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Re: draft Container Refund Scheme legislation 8/7/2021 

Moo Brew, as Tasmania’s largest independent craft brewery, is a producer who stands to be significantly impacted by 
the draft CRS legislation.  Likewise, we also have the ability, through successful implementation, to be part of the 
positive impact these schemes can have, and we are encouraged by much of the draft. 

Positives, as the proposal stands: 

• The Government’s proposed harmonisation with existing schemes.  Ensuring synergy around eligible
containers, refund amounts and marks.  Anything that reduces confusion or barriers to interstate distribution
and product registration for us, is welcomed.

• The proposed method of invoicing in arrears, which will significantly reduce the fear of cashflow impact on
beverage industry participants.

• Suggestion (in the Government’s Explanatory Memorandum) that the scheme would follow a multi operator
network model, offering opportunity for charities, small businesses and/or community groups.

Challenges the current draft legislation does not adequately address: 

• Harmonisation of the schemes needs to extend beyond identifiers.  We would like to see implementation of
the same IT platform used in the existing QLD and WA schemes, and feel it would ensure best practice in the
successful administration of the process.  Likewise, a clearer definition of “Supplier”, with descriptions of
liability and treatment of such based on “first supply”, (as laid out in the current and most recent WA
scheme), would assist in a more consistent national approach.

• The current draft is for a single operator network, not a multi operator network (as the Government
committed to) and needs amendment.  It is our view that the model used in WA and QLD (again) is best
referenced for successful implementation – please let us take the opportunity to maximise the positive
impacts this scheme could have for our community, encouraging more competition within the network and
thus, more cost efficiencies.

Lastly, and perhaps most important to Tasmanian producers, it is imperative we define “exporter”- an entity not yet 
addressed in the legislation.  All other schemes allow an exporter of product to claim a rebate, and without it we could 
see Tasmanian product prices impacted twice by this scheme.  As we are already challenged to maintain price 
competitiveness in the national marketplace, with the added impact of freight costs from the island, this oversight 
could be a huge detriment to our smaller producers who rely on distribution networks.  We hope the Government 
agrees we need to reduce barriers to supply, not create new ones.  

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the discussion.  

Lauren Sheppard 

General Manager 

Ph 0449 087 653      Fax (03) 6263 7775 

Mail PO Box 20, Bridgewater, TAS, 7030 

Web www.moobrew.com.au Email lauren@moobrew.com.au 
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09 July 2021 

Container Refund Scheme 
Policy and Business Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 1550 
HOBART TAS 7001 

By email: CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au; 

SUBMISSION: DRAFT CONTAINER REFUND SCHEME BILL 2021 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

On behalf of Retail Drinks Australia (Retail Drinks), we appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback in 
response to the Draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 (the Draft Bill). Retail Drinks, as well as its 
preceding organisations, have extensive experience in the implementation of similar schemes across 
Australia and we are pleased to provide our expertise and recommendations in this submission.  

As the only industry association representing the interests of liquor retailers both in Tasmania and other 
Australian states and territories, we are particularly interested in the impacts of the CRS as it relates to the 
retail liquor industry, including the participation of outlets as refund collection points. Retail Drinks also has 
a number of members who are beverage producers and suppliers who will also be impacted by the scheme. 

We welcome the Tasmanian Government’s development of the Container Refund Scheme (CRS) to date 
and, as a broad principle, support the harmonisation of the CRS with equivalent schemes in various other 
Australian states and territories to ensure interjurisdictional consistency and to minimise the administrative 
burden placed on industry.  

Although we support the implementation of the CRS, there are several issues with the Draft Bill which we 
would recommend amending to ensure that the benefits of the CRS are maximised to the widest possible 
range of stakeholders such as charities, community groups and small businesses. We believe that unless 
these changes are adopted in the final legislative and regulatory framework, the full array of benefits of the 
CRS will not be realised. 

Whilst further information is provided within this submission, we recommend as our primary 
recommendation that the Tasmanian Government adopt the Community or Producer Responsibility 
Organisation (PRO) Model, mirroring the models currently in operation across QLD and WA.  

We note that the drafting of the current Bill adopts the model in NSW, favouring a single or very small 
number of large waste companies acting as a single network operator.  
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In the event that the PRO Model is not adopted as part of the final legislation, Retail Drinks is pleased to 
offer a number of secondary recommendations on how to maximise the benefits of the CRS to the retail 
liquor sector in Tasmania, including around the eventual roll-out of collection points.  
 
At present, we are concerned at the lack of detail regarding this roll-out and would recommend that a 
targeted consultation with industry occur to ensure that the problems associated with the roll-out in other 
Australian jurisdictions are avoided. 
 
We thank you for your consideration of our recommendations in this submission. We look forward to 
working closely with the Tasmanian Government on behalf of off-licences and, to this end, would welcome 
the inclusion of Retail Drinks on the specifically convened CRS Industry Working Group to offer our 
expertise in this area.  
 
If there are any issues which you wish to discuss directly, I am available at any time on  or by 
email at  

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 

Michael Waters 
Chief Executive Officer 
  



  

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATION: GOVERNANCE MODEL 
 
In responding to the draft Bill, Retail Drinks’ primary recommendation to the Tasmanian Government is that: 
 

1. The Draft Bill be redrafted in a way which adopts the Community or Producer Responsibility 

Organisation (PRO) Model as is the case in other states such as Queensland and Western 

Australia. 

 

SECONDARY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
In the event that Recommendation 1 is not adopted, Retail Drinks has several secondary recommendations 
which it would also put forward, mostly relating to structural elements of the CRS scheme, such as the roll-out 
of collection points and the variety of refund methods offered to Tasmanians.  

 

2. The Draft Bill should be amended to allow refund point operators to receive the full handling fee 

of at least 6.5 cents per container collected (incl. GST) by contracting directly with the 

government or scheme coordinator. 

 

3. Retail liquor outlets should be given the opportunity to act as refund points under the Tasmanian 

Government’s CRS should they wish to participate. There should be a targeted consultation with 

industry following the passage of legislation to ensure a seamless roll-out of collection points 

across the State.  

 

4. Retail Drinks recommends that the Tasmanian Government ensure that the refund amount will 

be able to be paid to a consumer directly from the refund point through either: 

• Cash refunds;  

• Refunds directly by electronic bank deposit; and  

• Donations directly to a charity of choice. 

 

5. That the invoicing in arrears system, currently articulated within the Regulatory Impact 

Statement, be retained in the ultimate regulatory framework establishing the Tasmanian CRS.   

 

6. The proposed harmonisation of the eligible containers, refund amount and refund mark 

consistent with other equivalent schemes across Australia should be maintained.  

 

7. The definitions of “supplier” and “exporter” included in the Draft Bill be amended so that they are 

harmonised with the relevant definitions present in Western Australia. 

 

8. Barcoding should be used as a mechanism to simplify the refund process, ensure the accuracy of 
counting containers returned and prevent more than one redemption of each container occurring.  
 

9. The eventual implementation of the Tasmanian CRS arising from the Draft Bill should be 

accompanied by a clear, consistent plan of communications with industry stakeholders.   

  



  

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATION 
 

SECTION 1: GOVERNANCE MODEL 
 
Our primary recommendation of this submission is the adoption of the PRO model, consistent with the 
governance models chosen across the majority of Australian states and territories where a CDS is already in 
place, including in WA and QLD. The Draft Bill is currently based on the NSW model which favours a 
monopolistic or very small number of large waste companies acting as a single network operator. 
 
