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8 July 2021 

Container Refund Scheme 

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

To Whom It May Concern 

Submission on the draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 

TasCOSS welcomes the introduction of a Container Refund Scheme (CRS) and the potential it 

provides for social benefit beyond the environmental benefits of recycling. 

TasCOSS is the peak body for the community services industry in Tasmania.  We represent the 

interests of individuals and organisations active in the provision of community services to low-

income Tasmanians living in vulnerable and disadvantaged circumstances. 

We view the establishment of a CRS in Tasmania as a unique opportunity for community 

organisations, charities and not-for-profit organisations (NFPs) to participate in and benefit from 

significant revenue raising, business opportunities, industry training and job creation. 

While we acknowledge the draft Bill does provide opportunities for community groups, charities 

and NFPs to participate in the scheme, we consider this opportunity should be prioritised and 

participation maximised, rather than just enabled. 

To realise these opportunities, TasCOSS considers the draft legislation could be improved by 

preferencing a Community Producer Responsibility model, similar to the models operating in 

other states (SA, WA, QLD & NT).  The model design in the draft Bill lends itself to a large, 

monopoly, waste company operating as a single network operator, with a focus on profit rather 

than the scheme’s objectives. 

A Community Producer Responsibility model is preferred by our industry members as it 

establishes a NFP entity as the scheme coordinator and enables community groups, charities and 

other NFPs to choose to take part by directly contracting with the scheme coordinator and 

receiving the full benefit of their participation.  By contrast, the system proposed in the draft Bill 

will see the network operator determining the organisations it contracts with and sharing in their 

revenue. 
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We urge the Government to reconsider the operating model provided for in the draft Bill and 

further explore the potential for a Community Producer Responsibility model.  TasCOSS would be 

pleased to facilitate a meeting of our industry members with the Minister and/or Department to 

discuss practical ways to enable this model to be implemented. 

TasCOSS looks forward to community groups, charities and NFPs maximising the potential from a 

CRS for the economic and social benefit of the Tasmanian community. 

Yours faithfully 

Adrienne Picone 

Chief Executive Officer 



1 Name– Date 

July 2021 

Submission 62 



 

 

Table of Contents 

WHO ARE WE 3 

THE TASMANIAN WINE SECTOR 3 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 4 

WASTE MANAGEMENT IN THE WINE SECTOR 5 

CRS HARMONISATION 6 

OBJECTIVES OF THE CONTAINER REFUND SCHEME BILL 2021 6 

CONTACT: 7 

 

 

 



 

3 

 

Who are we  
Australian Grape and Wine Incorporated (Australian Grape & Wine) is Australia’s national association of 

winegrape and wine producers. Our activities focus upon the objective of providing leadership, strategy, 

advocacy, and support that serves Australian wine businesses now and into the future. 

We represent the interests of the more than 2,500 winemakers and 6,000 winegrape growers working in 

Australia. Our role is to help forge a political, social and regulatory environment - in Australia and overseas - 

that enables profitable and sustainable Australian wine and winegrape growing businesses. These businesses 

make a significant contribution to underpinning regional economies by driving growth in jobs, regional 

exports and food and wine tourism.  

Australian Grape & Wine’s voluntary membership represents over 75% of the national winegrape crush. We 

represent small, medium, and large winemakers and winegrape growers from across the country. Policy 

decisions by the Australian Grape & Wine Board require 80% support, ensuring no single category can 

dominate the decision-making process and guaranteeing policy is only determined if it provides significant 

industry benefit. In practice, most decisions are determined by consensus.  

Australian Grape & Wine is recognised as a representative organisation for winegrape and wine producers 

under the Wine Australia Act 2013 and is incorporated under the SA Associations Incorporation Act 1985. We 

work in partnership with the Australian Government to develop and implement policy that is in the best 

interests of winegrape growers and winemakers across Australia.  

 

The Tasmanian Wine Sector  

(As per the Wine Tasmania Strategic Plan 2021-2023) 

The Tasmanian wine sector conservatively contributes more than $200M to the state’s economy, placing it in 

the state’s top ten sectors. The sector’s contribution encompasses agriculture (vineyards), manufacturing 

(wineries) and tourism (cellar door and wine tourism expenditure by inbound visitors). The wine sector directly 

supports 2,063 Full Time Equivalent positions, which represents 10% of total employment in the agriculture, 

forestry, and fishing sectors in Tasmania1. The Tasmanian wine sector’s vineyard area has been steadily 

growing at approximately 7% annually, although Tasmania’s cool climate results in significant variability of 

wine grapes harvested and the resultant availability of Tasmanian wine produced.  

 

 

 

  

 

1 Economic impact of the Tasmanian wine industry 2018, Professor John Mangan, University of Queensland 

https://winetasmania.com.au/uploads/general/Wine-Tasmania-Strategic-Plan-2021-2023-FINAL.pdf
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Executive summary  
Australian Grape & Wine welcomes the opportunity to make a submission on Tasmania’s Container Refund 

Scheme. 

While the proposed Tasmanian Container Refund Scheme (CRS) does not directly impact the wine sector, we 

note the question in the Tasmania Container Refund Scheme survey, seeking feedback on the potential 

expansion of eligible containers to possibly include wine bottles, in the future. As such Australian Grape & 

Wine considers it is important to provide our input. 

Australian Grape & Wine opposes wine bottles being included in the Tasmanian, or any other Australian State 

and Territory Container Deposit Schemes [CDS], primarily because: 

• A container deposit scheme for wine bottles will have no meaningful impact on the amount of wine 

bottles recycled. Wine is primarily consumed in licensed venues or at home, where bottles are already 

collected in commercial or kerbside recycling systems. 

