to achieve a long term goal as a circular economy, there is a high likelihood
that there will be a move towards multiple use/reusable containers, like those those which
existed 40+ years ago. It makes sense for multiple use/reusable containers to be returned to
retailers as they can be backloaded (using existing logistics in transport) to the manufacture for
cleaning and reduce. This saves costs associated with handling of used containers and also
transport energy for special returned container deliveries. Move towards multiple reused
containers and how this could be efficient needs to be considered as part the Tasmanian
container deposit scheme.

Having locations ear retailers provides the opportunity for the retailers to provide in-store credit
for returned container deposits. This, like I suspect has occurred in Europe, creates return
customers to the retailer. This is in the financial interest of all retailers, especially local business
that employ Tasmanians.

Tasmanian Government has the potential to be innovative and lead the world with a unique
multifaceted container deposit scheme. This scheme not only assists with moving to a circular
economy and maximises recyclability of single use packaging, but provides a secondary benefit of
curbing demand for unhealthy beverage products. These unhealthy consumer beverage products are
well documented to impact on the Tasmanian health system and that of Tasmanians.

Taking on some of the above measure will also maximise the potential success and participation of
the program.

I am also happy to discuss my comments with the relevant officer from the Department of Primary
Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, to assist with the schemes success.

Peter Briggs



Submission Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 
From: Bob Holderness-Roddam, 
Email: Phone: 

My background: 
• Long term recycler: Over 40 years ago I had bins for glass, aluminium and steel

cans – regular trips to Sims Metal and Cascade Brewery to deliver results.  At one
stage my son, in the New Norfolk scouts, and I cleared the roadside between New
Norfolk and Granton of bottles and cans for recycling, over several evenings in the
1980s.

• Former volunteer litter warden.

• Local organiser for Clean-up Australia Day for several years in Austins Ferry.

Comments: 
1. Long overdue – South Australia led the way decades ago, 1n 1977.
2. Very worthwhile – but it will still leave rubbish from the likes of KFC and

Macdonald’s on our roadsides.
3. The movement towards reduction of plastic bags and straws is also a good move.
4. Regarding Macdonalds and KFC, etc. I would like to see their containers made

from 100% compostable materials.  This would probably require Federal
legislation.  Alternatively,

5. Enforce these outlets to receive back their containers/packaging for a refund.
Yours sincerely, 

Bob Holderness-Roddam 
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From: joanne 
Sent: Thursday, 1 July 2021 11:21 PM
To: CRS Enquiries
Subject: Container Refund Scheme submission

To whom it may concern, I am writing to make a formal submission to the Government’s Container Recycling Scheme 
(CRS) draft legislation. I commend the Government on this initiative. I understand that the Government is currently 
considering whether to have a single, or multiple network operators for the collection of recyclable containers. In order 
to allow the maximum value to be provided to Tasmanian sporting, community groups and charities, I suggest that the 
draft legislation needs to be amended to allow refund point operators (including charities, community organisations, 
small businesses and pubs) to receive the full handling fee of at least 6.5c per container collected (incl. GST) by 
contracting directly with the government or scheme coordinator, not through a middle man, large waster operator. This 
will maximise sporting and community group involvement in the scheme and will help to ensure that the maximum 
community benefit is achieved from the scheme. Yours sincerely 

Sent from my iPad 
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From: Leanne 
Sent: Friday, 2 July 2021 2:59 PM
To: CRS Enquiries
Subject: Container Refund Scheme submission

To whom it may concern, I am writing to make a formal submission to the Government’s Container Recycling Scheme 
(CRS) draft legislation. I commend the Government on this initiative. I understand that the Government is currently 
considering whether to have a single, or multiple network operators for the collection of recyclable containers. In order 
to allow the maximum value to be provided to Tasmanian sporting, community groups and charities, I suggest that the 
draft legislation needs to be amended to allow refund point operators (including charities, community organisations, 
small businesses and pubs) to receive the full handling fee of at least 6.5c per container collected (incl. GST) by 
contracting directly with the government or scheme coordinator, not through a middle man, large waster operator. This 
will maximise sporting and community group involvement in the scheme and will help to ensure that the maximum 
community benefit is achieved from the scheme. Yours sincerely 
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