In Retail Drinks’ view, the adoption of a monopoly-network style CRS, as is the case in the NSW Scheme, will 
result in adverse policy outcomes, including significantly less jobs being generated across metropolitan and 
regional Tasmania. Further to this, we also believe that the adoption of this scheme would significantly 
disadvantage community organisations and small to medium waste operators across Tasmania who may be 
potentially excluded from participating in the scheme. 
 
We would point out that the NSW 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 of the state.   
 
The PRO model, if adopted, will maximise the ability of various stakeholders to participate in the Tasmanian 
CRS, including local charities, community organisations and small businesses. Under the PRO model, small 
businesses, such as retail liquor outlets for instance, may elect to take part in the CRS and receive the full 
benefit from participating in the scheme as opposed to the monopoly network scheme, where the operator 
chooses who is able to participate and takes a small portion of the handling fee that local charities, 
community organisations and small businesses receive in exchange for being refund points.   
Retail Drinks believes that this approach is a far more efficient and effective governance structure and will 
maximise the benefits of the Tasmanian Government’s CRS to the widest possible range of stakeholders.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 1: Retail Drinks recommends that the Draft Bill be re-drafted in a way which adopts 
the Community or Producer Responsibility Organisation (PRO) Model as is the case in other states such as 
Queensland and Western Australia.  
 

SECONDARY RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

SECTION 2: OPERATION OF REFUND POINTS  
 

Further to Recommendation 1, we note that the choice of governance model has significant implications 

for the operation of refund points as part of the Tasmanian CRS. As it stands, the Draft Bill effectively 

prevents local charities, community groups and small businesses from tendering to act as a network 

operator in their own right.  

 
Under the draft legislation, charities, community groups and small businesses will be compelled to sub-
contract with a large waste operator, who will take a portion of the handling fee that these entities would 
otherwise receive for taking part in the scheme as refund points. For example, under the scheme in NSW, 
which is current proposed by the Draft Bill, charities and community groups may receive approximately 3.5 
cents to 4.5 cents per container from the waste network operator (instead of the full 6.5 cents).  
 



  

The waste network operator retains the remainder of the handling fees for itself repatriating or transferring 
that profit to a head office outside of Tasmania. Given the inherent disadvantages placed on charities, 
community organisations and small businesses under the proposed governance scheme, we strongly 
recommend that refund point operators are able to receive the full handling fee of at least 6.5 cents per 
container collected (incl. GST) by contracting directly with the government or scheme coordinator. 
 

Recommendation 2: The Draft Bill should be amended to allow refund point operators to receive the full 
handling fee of at least 6.5 cents per container collected (incl. GST) by contracting directly with the 
government or scheme coordinator. 
 

SECTION 3: ELIGIBILITY OF RETAIL LIQUOR OUTLETS TO ACT AS REFUND POINTS 
 

Retail Drinks believes that a robust, fit-for-purpose and best-practice CRS is one which allows for a variety 

of collection points and models, including Reverse Vending Machines (RVM), over-the-counter (OTC), 

depots and more. The location of the collection points however needs careful consideration to ensure that 

there is no bias towards one retail business or business type(s).  

 

In this respect, Retail Drinks recommends that liquor retail outlets should be able to act as refund collection 

points, consistent with equivalent schemes in other Australian states and territories. In making this 

recommendation, we would seek to ensure that the involvement of retailers in the CRS is not be mandated 

in legislation or regulation. Rather, the ability of retail liquor outlets to become CRS refund points should be 

at the individual retailer’s discretion.   

 

In our view, ensuring the ability of liquor retail outlets to operate as refund points should they wish to, is 

highly advisable in the interest of interjurisdictional consistency and providing convenience and 

simplification for Tasmanian consumers, including liquor store customers. 

 

At present, Retail Drinks is concerned by the lack of detail included in the consultation documents 

regarding the roll-out of collection points and refund infrastructure across the State. In order to ensure a 

seamless roll-out of this infrastructure, we would strongly recommend that a targeted consultation take 

place with Retail Drinks and other relevant stakeholders to avoid issues which have arisen in other 

Australian States and Territories, including a lack of collection points in rural and regional areas of the State.  

Recommendation 3: Liquor stores should be given the opportunity to act as refund points under the 
Tasmanian Government’s CRS should they wish to participate. There should be a targeted consultation 
with industry following the passage of legislation to ensure a seamless roll-out of collection points across 
the State.  
 

SECTION 4: DELIVERY OF REFUND 
 

As part of the implementation of the Tasmanian Government’s CRS, Retail Drinks also strongly 

recommends that the refund amount is dispensable in a variety of different methods to cater to the 

individual preferences of consumers. In doing so, we believe that this will maximise community 

participation in the Scheme, thereby enhancing the benefits to all stakeholders involved.  

 

At a minimum, Tasmanians should be given the ability to receive the refund amount in the form of a) a cash 

refund; b) refunds directly by electronic bank deposit; and c) donation directly to a charity of choice.  

 

 



  

 

The lack of a cash refund option has been a particular pain point in other Australian State and Territory CDS 

Schemes which has led to significant frustration amongst consumers. We would therefore advocate 

strongly for a variety of payment methods as part of the eventual implementation of the Tasmanian CRS to 

ensure that these frustrations are avoided.  

 

RECOMMENDATION 4: Retail Drinks recommends that the Tasmanian Government ensure that the 
refund amount will be able to be paid to a consumer directly from the refund point through either: 

• Cash refunds;  

• Refunds directly by electronic bank deposit; and  

• Donations directly to a charity of choice. 

 

SECTION 5: INVOICING IN ARREARS 
 
Retail Drinks agrees with the accompanying regulatory impact statement which provides confirmation that 
the beverage industry will be invoiced in arrears for their contribution to the scheme, consistent with what is 
currently present in the QLD Scheme.  
 
The payments in arrears based on redemption levels avoids the significant financial imposition created by 
float payments (particularly from small suppliers) and simplifies any ‘true-up’ process. We therefore 
recommend that this element of the regulatory framework establishing the Tasmanian CRS be retained.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 5: That the invoicing in arrears system, currently articulated within the Regulatory 
Impact Statement, be retained in the ultimate regulatory framework establishing the Tasmanian CRS.  
 

SECTION 6: SCOPE OF ELIGIBLE CONTAINERS, REFUND AMOUNT AND REFUND 

MARK 
 

Retail Drinks supports the Tasmanian Government’s decision to ensure that the scope of eligible containers, 

the refund amount and refund mark delivered as part of the CRS through the Draft Bill is consistent with 

those across other Australian states and territories.  

 

We would emphasise the importance of ensuring this interjurisdictional consistency to minimise the red 

tape and administrative burden imposed on industry. 

 

Recommendation 6: The proposed harmonisation of the eligible containers, refund amount and refund 
mark consistent with other equivalent schemes across Australia should be maintained.  
 

SECTION 7: DEFINITIONAL CONSISTENCY 
 
Retail Drinks notes that the definition of “Supplier” as currently included within the Draft Bill is confusing and 
needs to be harmonised with other schemes. The more recent scheme in WA provides for the most thorough 
definition of what is a Supplier and adopting the same definition would enable consistency between 
schemes. 
 
We also note that the draft Bill does not contain a definition of the term “Exporter”. In the interest of 
consistency, Retail Drinks recommends that the definition from the most recent legislation drafted in WA is 
included to maintain interjurisdictional consistency.  



  

 
Recommendation 7: The definitions of “supplier” and “exporter” included in the Draft Bill be amended so 
that they are harmonised with the relevant definitions present in Western Australia. 
 

SECTION 8: BARCODING 
 

Retail Drinks recommends that the Tasmanian Government incorporate barcoding as part of its eventual 
CRS scheme, consistent with what has already been adopted in other Australian states and territories such 
as NSW and QLD.  
 