• There are existing activities under Sustainable Winegrowing Australia (SWA) and the Wine Industry 

Sustainable Packaging Alliance (WISPA), that address resource recovery, recyclability, and circular 

economy objectives.  

• National harmonisation with other State and Territory container deposit schemes will drive efficiencies 

and minimise costs both for the companies funding the CRF and for beverage consumers. (i.e., 

elements such as the refund amount, refund mark and type of eligible containers must be consistent 

across borders). 

As referenced in the Regulatory Impact Statement,2 Australian Grape & Wine notes and commends the 

Tasmanian Government’s commitment to move towards a circular economy to maximise the use and value of 

resources and ensure that “waste” materials are captured and transformed into valuable materials that can be 

recycled and reused.  

Australian Grape & Wine has also been observing the evolution of Victoria’s waste and recycling system 

through its “Recycling Victoria: a new economy” action plan. Victoria is reforming kerbside recycling with the 

introduction of a separate (fourth) glass-only bi; introducing a container deposit scheme (in 2023); investing 

in waste materials sorting and re-manufacturing; and positioning waste management as an essential service. 

While the Victorian roll-out of glass-only bins is still underway, Australian Grape & Wine anticipates that 

separating all glass out of the “general recycling” yellow kerbside bin will further increase the overall volume 

of glass collected (with a broader range of food and beverage glass containers captured) and this should 

simplify the sorting of glass into appropriate re-manufacturing streams so that better value of the resource 

can be realized.  We are hopeful that this approach may serve as a roadmap for other jurisdictions to follow 

and advance Australia’s circular economy future.  

Finally, Australian Grape & Wine also recommends that a regular review of the operations and regulations, of 

the Tasmanian CRS be undertaken by a relevant authority, to ensure the scheme is working effectively in a 

competitive market. The review format could be stipulated in the draft Contain Refund Scheme Bill and 

undertaken a year after the CRS commences and then every five years thereafter, to ensure beverage pricing 

is not being unnecessarily impacted due to the CRS. 

 

2 CRS Regulatory Impact Statement, Page 5 
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Waste management in the wine sector 
Australian Grape & Wine asserts that wine bottles are not part of the public litter stream because they are 

generally consumed at home or in licensed premises where they are collected in existing waste 

collection/recycling systems.  

The wine sector takes its responsibility for waste management seriously and has long established, sustainability 

credentials. Testament to this is Sustainable Winegrowing Australia, (SWA) the national sustainability program 

for grapegrowers and winemakers, designed to help businesses validate and continuously improve sustainable 

practices and reporting in our vineyards and wineries. SWA has a significant focus on participants developing 

waste management tracking and improvement initiatives. SWA participants report annually to the Australian 

Wine Research Institute (AWRI) which manages the program, and indicator data is then provided back to SWA 

participants in the form of benchmarks to support continuous improvement. SWA members can also become 

certified which requires third party auditing of their management systems and practices.  

The Australian wine sector has also had a long history of engagement with the Australian Packaging Covenant 

Organisation (APCO). Australian wine producers are well represented under APCO, which requires its members 

to become signatories to the covenant, a document that sets out how governments and businesses share the 

responsibility for managing the environmental impacts of packaging in Australia. Under APCO, wine sector’s 

members are required to monitor their packaging sustainability and report against thirteen criteria which form 

the Packaging Sustainability Framework. They are then provided with instant feedback, benchmarking, and 

suggested actions for future improvement. The Framework is designed to drive sustainable packaging 

outcomes, allowing members to follow a structured pathway to success.  

A group of wine sector APCO members have formed a separate group [“Wine Industry Sustainable Packaging 

Alliance” (WISPA)], to tackle issues specific to the sector. WISPA plays an active role in leading sustainable 

waste management practices with a number of sector-specific initiatives, including developing a regional 

recycling collection hub in the Barossa Valley, South Australia; establishing retailer recycling performance 

assessments; recycling difficult materials (e.g., glassine, wine bladders), and ensuring the availability of more 

sustainable materials (e.g., compostable shrink wrap). In addition, the wine sector has a plan to reduce 

packaging and other inputs, use lighter-weight packaging and reuse certain winemaking by-products, such as 

grape marc. WISPA continues to meet and address packaging issues arising within the wine sector. 

As the peak national body for the wine sector, Australian Grape & Wine has developed a roadmap (2050 

Vision) to help Australian grape and wine businesses plan for a profitable and sustainable future over the next 

three decades,. This document outlines a range of ambitious targets to strive for by 2050, including calling for 

a target of zero waste. While we are finalising our strategy to achieve these targets, we continue to advocate 

for: 

• New research and innovation to meet our zero-waste target. 

• Government endorsement and support for waste management initiatives without unnecessary 

regulatory burden and/or costs on wine businesses. 

• Nationally consistent waste management policies which minimise impact on the environment. 

• Government and industry investment in improved infrastructure, facilities and services that reduce the 

cost of waste management and generate opportunities for reducing waste. 

https://sustainablewinegrowing.com.au/
https://www.agw.org.au/about-australian-grape-and-wine/the-grape-and-wine-sector/vision-2050/
https://www.agw.org.au/about-australian-grape-and-wine/the-grape-and-wine-sector/vision-2050/
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Specific to Tasmania, the state wine sector has its own Best Management Practice program, VinØ3 (vin zero), 

designed to help wine producers measure, improve, and report on their management practices. Included in 

this comprehensive and practical program is a module on recycling, which provides information and tools to 

assist businesses eliminate items being sent to landfill and increase recycling rates. In addition, Wine Tasmania, 

is also investigating the potential reuse of glass wine bottles with a large project aimed at capturing more of 

the recycling stream, reducing CO2 emissions and possibly, reducing bottle costs for producers. While the vast 

majority of wine consumers have a strong preference for wine in glass bottles4, Wine Tasmania is proactively 

leading discussions on alternatives, such as cans and other formats. This will be a key focus at Wine Tasmania’s 

2021 Winemaker Symposium in October 2021.  

 

CRS harmonisation 
It is important that any new CDS operates in harmony with other State and Territory CDSs so that efficiencies 

are realised, and costs minimised for beverage producers funding the CDS and for consumers buying and 

returning used containers. Elements such as the container refund amount, the refund mark on the containers 

and the list of CDS eligible containers, must remain consistent across borders. Given, beverage industry 

suppliers, are being proposed to fund and manage the Tasmanian CRS, it is important that the regulations 

and governance of the Tasmanian CRS, are designed with a national outlook. 

Harmonising the Tasmanian CRS elements with other Australian CDSs, also aligns with the Federal 

Government’s move towards a circular economy for waste plastics, glass, paper, and tyres which was agreed 

at the 2019 Council of Australian Governments (COAG) meeting, when the phasing out of exporting these 

waste materials overseas, was announced. In addition, it complements the APCO targets designed to keep 

packaging materials out of landfill and retain the maximum value of these materials, energy, and labour within 

the local economy. Following the 2020 COAG meeting, responsibility for co-ordinating state and national 

environmental policies is now the remit of the Federal Environment Ministers Meeting (EMM), and its role is 

to ensure that schemes such as CDSs do not work in isolation, but rather, in harmony with other policies and 

meet changes in societal concerns about the environment.  

 

Objectives of the Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021  
As stated in the Explanatory Paper for the draft Tasmanian Container Refund Scheme Bill 20215, there are two 

clear objectives for the Scheme:  

REDUCE LITTER  

The first objective of the Bill is to reduce litter. The Scheme targets beverage containers that 

are most commonly littered. By providing a 10-cent refund for eligible containers there will be an incentive 

 

3 VinØ - http://winetasmania.com.au/vinzero  
4 Attitudes of a sample of consumers towards more sustainable wine packaging alternatives, October 2020 - 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0959652620326287  
5 Container Refund Scheme Explanatory Paper, Page 8 

http://winetasmania.com.au/vinzero
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0959652620326287
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for consumers to return containers that may otherwise have become litter. The Scheme has been designed to 

be as convenient and accessible as possible to ensure that it is easy to return containers to a Refund Point.  

INCREASE RECYCLING RATES  

The second objective of the Bill is to increase resource recovery and recycling, by creating a system that 

enables the collection of sorted streams of recyclable materials, these can then be sold for reprocessing and 

recycling purposes. It will also encourage markets for recyclable material. The Bill provides that eligible 

containers collected through the Scheme must be recycled, which also helps to ensure that recyclable material 

stays out of landfill. The CRS has been designed in a way that will achieve a high redemption rate, so that as 

many containers as possible are collected for recycling.  

 

It is pleasing to see that these objectives are consistent with other State and Territory CDSs. Given Tasmania 

has not previously focused on beverage container litter collection and re-use, it is expected that the proposed 

Tasmanian CRS will deliver a noticeable decrease in the amount of public beverage container litter and positive 

changes in the general recycling behaviours of the community, similar to outcomes seen in other States and 

Territories that have introduced CRSs in recent years. Australian Grape & Wine also suggests the CRS launch 

could coincide with a broader, public campaign outlining the long-term environmental benefits of minimising 

and recycling all used packaging, not just used containers.  

The objects of the Tasmanian Container Refund Scheme Bill should be subject to a regular review along with 

the operations, costs, and governance of the CRS, to ensure the scheme is working effectively in a competitive 

market. The requirement to undertake these reviews, the body responsible for undertaking the review and the 

elements to be monitored and measured, could be documented in the Contain Refund Scheme Bill, or the 

regulations underpinning the Bill. 

 

 

Contact: 
For further information, please contact:  

 

 

 

 

Sue Rana 

Public Affairs Adviser 

 

National Wine Centre, Botanic Road, 

Adelaide, SA 5000 

PO Box 2414, Kent Town SA 5071 

Mob: +61 0427 849 933 

Email: sue@agw.org.au  



Container Refund Scheme 

• Exempt Tasmanian Small Beverage Producers from the CRS (it’s clearly aimed at the likes of VB
and Coke). For small producers like Seven Sheds Brewery, we would have to spend $10K-plus for
individual bar-codes on 20-plus product lines and new CRS-compliant labels. Extra labour will be
involved and also extra administration time/cost to lodge monthly data to the provider. Wine is not
included in the proposed CRS for reasons like it is mainly consumed at home; the same logic should be
applied to craft beer.

• 
• Unnecessary – kerbside recycling reaches around 90% of Tasmanian households. A CRS would

encourage people to effectively hoard eligible containers and then deliver them to depot points. It might
also encourage a few enterprising 12-year-olds to make a quick $20-30 by scavenging on bin nights.

• 
• Virtual Tax on consumers – beer will rise $2.40/slab to pay for the scheme. A one-off price rise is

never good for business and will entail a raft of re-programming cash registers, price lists and invoice
systems. Another disproportionate and onerous impost on small-scale producers.

• 
• Minimal Impact on Litter – CRS claims to be anti-litter but doesn’t address Big 6 of Litter’s “Dirty

Dozen”: cigarette butts, fast food containers, plastic straws, plastic bags, paper, cardboard. According to
data in the two reports to government, Tasmania has one of the lowest rates of litter compared to
mainland states.