Retail Drinks would also recommend that barcoding is adopted as part of the CRS as this technology 
simplifies the refund process, ensures the accuracy of counting containers returned, and prevents more 
than one redemption of each container occurring. Barcodes can also potentially transmit real-time data to 
the scheme coordinator. Given these substantial benefits contributing to the overall seamlessness and 
useability of the refund points, we highly advise the use of barcoding in the eventual Tasmanian CRS.  
 
Recommendation 8: That the Tasmanian Government incorporate barcoding as part of its eventual CRS 

scheme consistent with other Australian states and territories.  

 

SECTION 9: COMMUNICATIONS PLAN 
 

Lastly, Retail Drinks believes that in order for the Tasmanian Government’s CRS to be effective, there is a 
strong imperative to ensure a timely, clear, transparent and consistent communication plan is developed 
and executed well in advance of the commencement of the scheme, and in partnership with industry.  
 
The successful introduction of the CRS will require significant behaviour change from consumers away from 
their existing practices, and given it is likely beverage prices will increase, the message needs to be very 
carefully developed and managed, again in partnership with industry.  
 
In Retail Drinks’ view, the content of all communications material tied to the implementation of the CRS 
should be tailored specifically to the stakeholder segment being targeted in order to maximise the 
messages’ effectiveness and cut through.  
 
Retail Drinks would be pleased to work with the Tasmanian Government, on behalf of our members and the 
broader retail drinks sector, to develop an appropriate campaign and rollout of CRS-related communications. 
 
Recommendation 9: The eventual implementation of the Tasmanian CRS arising from the Draft Bill should 

be accompanied by a clear, consistent plan of communications with industry stakeholders.   
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Level 9, 40 Mount Street 

North Sydney 

NSW 2060 

9th July 2021 

Coca-Cola Australia submission to the Tasmanian Government’s Container Refund Scheme 

Consultation 

We would like to congratulate the Tasmanian Government for choosing to address the challenges 
around litter and recycling of beverage containers and the decision to implement a container deposit 
scheme throughout the state.  

Coca-Cola Australia recognises the impact of packaging and waste on our environment and the need for 
industry to work together with governments and the community to address this challenge. 

We are the local subsidiary of the world’s largest beverage company, The Coca-Cola Company. We 
provide technical and marketing support to our local franchise bottlers among them Coca-Cola 
Europacific Partners (CCEP), formerly Coca-Cola Amatil. Coca-Cola Australia is not a member of any 
Container Deposit Scheme, nor do we have a fixed position on the scheme management, though 
naturally as the owner of Australia’s largest beverage brands we have an interest in the scheme 
operation.  

In 2018, The Coca-Cola Company globally announced its ‘World Without Waste’ ambition, to collect and 
recycle a bottle or can for each one we sell by 2030, underpinned by the understanding that beverage 
containers have a value and life beyond initial use and can be recycled in a circular economy.  

In Australia, we have taken significant steps to reduce our packaging footprint. All Coca-Cola owned soft 
drink, water, juice, dairy and sports plastic containers (one litre and below) are now made from 100% 
recycled plastic. When made, this was the largest commitment to use recycled plastic in the Australian 
beverages industry. 

Coca-Cola is a strong supporter of container deposit schemes across Australia. A well-run container 
deposit scheme reduces litter and creates cleaner, sorted waste streams that give our bottles and cans 
the best chance of being recycled. Through collecting clean recycled plastic via CDS, we can help close 
the loop on a circular economy for recycled material and keep waste out of the natural environment.   

We note submissions to the consultation from both the Australian Beverages Council and TasRecycle 
and would like to indicate our support for those submissions.  
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We would also like to note what we consider to be some of the fundamental principles that underpin a 
successful scheme: 

• We welcome the Government’s intent that the scheme be a multi network operator model.  
These models that see an open market for refund point operators ensure higher redemption 
rates, competition in the network and help deliver broader economic benefits for community 
and sporting groups, and small business. 

• Schemes should be as efficient as possible. They should aim to reduce the impact of the cost of 
operation on industry and ultimately the consumer. In different models, with different 
operators, administration costs can vary markedly. We believe that entities involved in the 
coordination of schemes should do so at the lowest possible cost, ideally as a not-for-profit 
entity. Schemes like that in operation in Queensland, and more recently Western Australia, are 
models for this style of operation and result in lower costs per container supplied in comparison 
to the NSW monopoly, for profit network operator model, while still achieving the same very 
high redemption rates.  

• Schemes should provide the maximum possible opportunity for the involvement of the not-for-
profit sector and small businesses. Their involvement remains a great opportunity for the 
community at large to contribute to charities and similar organisations, while at the same time 
giving incentive for those organisations to promote and support the scheme. 

• Schemes should truly support circularity and provide the greatest opportunity to use the 
recycled containers if we are to genuinely close the loop. Schemes should provide open, 
market-based access to the collected material for producers, as they remain the entities most 
likely to take this high value material and ensure that it is reused. As we seek to increase our use 
of recycled PET while reducing our carbon footprint, a reliable, local, low cost supply of clean 
source material will be vital.  

• Schemes should be designed to support a variety of collection point infrastructure including 
bag drops, deposits and Reverse Vending Machines. This also provides opportunities for small 
business, NGOs and social enterprises to participate by setting up collection points.  

• We welcome the Government’s intention to ensure harmonisation of the Tasmanian scheme 
with other schemes around the country, particularly in relation to eligible containers, refund 
amount and refund mark and would also encourage the Government to see opportunities to 
harmonise administrative function also by adopting the existing IT platform used in QLD and 
WA.   

Additionally, we would ask the Government to consider the inclusion of bottle caps in the collection and 

recovery of eligible beverage containers under the CRS. In the spirit of harmonisation, we suggest 

legislation similar to that used in Western Australia where the caps are incorporated in the container 

definition achieves this outcome and compels the scheme coordinator to ensure the material is 

recycled.   

Again, we congratulate the Government on taking this important step toward reducing litter in Tasmania 

and introducing a container return scheme that will help ensure beverage containers are recycled and 

reused.   

If you would like to discuss the above in further detail please contact Natalie Helm, Director of Public 
Affairs and Sustainability, . 

 



Feedback from Charitable Recycling Australia, 
Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 

Policy and Business Branch 

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, 

GPO Box 1550 

HOBART TAS 7001 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

RE: CONTAINER REFUND SCHEME BILL 2021 (the Bill)

I am writing on behalf of Tasmanian Charitable Recycling Australia members to express our 

appreciation of the process to date, our support for the legislation proposed, and to seek 

consideration of some specific matters as the Bill is progressed, Regulations are formulated and 

Tenders for Expressions of Interest are developed.  

Charitable Recycling Australia has been engaged from an early point through this process, with our 

members experiences interstate providing some guidance as to how an effective and efficient 

scheme in Tasmania can provide significant positive community outcomes. We appreciate the 

positive working relationships that have developed and the willingness of the Department and 

Minister to engage with our sector.  

The proposed Bill and explanatory paper effectively addresses the inputs we have provided, and 

there is clearly understanding and consideration of our perspectives in the ongoing development. 

The opportunity for charities to be involved as Refund Point Operators and to undertake informal 

collection for refunds is welcome. Additionally, a scheme where charities can nominate to be 

recipients of financial donations from consumers is also pleasing. We support the Bill.  

As the Department progresses to the next stages of forming the Regulations and developing the 

Tender, we are seeking consideration of the following.  

Governance Regulation 

A requirement for the Charity sector to be represented in the Governance Structure for both the 

Scheme Coordinator and Network Operator. Noting the imbalance in negotiating power of the 

charity sector when dealing with large multi-nationals, and often a lower level of resource and 

organisational sophistication.  