• 
• Alternative options have NOT explored –despite two reports to State Government recommending they

“robustly” do so. What about incentivising an independent bottle manufacturer to set up in Tassie or
encouraging sporting and community groups to pick up ALL litter (not just CRS eligible containers) or
educating people better not to litter.

• 
• 10c is NOT enough financial incentive to improve litter/recycling rates. Both Hyder Consulting [2009]

and Marsden Jacob Associates [2018] reports STRESS this fact: “Relatively low deposits … provide
less incentive to redeem through depots.”

• 
• Government Cop-out – consumers will fund the CRS, producers will run it: State Government will

have NO direct involvement once CRS becomes law. If these measures are so important for litter and
recycling outcomes why doesn’t the state government get directly involved in running it?

• 
• Tassie can be better and cleverer than other States and Territories without needing a CRS: we’re an

island state (no interstate litter coming by road) with a relatively small population. From all accounts the
NSW CRS has not resulted in any significant improvements in litter or recycling outcomes; the provider
is extremely poor in communicating with beverage producers and is generally under-motivated to run
anything other than a token office/administration to service the scheme.

Willie Simpson 
Co-owner/Director 
Seven Sheds Brewery 
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From: Paddywagons Hotel Accounts 
Sent: Thursday, 8 July 2021 7:46 PM
To: CRS Enquiries

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing to make a submission regarding the Government’s proposed Container Recycling Scheme. As a venue operator, I am 
keen to ensure the lowest possible costs for my business and my customers, and the maximum benefit for community and sporting 
groups. 

I suggest that the refund point operators to be able to contract directly with the Government or the scheme coordinator as a refund 
point operator, rather than having to contract with a large network operator that will take a percentage of the service fees and prioritise 
its profits over the local community. This will ensure cost efficiencies and that the benefits flow direct to charities and community groups 
rather than through a middle-man that prioritises profit at the expense of the community. 

There should also be a mandated process or system for electronic bank payments so that refunds and donations are able to be made 
directly to all customers, community groups and charity groups from any refund point in Tasmania. 

I also request that the Supplier liability definitions and treatment should be amended to be based on “first supply”, consistent with other 
jurisdictions to prevent Tasmanian hotels, pubs, clubs and bottleshops being unnecessarily burdened compared to other jurisdictions in 
Australia. 

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission, 

Yours sincerely, 

--  
Nicole Salter 
Administration Manager 
Paddywagon Hotel 
381 Main Road, Glenorchy, Tas 7010 
Mob: 0478 170 166 

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic 
download of this picture from the Internet.
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Tasmanian Small Business Council Inc 
116 Bathurst Street Hobart TAS 7000 

GPO Box 224 Hobart TAS 7001 

Ph (03) 62319174 

Robert@thefrontman.com.au 

www.tsbc.org.au 

Container Refund Scheme  

Policy and Business Branch  

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

8 July 2021 

To Whom It May Concern 

The Tasmanian Small Business Council (TSBC) is encouraged by the idea that the 

Government might consider a multi-operator network model to run the Tasmanian Container 

Refund Scheme (CRS), as is mentioned in the explanatory memorandum. This would allow 

greater diversity and allow more small and medium sized businesses to take part, although it 

is still not as fair and open as the QLD and WA schemes. 

The legislation, however, as it is currently drafted, is for a single network operator as in NSW 

and needs to be amended to allow operators to contract and operate with the Government 

directly and not as a sub-contractor to a single network operator.  This component of the 

legislation is NOT supported by the TSBC. 

In NSW, this legislation and scheme has seen the monopoly network operator gain significant 

revenue at the expense of smaller to medium sized businesses’ participation in the scheme. 

This has meant significantly fewer opportunities for small and medium sized businesses and 

fewer jobs being created in regional areas. 

Operators that wish (and are permitted by the network operator) to take part in the scheme 

must subcontract to the monopoly network operator.  This is effectively limiting real 

competition and opportunities for small businesses. 

As seen in NSW, the monopoly network operator will take a large cut of the handling fees, 

with small and medium sized businesses earning as much as 50% less from participating in 

the scheme compared to their peers in SA, NT, QLD and WA. In NSW this has seen a 

collection point churn rate in excess of 50% over the last two reporting periods as small 

business has left the scheme due to a lack of financial return and incentive. 

In addition to refund point opportunities, the proposed model will effectively shut small and 

medium sized businesses out of logistics and material processing – as the network operator 

retains monopoly control over the scheme’s operations. In NSW, more than 80% of the 

containers returned are through the Network Operator’s own sites, despite the fact they only 

operate 50% of the return points. 

The current draft legislation effectively shuts out local small Tasmanian business from 

tendering to act as a network operator. This is because the roles of refund point, logistics 

services provider and processing services provider have been merged into one network 

operator role.   
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In order to apply to act as the network operator role, a small business must have the 

knowledge, skills and experience required of a network operator. This is against the buy local 

policy in Tasmania that specifically requires the Government to develop strategies to provide 

local industry with a full, fair and reasonable opportunity to participate in each tender process.  

In addition it requires that the policy disaggregate substantial procurement opportunities 

unless the benefits of aggregation clearly outweigh the potential negative impacts on local 

suppliers or the local economy.  

 

It’s critical that participation in the scheme is awarded through a fair and open process by the 

government and the scheme coordinator so that small and medium sized businesses can 

compete with larger waste companies. This is what occurs in SA, NT, QLD and WA.  