The experience of charities in the implementation of interstate schemes has often seen charities 

marginalised or excluded, after expending a relatively significant amount of scarce resources on 

preparation to participate.  
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Share of revenues 

The very low revenue sharing in some interstate schemes would make charity participation very 

minor if this were replicated in Tasmania. We seek engagement to develop opportunities for greater 

involvement of the charity sector.   

Interstate experience suggested between 1% and 4% is returned to the Charity Sector. In a 

Tasmanian context this would be between $120,000 & $480,000 annually as revenues, before any 

salaries, occupancy, and operations costs. The ability to provide any significant positive community 

impacts with this level of revenue would be significantly limited. 

Higher level of participation 

With a smaller scale than many of the interstate operations, this presents both a challenge and an 

opportunity for the Tasmanian Scheme. Charity and Community groups can bring a viability to a 

broader reach of collection points, via an extensive geographic spread, lower costs through an ability 

to mobilise volunteer members and the broader community, and often the willingness to take a 

smaller commercial return without the need to reward shareholders. However, to achieve this in a 

realistic, effective, and efficient way, participation at many levels within the scheme will be needed.  

“Can drives” will certainly help the reach of the scheme and provide funds for smaller community 

groups in regional and remote areas. However, to fully leverage the ability of community groups to 

provide employment and training opportunities through the scheme, participation at more scalable 

levels is needed in higher level depots and involvement at Network Operator level.   

Benefit to Tasmania  

By providing a meaningful opportunity for the Charity Sector to participate there will be positive 

outcomes for the Community at multiple levels.  

Financially, as Charities are largely State based, this will mean revenue streams and profits are kept 

within the State.  

Charities have a desire to support community, not only with revenues generated but through the 

delivery of services. Direct delivery of services from the surplus process will be a direct an obvious 

benefit. Additional benefits include employment of marginalised and vulnerable individuals, 

volunteering, social inclusion and providing purpose for individuals on the fringes of society.  

Peter Freak, Tasmanian State Representative, Charitable Recycling Australia  

(and General Manager Social Enterprise, Launceston City Mission) 

●  

● peter.freak@citymission.org.au 

 

Omer Soker, CEO, NACRO 

●  

● omer.soker@nacro.org.au 

 



SUBMISSION ON THE DRAFT CONTAINER REFUND SCHEME BILL 2021 

From John Jessop 

The proposed Tasmanian Container Refund Scheme (CRS) is well overdue and is laudable in its intent and goals but 
the proposed model of operation will return less than is possible under an alternative model. 

The key objectives of the CRS are: 

• To increase product stewardship responsibilities for the beverage container industry in Tasmania.

• To maximise the return of beverage containers to be recycled rather than ending up as litter in the
environment or as waste buried in landfill.

• Reducing beverage container litter and its environmental impacts

• To provide economic and fundraising opportunities s for Tasmanian businesses, charities, community and
sporting groups, and individuals who wish to operate refund collection sites.

Any assessment of the proposed legislation and the operating model must be judged against these tenants and what 
we know about existing CRS operating systems. 

These objectives are set out in the Governments Explanatory Paper. 

The first observation of the proposed Act and scheme is that any CRS needs to exist within a wider resource 
recovery/waste management strategy.  World’s best practice Resource Recovery (e.g. Ireland, New Zealand) 
strategies place environmental considerations (both the reduction of pollution and maximising resource 
conservation/recovery) and a goal of “zero waste to landfill” as key objectives.  This is not evident within the Act.  
Within this framework the CRS should be designed and be part of holistic “product stewardship” program embracing 
all manufacturing.  Rather it is being framed as a waste collection service with the focus being on private sector 
control and profit.  The government would be mistaken to ‘cherry pick’ those parts of a resource recovery strategy 
that are easy and popular to do.  The government must do more to progress policies and laws that implement zero 
waste to landfill and the maximisation of resource recovery. 

THE PROPOSED OPERATING MODEL 

The department and our three political parties representing the people all seem to prefer the NSW-monopoly 
network operator model, rather than a Community Producer Responsibility model already adopted by SA, WA, QLD 
and the NT. 

The department clearly demonstrated through the community consultation process that this is their preferred 
approach.  This was evidenced by the predominance given to outlining the NSWs model and providing more airtime 
to the NSW network operator and regulator over all other possibilities.  The proposed scheme will in fact be more of 
an administrative burden than the alternative scheme approach used in other jurisdictions. 

Under the Community Producer Responsibility model, enterprise may elect to take part and directly contract with the 
scheme coordinator to receive the full benefit from participating in the scheme (i.e. 6.5 cents per container).   

Under the NSW- monopoly scheme, the waste network operator picks and chooses who takes part – and takes a 
portion of the handling fee (leaving the enterprise with just 3.5 to 4.5 cents per container). The waste network 
operator also seems to keep all of the best refund point locations for itself to maximise its own profits – this is clearly 
evident in NSW. 
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Submission on the Draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 from John Jessop 

07/07/2021            page 2 

The Department’s own 2018 report providing a model framework.  (A Model Framework for a Container Refund 
Scheme in Tasmania by Marsden Jacob Associates).  The report recommends the Community Producers Model, be 
this adapted to the small size for the Tasmanian market, but did not exclude the possibility of a single network 
operator.   
 
The report recommended: 

To ensure that scheme operations are at ‘arms length’ from the industry though, and that the 
industry is not seen to profit from the scheme, the responsible organisation should in essence 
operate as a product stewardship organisation (PSO), within a co-regulatory framework. 

To achieve consistency of objectives and to avoid duplication of roles and administrative 
complexities, the scheme should be operated by the PSO as a single co-ordinator and network 
operator in a combined role. 
 

It is clear from the NSW’s own CRS data that the single network distributor model adopted there and proposed here 
has allowed the waste industry through the operator TOLRA to profit at the expense of the refund point operators 
and the community who are essential to achieving the overall goals of the scheme.  See attachment A for a 
comparison of the outcomes of the NSW’s and other state CRSs. 
 
The comparison data should be enough to warn any government that this is not the scheme approach for Tasmania.  
The poorer collection rates, the poorer return to community groups, the high churn of refund point operators under 
the monopoly model, and the significant profit taken by the monopoly operator are all clear warnings to avoid this 
model. 
 
 
WHAT WILL WORK BEST IN TASMANIA 
 
The Marsden Jacob report clearly and correctly identifies that Tasmania is a small CRS market and should avoid the 
over governance and over administration of the scheme to achieve the best results.  The Act proposes a structure 
that is over-governed and over-administered.  The report also identifies a range of issues that will affect the scheme’s 
ability to meet its objectives.  The table below highlights some of these parameters and how they differ between the 
proposed and preferred model. 
 

The proposed Tasmanian 
CRS 

(based on the current NSW’s 
single network operator model) 

The preferred Tasmanian 
CRS 

(a single PSO Scheme 
Coordinator) 

Comment Outcomes of the proposed 
model 

Extra administration layer that 
will add unnecessary costs to 
the scheme and reduce returns 
and outcomes. 

Administratively less complex 
and expensive to run. 

Tasmania’s size indicated the 
need for less administrative costs. 

More retained by the Network 
Operator = less community 
collection = less containers are 
collected = less of the money 
retained in Tasmania. 

Will increase competitive 
resistance in the waste 
management sector – not 
secure collaboration as 
proposed. 

The Waste Sector is not 
equipped to operate all aspects 
of the CRS Network.  Under 
this model the competitiveness 
of having to operate the whole 
scheme is removed and the 
focus becomes the impacts of 
the scheme on achieving its 
objectives. 