 

Unless the refund and collection point network is procured in a fair and open manner by the 

government and the scheme coordinator, small and medium sized businesses will be shut out 

and jobs in regional areas will suffer.  

 

It is imperative that small business are able to express an interest and ensures that government 

mandates or commits to multiple operators thereby ensuring that Tasmanian small businesses 

are given a fair go in this process. 

 

The TSBC remains committed to the principle of the CRS and looks forward to continuing to 

achieve the best outcome for the Tasmanian environment and the small business sector within 

the state. 

 

Yours sincerely  

 

 
 

ROBERT MALLETT 

CEO 

TASMANIAN SMALL BUSINESS COUNCIL 

0408 144 884 
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From: Paul Jubb 
Sent: Friday, 9 July 2021 11:19 AM
To: CRS Enquiries
Subject: CRS

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing to make a submission regarding the Government’s proposed Container Recycling 
Scheme. As a venue operator, I am keen to ensure the lowest possible costs for my business and my 
customers, and the maximum benefit for community and sporting groups. 

I suggest that the refund point operators to be able to contract directly with the Government or the 
scheme coordinator as a refund point operator, rather than having to contract with a large network 
operator that will take a percentage of the service fees and prioritise its profits over the local 
community. This will ensure cost efficiencies and that the benefits flow direct to charities and 
community groups rather than through a middle-man that prioritises profit at the expense of the 
community. 

There should also be a mandated process or system for electronic bank payments so that refunds 
and donations are able to be made directly to all customers, community groups and charity groups 
from any refund point in Tasmania. 

I also request that the Supplier liability definitions and treatment should be amended to be based on 
“first supply”, consistent with other jurisdictions to prevent Tasmanian hotels, pubs, clubs and bottle 
shops being unnecessarily burdened compared to other jurisdictions in Australia. 

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission, 

Yours sincerely, 
Paul Jubb 
Customs House Waterfront Hotel 
1 Murray St Hobart Tas 7000 
Ph:03 62346645 
Mob: 0418125145 
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Circular Economy Huon 

Container Refund Scheme -  response: July 2021 

Circular Economy Huon (CEH) fully supports the introduction of a Container Refund Scheme (CRS) for 
Tasmania. Ensuring that drink containers are not littering the landscape or sent to landfill is 
consistent with progressing towards a circular economy. The CRS will reduce waste to landfill but 
there are a number of features of the proposal that limits its effectiveness. It also needs to go 
beyond the current intent of the draft legislation and proposed implementation if it is to become 
truly circular.  

There are aspects of the proposed scheme that CEH believes could be improved to derive greater 
community and environmental benefits and reduce the wasteful use of planetary resources. In 2015 
the Global Footprint Network reported that Australian’s had an ecological footprint that was 
equivalent to using the resources of 5 planets. 

After waiting over twenty years for a scheme to be introduced in Tasmania it is irresponsible not to 
learn from other jurisdictions and produce a system that has the potential to become world class.  

This submission has two sections: 
- A. Improving the proposed scheme, and
- B. Improving the vision

It will suggest ways in which the scheme can be improved and then layout how the scheme needs to 
embrace and foster a broader more circular outcome. 

A. Improving the proposed scheme

A.i. Deposit rate
The proposed scheme sets out to achieve an 80% collection rate for specified containers after 10
years and reduce beverage container litter by 50%. This is an improvement over the current rate of
recycling in Tasmania but well behind many other jurisdictions. According to the Container Deposit
Systems website, Germany achieves a collection rate of 98.5%, Norway 95%, Netherlands 95%,
Finland 93%, Denmark 89% and the best Australian state is South Australia with a rate of 81%. These
leading countries have well established systems and the key to their success is that they have a
higher deposit rates that range from approximately 20cents to 70 cents per container.

The Tasmanian Government’s own consultants in the report, A Model Framework for a Container 
Refund Scheme in Tasmania’, completed in April 2018 raised the same issue. When considering the 
effectiveness of the 10c deposit and rate the report concluded that:  

…. there is some doubt as to whether this amount provides a sufficient incentive to promote 
high redemption rates. 
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While elsewhere in Australia the rate is only 10 cents per container, Tasmania has in the past argued 
against a national scheme and there is no reason that we should repeat the mistakes made 
elsewhere in the country by adopting such a low deposit. If there is concern that consumers will try 
and redeem empty drink containers from interstate with a higher rate in Tasmania, the state will 
need to require beverage companies to provide a different bar code for products sold here. 
 
Apart from leading to a higher collection rate by adopting a more realistic deposit, the higher 
deposit will provide money for making greater impact on changing the way we will be able to 
process and deal with all sorts of containers in the future. 
 
Recommendation 1. 
Adopt a deposit that will be around 50cents per container. 
 
 
A.ii. The organisation of the Scheme 
In February 2021 the Government released their preferred model for running the scheme that 
separated the role of the Scheme Coordinator from the Network Operators. It is understood that the 
Scheme Coordinator will oversee the whole project and provide information and be answerable to 
the Tasmanian Government.  
 
However we believe that in the Network Operator function smaller operators should be encouraged 
and be included. This may be in local/regional collection management and operation and in dealing 
with transport of containers returned by the public. While bigger firms like Tomra and Veolia are 
likely to be keen to get contracts under the proposed scheme, there is a good opportunity to 
encourage local players. For example this could provide opportunities for disability providers to 
become important participants to create regular employment.  
 
Finding appropriate work for people with a disability can be difficult as the number of lower level 
jobs has declined, but this offers opportunities for them to earn and also play an important role in 
the community. It can also lead to the development of ways in which other waste streams could be 
processed to save them from going to landfill. 
 