The Tasmanian waste market is 
small and highly competitive with 
little likelihood of collaboration 
given the strong long running 
competition between our current 
main operator Veolia and a key 
competitor Cleanaway (TOLRA) 
the provider obviously favoured 
by the EPA. 

Potential breakdown/disruption in 
the wider waste industry.  
Unbalanced competition will see 
market instability. 

Focus is on profit 
A NFP Scheme Coordinator 
will focus is on the scheme’s 
objectives. 

A single network operator will 
maximise the profit to themselves. 

An overall reduction in the volume 
of containers collected. 
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The proposed Tasmanian 
CRS 

(based on the current NSW’s 
single network operator model) 

The preferred Tasmanian 
CRS 

(a single PSO Scheme 
Coordinator) 

Comment Outcomes of the proposed 
model 

Reduced collection points – as 
the focus is on Reverse Vending 
Machines in large population 
centres.  The Network Operator 
keeps the best high-volume sites 
and seeks to centralise these to 
increase profit. 

By receiving the full 6.5c per 
deposit more community 
groups and smaller operators 
can open in regional and 
remote locations. 

Currently in NSW’s 350+ sites 
(over half) make a profit of about 
$350 per year – which if we scale 
down to the Tasmanian market 
would mean very few sites in low 
volume regional and remote 
areas – as it is unprofitable. 

Fewer container deposit sites 
means fewer containers are 
collected and few employment 
opportunities created. 
Reduced environmental and 
recycling outcomes. 

Less community access – due to 
fewer centralised collection 
points. 

More community access due to 
more collection points. 

The people most like to take up 
container harvesting are those 
currently in low socio-economic 
circumstances, who do not have 
the means to travel containers to 
fewer centralised deposit points. 

Reduce benefit to the people who 
could do with it the most. 
Reduced volumes of containers 
being collected. 

The EPA talk about community 
benefit but this is not enshrined 
in the Act.  This aspect has only 
been given “lip service” by the 
EPA. 

Community benefits and 
objectives are included in the 
Act – bringing greater return to 
the community and seeing less 
profit leave the state. 

Participation is the scheme is 
reduced by the lower returns and 
no benefit has been assigned to 
the social jobs that could be 
created. 

The community benefit is 
diminished with fewer social 
enterprises able to create much 
needed lower-level jobs 

A single profit orientated 
Network Operator. 

A NFP Scheme Coordinator 
balancing regulation, 
administration, and operations 
with a sole focus on achieving 
environmental, recycling, and 
community benefit targets.  

These outcomes are clearly seen 
when we compare the existing 
schemes. 

A CRS that is less effective. 

Indicates that the most likely 
Network Operator will be a large 
multi-national waste operator. 

No monopolies, greater focus 
on environmental outcomes 
and enterprising approaches to 
increasing recovery through 
diversification. 

The Community Model leads to 
organisations that diversify their 
recovery operations and increase 
the overall impact of the scheme 
on environment gains. 

The introduction of the PSO 
approach in NZ, Ireland and parts 
of the EU and US have seen up 
to a ten-fold increase in 
employment in the recovery 
sector.  This scheme will not 
achieve these outcomes. 

 
The proposed Advisory Committee is also questionable and appears unworkable.  A ‘who’s who’ of the industry it is 
unlikely to speak with one voice.  A smaller more scientifically informed Committee would be better to apply it’s 
efforts to the whole of the resource recovery industry and not just the CRS.  As proposed the Committee is likely to 
become an impost on the scheme’s success.  
 
It is also noted that no attention has been given to the other resource recovery opportunities that the CRS allows.  For 
example, expanding the range of resources recovered by the kerbside recycling collection service (which is universal, 
well distributed across Tasmania, and a successful service) to include other recoverables, which not only would 
reduce waste to landfill but would go someway to recovering the loss of product to the CRS. 
 
The government has been keen to promote the potential benefits to the community sector and to the facilitation of 
social enterprises for those groups who participate as refund point operators.  However, this “community benefit” is 
not included as an objective under the Act and is not being considered as anything more than a mechanism to 
maximise the number of potential refund points.  Ironically, the proposed single Network Operator model will make 
many potential small sites, which might be operated by the community sector, unviable. 
 
There is no doubt that an increase in resource recovery leads to greater employment.  Currently resource recovery 
employs 3 times as many workers as Waste Management with approximately 19,000 jobs in resource recovery in 
Australia in 2009.1  A new report by the Global Incineration Alliance claims zero waste to landfill creates 200 times 

 
1 https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/employment-waste-management-and-recycling 
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more jobs than landfilling.2  US data shows that Zero Waste creates an average of ten times more jobs than landfills 
and incinerators (per ton of material handled). Recycling creates an average of ten times more jobs than trash.  
Composting creates at least twice as many jobs as landfills.  Reuse creates as many as 30 times more jobs than 
landfills.3 
 
Many of the potential jobs in CRS based on the Community Producer Responsibility model are lower skilled jobs and 
would provide many people with disabilities, learning issues, or from lower socio-economic backgrounds with 
employment opportunities.  Under this model more such jobs will be created.  It should be important to Tasmania 
that we seek to create as many jobs where we can for people with disabilities and this should be an objective fully 
included in the scheme’s design. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
It is therefore recommended that: 
 
1. The Act needs to enshrine a zero waste to landfill approach and to enact a CRS that is based on product 

stewardship principles. 

2. The Act needs to support and promote the potential social benefits of the CRS and seek to promote employment 
opportunities for people who can provide the low skilled workforce, and in particular people living with a 
disability. 

3. The CRS Community Producer Responsibility model is more suited to Tasmania and an adapted version suited to 
Tasmania should be implemented. 

4. That a single not-for-profit incorporated entity should manage the CRS.  Appointed by government through an 
open tender process.  The entity would perform the role of Scheme Coordinator and Network Operations 
Management.  There should be no single Network Operator appointed under the Act. 

5. The Scheme Coordinator would transparently appoint Network Operators and perform all oversight, 
management, and reporting activities associated with the operation of the scheme. 

 
6. The key objectives of the scheme need to ensure: 

• Retaining much of the funds generated in Tasmania. 

• Ensuring the full 6.5c per container reaches the collection point operators. 

• That the scheme is open and competitive but transparent with protections to refund point operators, 
such as territory and support. 

• The scheme seeks to maximise employment outcomes, especially for people with disabilities, and in so 
doing will maximise the number of collection points and the volumes being recovered. 

 
Waste or more specifically tampering with the cost and means of disposal can harshly and quickly impact upon a 
government, as is currently playing out for the Central Coast Council.  Any waste reduction scheme that adds to the 
cost of a stubby of ale, does not reduce container pollution, is not easy to access, and is a monopoly that then takes 
most of the profits offshore is not likely to be a vote winner in the longer term. 
 
 
 
John Jessop 

 

 
2 https://ilsr.org/new-report-from-global-anti-incineration-alliance-zero-waste-creates-200-times-more-jobs-than-landfills-and-incinerators/ 
3 https://www.ecocyclesolutionshub.org/about-zero-waste/jobs-eco-impact/ 
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Synopsis of John Jessop 

• BSc Zoology Melb Uni 
• Grad Dip Professional Management TSIT 
• Previous work in waste management/resource recovery includes: 

- 2003  Implemented Waste Management Training in Tasmania delivering over a 150 existing worker traineeship 
and pre-employment workforce recruitment programs – e.g. establish the Mornington Park Waste Transfer Station 
initial workforce. 

- 2006  Developed Waste Management Training Package training and assessment resources for use by RTOs, 
included Waste Management Short Courses and Waste Auditing. 

- 2006  Partook in various Waste Management Training programs and research including the Tasmanian Waste 
Transfer Station Infrastructure Report, the Gold Coast C&I Recycling Initiative, and Waste Audit Training for the 
Australian Food and Grocery Council (formerly BIEC). 