Recommendation 2. Ensure the legislation is written to encourage smaller firms and disability 
service organisations to become directly involved at the Network Operator level. 
 
If at least some of the roles of Network Operator can be taken up by the disability sector it can 
enable them to broaden their scope of operation so they can take in other ‘waste’ streams. This 
might include sorting and preparing for sale construction waste which is currently just taken to land 
fill sites. Other opportunities include working with Ewaste. 
 
 
A.iii. Thinking ‘local’ 
For the scheme to maximize collection and to minimize further wastage it is important for there to 
be a strong local connection. This will need to apply to all levels of the scheme so that there are 
adequate collection points for containers, and therefore local people can work at district collection 
centres.  
 
Thought also needs to be put into how containers can be processed, at least in part, in local and 
regional localities. Can aluminum cans be crushed, plastic bottles chipped and glass ground at a local 
or regional level? This will reduce transport volumes (which equates to emissions and costs) and in 
the case of ground glass, it may be used directly in construction or road building. 



 
Recommendation 3. 
Facilitate a system that maximizes management and operation at a local level. 
 
 
A.iv. Broaden the range of containers 
On page 13 of the ‘The Explanatory Paper’ there is a paragraph about which containers will be 
eligible for the scheme. It mentions the sorts of containers that are eligible under other jurisdictions 
but is a very general statement. We strongly recommend that a broad group of containers be 
included under the CRS. This would include all juice containers, milks, bottled water, all sweet style 
‘obesity booster’ drinks, so called sports drinks, beer, spirits and wine. We would also like to see the 
scheme broad enough to include other household items such as detergents, other cleaning agents, 
oils for domestic and vehicle usage. 
 
Recommendation 4. 
Adopt a definition of Eligible Containers so that covers all drinks and regular household and vehicle 
commodities.  
 
 
 

B. Improving the vision  
 
Circular Economy Huon has adopted the following definition of the circular economy by the Ellen 
Macarthur Foundation: 

A circular economy is based on the principles of designing out waste and pollution, keeping 

products and materials in use, and regenerating natural systems. 
 
B.i. Reducing waste  
Waste happens at many points in the provision of beverage and other household commodities.  
To make beverage and household containers a closer fit with the circular economy it is important 
that serious effort is put into localising production and the reuse of containers.  
 
Many products are produced in one part of Australia, and in some cases, overseas, and then shipped 
and carted to consumers. Transport can be seen as a source of waste – in terms of resources and 
emissions. The closer a product can be produced to consumers the less transport is required.  
 
The other aspect of waste with containers is that there are very few examples of a container being 
able to be reused. Just as milk and fizzy drinks used to be sold in reusable glass bottles. Even if a 
container is collected and put into recycling it is then destroyed before being remade which is a very 
wasteful way of reusing resources. If the original container can be cleaned and then reused it is 
much more efficient. So much energy and resources are used in the transportation and reprocessing 
of containers.  
 
In the longer term, a key indicator of whether the CRS is successful will be that the total number of 
single use containers is less. Single use containers are implicitly wasteful and the improved vision 
demands the number is reduced. 
 
 
 



Recommendation 5 
a. A taskforce is established to research, recommend and implement products that can be 

made and sold in Tasmania in reusable containers by including the hygienic cleaning of these 
containers. 

b. Produce regular reports on the number of single use containers sold and compare with the 
number of multi-use containers to plot the change from recycling to re-use. 

 
 
 
B.ii. Water for the people 
Selling bottled water in a state like Tasmania that has high quality drinking water is absurd! We need 
to reduce, restrict and then prohibit the sale of bottled water. Other areas of the world have 
achieved this and we would do well to follow their example. To facilitate this we suggest the 
following actions are taken. 
 
Recommendation 6 

a. Provide Tasmanians with durable drink bottles which can be refilled. 
b. Encourage tourists to buy a ‘unique’ Tasmanian durable drink bottle 
c. Ensure that popular venues, shopping centres and attractions are equipped with drinking 

fountains which can refill drink bottles. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gerry White, Public Officer, Circular Economy Huon 
 
www.circulareconomyhuon.org.au  
 

http://www.circulareconomyhuon.org.au/


Charopy Pty Ltd is a NSW based technology company that is solving the problem of container 
refund scheme (CRS/CDS) contamination in out-of-home bins when education and signage alone 
do not deliver the required level of compliance and where a full reverse vending machine (RVM) is 
not viable due to space or cost constraints.

This submission has been written by the company founder & CEO and addresses eight areas where 
the company believes Tasmania could design their CRS in a way that would encourage greater 
innovation whilst achieving better results than states which have already implemented a CRS. 

The eight areas covered in this submission are

1. Deficiencies in the NSW enabling legislation
2. Deficiency in the Tasmanian Draft Bill
3. Massively increasing the number of collection points
4. Charities and community groups being more involved in a lower involvement way
5. Reducing the problem of scavengers raiding kerbside bins
6. Local councils benefitting from a CDS
7. Optimising collection routes to reduce trucks on the road
8. Broken glass in pubs etc not being counted towards collection
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Deficiencies in the NSW enabling legislation

Whilst Charopy technology is available in all Australia states and territories currently with a CDS 
legislated, we are most familiar with the legislation and regulation in NSW so will restrict our 
comments to that framework (and the Tasmanian Draft Bill) for this submission.  The following are 
sections from the NSW Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Act 2001 
(https://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-2001-058), followed by a 
comment on how each may be improved to encourage innovation in collection, or commentary on 
the impact of such existing text to restrict technology such as that developed by Charopy, from 
being more closely integrated within the scheme. It is hoped that by reflecting upon NSW 
legislation and the impact upon innovative technology such as Charopy, Tasmania will be in a much
better position to design an improved framework for smaller more innovative companies looking to 
participate, including sharing scheme revenue more widely.

s20  “reverse vending machine means a machine or other device from which refund amounts can be
obtained by an operation that involves inserting empty containers into the device, whether or not 
some other action is required to activate the device.”  