- 2007-2009  Designed, researched, tendered and delivered the first small business development program for the 
Resource Recovery sector in Tasmania.  This $286K AUSBIZ funded project assisted 36 operators. 

- 2009-2010  Undertook a full review and explored future options for the Launceston Waste Centre for Launceston 
City Council.  Focused on job creation from the waste stream.  Compared their operations to other WMF state-wide. 

- 2014  Researched, designed, and planned new Timber Recycling business for Hobart. 

• Currently does not work for or with the Waste Management and or Recovery Sector in any way – so no alliances. 

• Currently the Training and Development Coordinator for the Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre. 
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ATTACHMENT 
 

Clear evidence of the performance of these two models is provided below and based on the data available. 
 
This data is drawn for the 2019 NSW CDS which is available from : https://www.exchangeforchange.com.au/who-we-
are/publications-and-reports.html. 
 
Key things to note that are relevant to the current Tasmanian discussions include: 
 

• TOMRA Cleanaway (the NSW sole Network Operator) achieved a redemption rate through the collection network 
of 45% for the year.4  Not a great outcome. 

• The Network Operator received $130.1m in handling fees (excluding GST) from the Scheme Coordinator5, with 
equates to a cost per container returned through the collection network of 9.3 cents (including GST)6. For 
comparability, the cost per container returned through the collection network in QLD is approximately 8.6 cents 
(including GST) per container.7 

• Network Operator owned and operated refund points collected 81% of all container volume, with the remaining 
(19%) container volume collected by operators subcontracted by the Network Operator.8 

• The annual report indicated that a total of 626 NSW return points (excluding donation stations) were operating as 
at June 20199, comprising of:  
o RVMs (Network Operator owned and operated) – 318 (51%); 
o Automated depots (operated by subcontractors) – 24 (4%); and 
o Over the counter (operated by subcontractors) – 281 (45%). 

This shows a total of 354 businesses were subcontracted by the Network Operator to deliver refund points during 
the financial year. While this number is significant, many businesses attract little container volume, with 2/3rd 
earning no more than $3500 per year from the scheme. 

• No transparency has been provided around Network Operator subcontracts. It is however publicly understood 
(and undisputed by the Network Operator) that the Network Operator pays subcontracted refund point 
operators: 
o Over the counter refund points – 3.5 cents per container collected (including GST). 
o “Automated Depot” refund points – 4.5 cents per container collected (including GST and net of mandatory 

equipment leasing fees).  

For comparability, all refund point operators in QLD receive more than 6.6 cents per container collected (including 
GST)10. All subcontracted refund point operators in NSW are 30% to 45% financially worse off compared to refund 
point operators in QLD and other CDS states that contract directly with the Scheme Coordinator. 

In 2019 the aggregate “churn-over” was 66% of the businesses operating in the scheme. This suggests high levels 
of dissatisfaction with the Network Operator and the Split Responsibility / NSW model more broadly.  Tasmania 
could not afford such turnover in refund point operators. 

 
 

 
4 Return and Earn Annual Statutory Report 2018-19, page 21 
5 Return and Earn Annual Statutory Report 2018-19, page 35 
6 Total Network Operator fees as per page 35 divided by the total number of containers collected as per page 21, plus GST of 10% 
7 Provided by Container Exchange (QLD) 
8 Return and Earn Annual Statutory Report 2018-19, page 21 
9 Return and Earn Annual Statutory Report 2018-19, page 15 
10 QLD CRS Container Collection Agreement / WA CDS Refund Point Agreement 

https://www.exchangeforchange.com.au/who-we-are/publications-and-reports.html
https://www.exchangeforchange.com.au/who-we-are/publications-and-reports.html
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From: Doug Wright 
Sent: Wednesday, 30 June 2021 1:36 PM
To: CRS Enquiries

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Recycling issue 
Please ensure that crushed cans 
Etc are catered for as we live in 
A remote area and it would be too costly to tspt full container sizes.we currently clean up our 
Country verges and it would stop 
If bulk deliveries were not acceptable. This is important. 
Doug Wright 
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Container Refund Scheme 
Policy and Business Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) 
GPO Box 1550 
HOBART TAS 7001 

Email: CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

9 July 2021 

Dear 

Re: Draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 and the Regulatory Impact Statement 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on DPIPWE’s draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 
2021 and the Regulatory Impact Statement. The Waste Management and Resource Recovery 
Association of Australia (WMRR) is the national peak body for all stakeholders in the essential $1.5 
billion waste and resource recovery (WARR) industry. We have more than 2,000 members across the 
nation, representing a broad range of business organisations, the three (3) tiers of government, 
universities, and NGOs.  

Our members are involved in a range of important WARR activities within the Australian economy, 
including community engagement and education, infrastructure investment and operations, 
collection, manufacturing of valuable products from resource recovery materials, energy recovery, 
and responsible management of residual materials.  

WMRR congratulates the Tasmanian government for developing a draft Bill, RIS, and explanatory 
paper that are well thought out, considered, and reflects on the lessons learned in Australian 
jurisdictions where Container Refund Schemes (CRS) presently operate. In particular, WMRR fully 
supports the government’s intent to roll-out a split responsibility governance model, where a public 
tender will determine a scheme coordinator and network operator(s) and that, as will be stipulated in 
forthcoming legislation, these roles are independent of each other. It is evident that the Tasmanian 
government has a good understanding of the inherent conflict in beverage producers being 
responsible for managing all elements of a CRS scheme, yet recognses that there is an important role 
for the beverage industry within the CRS. 

WMRR acknowledges that the Department continues to undertake policy and regulatory work that 
will determine the pathways and details related to targets, the refund point network, operations, and 
more, and that it is the government’s intention to undergo public consultation on this work. Against 
this backdrop, WMRR is requesting that the Department considers the following as it develops its draft 
policy and regulatory framework that will underpin Tasmania’s CRS:  
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1. Scheme targets: WMRR recommends that scheme targets, including those related to deposit 
values (which should be aligned nationally) and refund collection points, as well as details and 
requirements pertaining to collection points, are determined by the Tasmanian government 
well ahead of the scheme’s commencement. These details and KPIs should be clarified as part 
of scheme design and then included in the tender process in order that proponents are aware 
of their obligations and penalties for failing to meet these KPIs, and are able to address the 
risk and financial impacts associated with these, which must be evidenced in tender 
assessments to enable appropriate evaluation and calculate the true cost of the scheme.   
 
As part of this, and as evidenced in NSW, there is a clear added benefit of the government 
mapping out proposed collection point locations in order to mitigate the risk of some areas 
being underserviced while others having operators in close proximity of each other (as is the 
case in Queensland). The benefit to Tasmania of doing this will be the ability to maximise this 
once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to develop waste and resource recovery infrastructure (both 
collection points and remanufacturing capacity) for the state.  
 

2. Rules of engagement for MRFs and local government: the rules and principles that determine 
how payments will be shared between local government and MRFs must be carefully 
considered and determined ahead of the CRS roll-out. WMRR suggests that the government 
looks at WA’s model, where each quarter, the MRF will make a claim for containers collected 
through the MSW and C&I streams; once the costs of scheme compliance are calculated, the 
remaining total refund is split equally between the MRF and the local government based on 
the weight of containers collected by said council. Importantly, the refund sharing protocol 
must be consulted on with both the WARR industry and local government and agreed to 
before the scheme commences to avoid unnecessary disputes between the parties.  
 