Comment: Restricting RVMs to only those that give out a refund means that Charopy 
technology which collects containers in an automated and non-contaminated way without 
giving a refund falls into a grey area as it was not contemplated by or catered for within this 
act. 

s20 “collection point means— (a)  any facility or premises for the collection and handling of 
containers delivered to the facility or premises in consideration of the payment of refund amounts, 
or (b)  a reverse vending machine, or (c)  any other facility or premises of a kind prescribed by the 
regulations.”

s20 “collection point operator, in relation to a collection point, means— (a)  a person who has 
entered into a collection point arrangement with a network operator in connection with the 
operation of the collection point…”

Comment: Organisations wishing to use Charopy technology are unable to be classified as a 
“collection point operator” which then restricts them from collecting the handling fees on 
top of the 10c refund and thus creating a viable collections business. 

s42 Refund amounts payable by collection point operators   
(1) “Subject to section 43, if a person presents an empty container to a collection point for the 
purpose of claiming a refund amount, the collection point operator must accept delivery of the 
container and pay to the person the refund amount for the container.”

Comment: Schools could never be considered a “collection point operator” as most schools 
ban the use of glass bottles on site, yet it is illegal in NSW to only collect a subset of all 
eligible bottles under the CDS. Likewise, the Charopy technology is most commonly used 
by companies to solve contamination, and in places such as a shopping centre food court, yet
for design reasons the opening of the bin will not permit bottles greater than 1.25 litres as 
these larger bottles are not purchased within a food court. Restrictions like these severely 
limit who can apply to be deemed a “collection point operator” in NSW, and thus acts to 
stymie innovation.  
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Text below relates to the NSW Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery (Container Deposit 
Scheme) Regulation 2017 (https://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/sl-2017-
0066)

s29 (3)(b) “in the case of a collection point in Taronga Zoo—the container is primarily made of 
glass.”

Comment: This allows Taronga Zoo to collect handling fees whilst excluding glass, but this 
exemption should be granted much more widely, especially to organisations collecting the 
money solely for donation purposes where no refund is paid to the person returning the 
container.  

Schedule 1 Community access principles

Comment: Section 4 states the minimum number of hours a metro collection points needs to 
be open are “35 ordinary hours each week, including at least 8 weekend hours” but this 
limits community groups and schools from full participation in the scheme. Non profit 
organisations especially should not be bound by such mandated opening times.  

Deficiency in the Tasmanian Draft Bill

There is one section in particular of the draft bill that Charopy feels could hinder innovation. We 
have one very specific example of an activity that may be an unintended victim of section 24 (3), 
but the problem with hampering innovation is that you never know what future activities may 
inadvertently also be hindered by a clause such as this.

Here is the relevant section in the draft bill (our underlined emphasis below):

24. Refund point agreement

(1) A network operator may enter into a refund point
agreement with a refund point operator for the
refund point operator to operate one or more of
the network operator’s container refund points.

(2) A refund point agreement is to be in an approved
form.

(3) A person, other than a network operator, must
not operate a container refund point unless the
person is the refund point operator in respect of
the container refund point.

Penalty: In the case of –
(a) a body corporate, a fine not
exceeding 300 penalty units; or
(b) an individual, a fine not
exceeding 100 penalty units.
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In Sydney we have seen some primary schools use Charopy technology to reward children for 
returning eligible containers and the children can then use this money to buy items in the school 
canteen or tuck shop. This instance of the Charopy technology was integrated with an app widely 
used in Tasmanian schools today called Qkr by Mastercard.  The link below contains a story shown 
on Channel Nine news explaining how this initiative worked in one Sydney school. 

https://www.charopy.com.au/post/cashless-canteen-payments-during-covid

It would appear from the draft bill that Section 24 (3) would ban this type of activity in schools 
given that the school or the Parent Association running the program would not be a “container point
operator” as defined under the legislation; they would most likely send the collected containers to 
an official container point operator at a later stage to be refunded for the 10c per container they had 
already given the students. Charopy cannot understand why clause 24 (3) was inserted into the draft
bill and strongly recommends it be removed prior to the legislation being passed.    

Massively increasing the number of collection points

Loosening the restrictions in the legislative framework around who can be classified as a “collection
point operator” and allowing these locations to benefit from a closer involvement with the scheme 
and be eligible for any handling fees on top of the 10c deposit would massively increase the number
of collection points in a state.

In addition, the Charopy technology has the ability to bring the benefits of a full RVM (with the one
exception being no refunds to consumers) at a fraction of the price with a footprint as small as a 120
litre wheelie bin. Charopy also has a battery powered bin as a pre cursor to a future solar powered 
bin, with all bins being IoT devices that are always connected to the internet. This type of 
innovation will most probably see a much slower rollout in NSW than a state in which the CRS 
legislated framework was much more conducive to encouraging innovation rather than 
prescriptively laying out exactly what a “collection point operator” must look like.  

Charities and community groups being more involved in a lower involvement way

In some states charities play a much more active role higher up in the CRS chain than in others, and
there is definitely a desire of a much broader range of charities and community groups looking for 
lower involvement ways to be involved in the scheme. A well designed CRS should allow these 
organisations to host lower cost (lower volume) ‘RVM like’ automated collection machines that 
authenticate eligible containers, allow them to collect handling fees on top of the 10c, but without 
being subject to mandated opening hours or having to accept every single type of CDS container 
within the scheme if they have reasons for wanting to exclude certain material types. A CRS model 
that not only only encourages greater charity participation, but also allows different levels of 
involvement for more charities to participate, would be positive within the scheme design. 

   
Reducing the problem of scavengers raiding kerbside bins

The public is overwhelming supportive of a CRS, but one area where people get frustrated is seeing 
or hearing scavengers going through their kerbside bins at night looking for refundable containers 
before the are collected by the council approved recycling truck. Imposing penalties on these people
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is not ideal, as they are typically the less well off in society who are trying to improve their lot in 
life. In addition, the cost of policing this activity would most likely significantly outweigh the value 
of any fines levied.    

Reducing the amount of CRS eligible material in kerbside bins, thereby making the activity of 
scavenging uneconomical (whilst increasing scheme return rates overall), is the ideal solution to this
problem.  

Charopy technology allows two very feasible ways of achieving this, so long as this type of 
outcome is desired and is catered for within the Tasmanian scheme design and enabling legislation.  

Firstly, multi unit dwellings (MUDs) could install Charopy or similar technology in a secure bin to 
collect CRS matter for people who were not inclined to seek the refund for themselves by driving to
a depot or other collection point. The residents of the MUD could potentially vote on which charity 
should get the money from the 10c, and the handling fees could pay for the installation of the 
technology. Residents would be motivated by the money going to a good cause, motivated by 
improved recycling outcomes, and motivated by reducing the incidence of scavengers going 
through their bins.     

Secondly, and even more innovative, would be to set up a scheme that not only allowed, but 
encouraged the establishment of thousands of small scale community donation points using 
automated mini-RVM technology like Charopy.  If these donation only collection points were as 
ubiquitous as Australia Post letter boxes, then residents who wanted the money going to charity and 
who were not motivated to drive to a depot, could walk past a small scale collection point very 
close to their home and drop off 2, 5 or 10 containers on their next walk, thereby significantly 
reducing the appeal to the scavengers of raiding kerbside bins. No other state has tried this approach
yet, but it could significantly reduce what is probably the largest pain point for residents with a 
CRS, whilst also increasing money raised for charity and getting more containers returned via the 
CRS channel with a significantly expanded number of collection points across the state. This 
concept would tick so many boxes from a scheme design and implementation point of view - it is 
probably the biggest single thing Tasmania could do to massively differentiate their scheme from 
other states (insofar as collection) in a very positive way.  

Local councils benefitting from a CRS

The most recent concept suggested in the section immediately above could also benefit councils. If 
it was the council that was incentivised to set up (or support a charity setting up) these small scale 
automated donation only collection points, then it may be that council would receive the handling 
fees associated with being a designated “collection point operator” or possibly splitting this revenue
with the chosen charity to cover the costs of the Charopy technology. By creating a revenue 
opportunity for which local councils optionally had a stronger role to play, it would go a long way 
towards offsetting any negatives they may perceive from the introduction of a CRS.
 

Optimising collection routes to reduce trucks on the road
 
In NSW today the light touch anonymous cash refunds for small scale returns at collection points 
such as newsagents are a welcome part of the scheme; but there are a few drawbacks. Firstly, the 
collection points are supposed to check container eligibility but this rarely happens, meaning the 
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problem of contamination from ineligible items is pushed up to the network operator. Secondly, 
there is no way for the network operator to know how many containers are on site, meaning trucks 
are sent out on a set schedule to do the collection, with no prior knowledge of whether they are 
needed or not.  

Both of these problems could be easily solved if Charopy or similar technology was a more 
integrated part of the scheme design. The first problem could be solved by having people put the 
cans and bottles one by one into a wheelie bin with a Charopy lid attached, thereby meaning only 
valid items are returned.  The newsagent etc could still hand over an anonymous cash refund as is 
the case today.

The bigger benefit is in terms of getting trucks off the road, is that because each wheelie bin lid can 
remotely communicate how many containers have been collected, As a result of the Charopy IoT 
technology  these small over the counter collection points would be effortlessly communicating 
how many containers were on site waiting to be collected in real time, and truck routes could be 
optimised to ensure they were only sent out when needed.  

Broken glass in pubs etc not being counted towards collection
       
This point is more anecdotal, as Charopy does not have direct experience in solving this problem, 
but it may be something Tasmania wishes to consider as the problem has been described to Charopy
by various other participants within schemes in states outside of NSW. The problem identified is 
that containers are under reported for collection statistics because a lot of glass is broken when 
thrown into bins at pubs, clubs and other venues where a significant volume of alcohol is sold in 
glass containers. 

In theory, because Charopy validates the items going into the bin, then it would be easy to weigh the
bin to confirm there was no fraud, and then Charopy would know the exact contents of what went 
into that bin, and the scheme would be able to accurately account for what brands and sizes of 
bottles went in prior to them being smashed. And the full deposit amount could be paid to the 
venue.  

Conclusion

Tasmania is in a unique position by virtue of being one of the final states to implement a CRS. This 
brings a unique opportunity to build a system which would deliver significant innovation in 
collection (Charopy’s area of expertise) as well as innovation in other relevant parts of the CRS 
structure and design. 

Small technology startups are far from the top considerations when considering CRS design, but by 
allowing a system that actively promotes innovation from both small and large companies, 
including innovation that may not be obvious at the time of the scheme’s creation, Tasmania will be 
able to create a CRS that can deliver greater benefits on every measure of success than seen to date 
in other states, both at the time of launch, and well into the future.     
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