3. Container eligibility: WMRR commends the government for taking a flexible approach 
towards scheme design that would enable anticipated national changes, for example, refund 
amounts and container eligibility, when national harmonisation of schemes, which is already 
being discussed, occurs. WMRR encourages the Tasmanian government to be an early mover 
by expanding the scope of eligible containers to include all beverage containers including wine 
and spirit bottles as this would result in less consumer confusion and increased return of 
containers. This is particularly true if the scheme evolves into a product stewardship scheme, 
moving beyond one that is aimed at littering of away-from-home consumed beverage 
containers towards one that requires producers to have greater responsibility, including 
utilising Australian recycled materials in the containers registered. Further, WMRR 
recommends that the Tasmanian government considers how it can ensure that only those 
containers that are genuinely recyclable are collected (for example, LDPE and composite 
containers remain an issue in other jurisdictions).  
 

4. Consumer participation: while it is evident that the government understands the importance 
of accessible collection points, to ensure that consumers make every effort to redeem their 



 

  

refund – and in doing so, mitigate the impacts on these consumers (both businesses and 
householders) – WMRR recommends developing a comprehensive, timely, and consistent 
marketing and education program to be rolled out at least six (6) months prior to the scheme’s 
commencement, as well as an ongoing initiative that requires committed and executed 
marketing spend.  

 
WMRR looks forward to continued engagement with DPIPWE as it develops the requisite policies and 
regulations to drive a successful roll-out of the state’s CRS. Please do not hesitate to contact the 
undersigned if you would like to further discuss WMRR’s submission.  
 
Yours sincerely 

                                                                                     
Gayle Sloan       Justin Jones 
Chief Executive Officer      Tasmania Branch Committee President 
WMRR        WMRR   
 



Friday, 9 July 2021 

Container Refund Scheme 
Policy and Business Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 1550 
HOBART TAS 7001 
By email:  CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

To Whom it May Concern, 

The National Retail Association (NRA) welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft 
Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021. We appreciate being involved in the Expert Reference 
Group advising on the design of the Tasmanian CRS. The NRA applauds the Tasmanian 
Government on its extensive consultation to date in the development of the policy framework, 
taking into consideration feedback from essential stakeholder groups.  

Background 
The Australian retail sector represents approximately $329 billion in trade and over 1.5 million 
employees. The National Retail Association (NRA) is Australia’s most representative retail 
industry organisation. We are a not-for-profit organisation which represents over 39,000 outlets 
from every category of retail including fashion, groceries, department stores, household goods, 
hardware, fast food, cafes and services.  

The NRA helps retail businesses succeed and grow within an ever-changing regulatory 
environment. We work with a wide range of industry stakeholders – retailers, government, law 
enforcement, regulatory bodies, shopping centres, community groups, supporting associations 
and many more – to develop industry-wide policy platforms or positions on issues affecting the 
Australian retail sector. We bring the insights and concerns of retailers to the table to ensure that 
regulation is realistic, cost-effective, and manageable across all retail businesses.  

We work proactively at international, federal, state, and local government levels to ensure the 
interests and needs of the Australian retail and services sectors are protected and promoted. 
Rather than running from inevitable regulatory change, we provide a bridge between retailers and 
government – facilitating the exchange of ideas and information, which ultimately leads to more 
informed, commercially-aware outcomes for all parties.  

PO Box 48 
Spring Hill QLD 4000 

ABN | 44 009 664 073 
P |        1800 RETAIL 
F |  (07) 3240 0130 

www.nra.net.au 
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Our action on sustainability  
The NRA has a great track record when it comes to proactive initiatives that bring industry, 
government, and community together to not only protect our environment but deliver beneficial 
outcomes for all. Over the past few years, the NRA and our members have been instrumental in 
some of the most significant environmental changes in Australia, from over 3 billion lightweight 
plastic bags being prevented from consumption, to collaborating on key taskforces responsible 
for rolling out container deposit schemes, environmental legislation, and voluntary product 
stewardship schemes.  
 
In early 2019, we founded the National Retail Sustainability Committee which brings together 
experts from across the retail industry, government, and associated agencies, to review and 
collaborate on retail sustainability initiatives. This Committee has already enabled increased 
shared knowledge and increased the ability of industry to commit to bold, consistent actions.  
 
The NRA is also an active member in key taskforces, working groups and committees, including: 
the Australian Packaging Covenant Organisation (APCO); SA Single-Use Plastics Industry 
Reference Group; WA Container Deposit Scheme Advisory Group; ACT Single-Use Plastics Industry 
Reference Group; VIC EPA Small Business and Manufacturing Reference Group; Battery 
Stewardship Council; and Industry Supporter of Moving the Needle (reduce textile waste) 
program. We see our role as instrumental in bringing together stakeholders and ensuring retailer 
insight and perspectives are represented for positive, practical outcomes.  
 
Given our extensive experience and knowledge in sustainability initiatives, we believe that the 
National Retail Association is well-placed to contribute to Tasmanian plastics policy moving 
forward.  
 
Our support 
It is understood that the beverage container makes up 43 per cent of the volume of litter in 
Tasmania and that Marsden Jacob Associates modelling predicts that beverage container litter 
will reduce by almost 50 per cent due to the implementation of the CRS. The materials that are 
considered eligible containers are also readily recyclable and have established markets in 
Australia.  
 
National Retail Association supports the Tasmanian Environment Minister’s objective to reduce 
litter, retailers and customers alike share the concern about the harmful impact of littering on the 
environment. For many years, retailers across Australia have been proactive in various 
environmental initiatives, investing heavily in innovation, making alternative available, promoting 
reusable alternatives, and providing in-store recycling. 
 
We understand that the Government seeks to address the low recycling rates in Tasmania. 
Plastic in our environment has proven impacts upon marine wildlife including birds and 
endangered turtles. State governments play an important role in ameliorating the impacts of 
disposable plastic.  
The NRA supports the split-responsibility model. However, we submit that further considerations 
should be made to reduce retailer burden and that the Scheme is implemented in a practical way 
which limits the cost to business, manufacturers and ultimately customers. A comprehensive 
communication strategy is important because retailers are focused on meeting customer 
expectations and should not be responsible for explaining government policy. NRA understands 
that the Tasmanian Government has adopted a state-based approach to a national issue and 
applauds them for making the bans as consistent as possible to address these national retailers. 



 

DRAFT BILL FEEDBACK 
 
Retailer Obligations 
The NRA supports the Tasmanian Government not imposing a “return to retail” obligation and 
instead prioritising national harmonisation and reducing potential heavy administrative and cost 
burdens on individual retailers, particularly smaller retailers.    
 
Containers 
The NRA supports the nationally consistent approach to eligible containers, aligning with other 
jurisdictions. This will reduce confusion and operational complexity for industry. 
 
The NRA recommends avoiding product registration duplication by aligning the scheme with other 
jurisdictions and sharing systems already in place. This would remove the need for a 
separate container registration process in Tasmania. The Qld and WA schemes recognizes 
containers that have been registered in other states, and we recommend that any items which 
are currently registered or sold in other states are accepted in the Tasmanian market at no cost. 
This will result in lower scheme administrative costs, ensure brand owner compliance and reduce 
the potential of free riders.  
 
Refund Mark 
The NRA supports the Tasmanian Government’s adoption of the 10-cent refund and refund mark, 
ensuring consistency across all jurisdictions and all containers.  
 
Importantly, all beverage manufacturers (especially local to Tasmania) need to be given lead time 
to adopt the refund marking. The volume of stock in the supply chain is considerable and working 
stock through the network takes time. 
 
Refund Points 
The NRA supports the proposal for the CRS to offer a mix of refund points, meeting a broad range 
of community needs. Modern consumers are now somewhat more spontaneous than they were 
in the past, doing their shopping in conjunction with social activities or on their way to or home 
from school runs, university or the gym. A successful CRS would be supported by infrastructure 
that allows for customer convenience to encourage higher return rates. However, we emphasise 
that establishing Refund Points in retail settings is exceedingly difficult. The capacity for retailers 
to enter network arrangements is determined by a range of factors.  
 
In most cases, the retailer does not own their carparks; councils or shopping centre management 
do. As such, retailers do not have the authority to commit to the placement of RVMs. A collection 
point must accommodate all types of containers, the RVMs would be of considerable size and 
therefore cannot be placed within a retail store. There are selected retailer models and brands 
that have a greater selection of forecourt site operations, which could be conducive, but should 
remain discretionary. We also note that RVMs do not go seeking containers and therefore an 
over-reliance on this methodology would limit the overall redemption rate.  
 
The NRA stresses the need for competition by allowing multiple RVM technology providers access 
to the scheme, resulting in lower costs and higher handling fees for community collection point 
operators and continual improvement in technology, and therefore community experience.  
 
 
 



 

Collection Points 
Determining reasonable access point density for redemption is a difficult and problematic 
consideration, there needs to be a balance. Tasmania is diverse and the population is spread 
across the state, therefore we consider that an alternative which offers a balance of access 
needs to be considered. We recommend that any collection points are in areas where litter is 
most prevalent, normally the away from home market areas. A diverse range of Collection Points 
operated by a variety of small businesses and community groups will underpin a high redemption 
rate by offering both accessibility and convenience to consumers. 
 
The costs of the containers that are collected by kerbside recycling in states with a current CRS 
do not attract a handling fee. We consider this important in Tasmania to ensure the costs of the 
scheme are minimized. 
 
We recommend the manufacturer / brand owner or the original importer of the product in 
Tasmanian is considered the “manufacturer” and the entity liablee to ensure the levy is paid. In 
our experience, passing ownership onto the retailer / distributors is not the correct solution and 
makes the process more complicated, given these products are not their brands as such, 
retailers / distributors do not have any control over which channels they can be sold in. We would 
refer the Government to the definition contained in the Western Australian legislation and 
regulations. This will drive harmonisation and understanding for the market, drive efficiency and 
reduce cost. 
 
We also agree with your assessment of the payment of refund at the refund point. However, we 
recommend the costs associated with cash be minimized, and urge the government to allow the 
refunds to be given as vouchers or at the discretion of the refund point operator. 
 
We would encourage a voucher scheme as this allows all participating retailers to redeem 
vouchers produced at RVM’s or collection points. This would be an opt in process and allow a 
level playing field for redemption in common sites. We do however recognise that if retailers 
tender for a collection point, they do this to drive trade to their store and may wish to have the 
dockets exclusive to their brand / store. 
 
To encourage retailer entry into the scheme, access to the voucher redemption system should 
not be constrained by a requirement to deal with a specific collection point operator. We 
understand that the IT platforms currently in use in QLD and WA can facilitate this outcome. 
 
Buy Local Policy  
The Tasmanian Government, through the Buy Local Policy dated July 2020 has stated that they 
are: 

“committed to ensuring that where possible, expenditure by Government agencies on 
goods and services provides a corresponding benefit to the Tasmanian community. The 
intention of the Government’s Buy Local Policy is to increase awareness of the 
requirements for, and benefits in, buying locally and improve access to Government 
contracts for Tasmanian small and medium SMEs”. 

  
“The Buy Local policy intends to enhance opportunities for Tasmanian businesses to 
compete for Government business by: 

• requiring agencies to take into account the wider community and social benefits 
of purchasing decisions; and 

• promoting within Government, the advantages of buying locally;” 
  



 

The NRA submits that the legislation, as currently written, will allow a single large mainland 
network operator to dominate the collection points at the expense of local small business, 
community groups and social enterprise as is seen in NSW. 
  

“Agencies are required to ensure that the planning process for procurement and the 
specifications issued, do not disadvantage local suppliers.” 

  
“The aim is to ensure local suppliers are given every opportunity to participate and be 
successful in relation to Government contracts and disaggregate substantial 
procurement opportunities unless the benefits of aggregation clearly outweigh the 
potential negative impacts on local suppliers or the local economy.” 

  
The processing and logistics services that are required by a Network Operator are specialised 
and generally cannot be provided by a Refund Point Operator and therefore create a higher 
barrier to entry. By segregating the role of Refund Point Operator from the Network Operator it 
assists local business to be able to compete in their areas of expertise in the procurement 
process rather than having to create unnatural alliances between charities, community groups 
and waste operators in order to even be able to tender with or sub-contract with a Network 
Operator. 
 
We believe that each and every refund point operator should have the opportunity to tender for 
the role of a refund point directly with Government as this will result in significant benefits to the 
local Tasmanian economy, for example higher revenue opportunities to act as refund point and 
reduced barriers to entry for charities and community groups. 
 

“The Government has introduced a requirement for a Tasmanian Industry Participation 
Plan for large value procurements. It is mandatory for all procurements with a value of 
more than $5 million.”  

  
We estimate that once the scheme is established a single network operator will earn up to $19-
$25 million per year for the role. Therefore, based on the Buy Local Policy, a Tasmanian Industry 
Participation Plan that focuses on the development of Tasmanian SME industry and ensure that 
those SMEs are provided with every opportunity to participate in both Government procurement 
activity and in major private projects, funded partly by Government should be completed. 
 
Impacts on Retail 
With millions of customers shopping across Tasmania every week, the CRS will have a cost-of-
living impact on customers. Therefore, it is important that the costs of the CRS, including any 
administrative costs and handling fees, are kept to a minimum to mitigate the impact on 
household budgets. From this perspective it is important that the Scheme Coordinator be 
required to be a Not-For-Profit organisation to avoid additional costs being imposed on retailers 
and thence consumers. 
 
Food retailing is a high volume / low margin business and as such products attract an extremely 
thin margin, there is simply not the scope to absorb the cost increase associated with the 
implementation of such a scheme.  
 
Many small businesses, especially in the retail sector, may not have a presence in other states. It 
will be very important that these businesses have the time to understand the impacts on their 
business.  



 

We consider that the consumer education campaign promotes these aspects of the CRS and 
alert the consumer about the issues raised and educates the public to the product price rises 
that the CRS will deliver. 
 
Design 
The National Retail Association submits that maintaining consistency between the State and 
Territories is paramount to the success of any such scheme. We understand that the Tasmanian 
Government is adopting a split-responsibility model, which is aligned with the 
schemes in Queensland and Western Australia, but recognising the additional split between 
Collection Point operations the transport and processing of the collected material. For retailers 
with national businesses and supply chains, these supply chains are not limited to state borders 
and, in many cases, act as consolidation points for suppliers across multiple states. 
 
Currently all the state schemes require a duplication of administration for the retailers (for each 
state). Long-term, the NRA believes there should be one national scheme that beverage suppliers 
pay into, and then the central body splits the money between the individual state schemes.   
 
Whilst most national manufacturers and retailers have experience with a CRS, some local 
manufacturers and retailers will need a transition period to comply with the CRS requirements.  
 
The National Retail Association supports the proposal of a board of directors and consider a 
single NFP scheme coordinator with representation by the beverage industry as a Producer 
Responsibility Organisation. 
 
Administration 
We submit that there needs to be very clear transparency over administration costs and recovery 
percentages. The costs of the CRS should be visible to all stakeholders and comparable with 
what suppliers are charged. We submit that it is important that the handling fee reflects the true 
cost of operations and that this is easily verifiable. 
 
Auditing 
Supplier audits across all state schemes are becoming problematic. We suggest that all the 
schemes get together to jointly complete their supplier audits at the same time, using one 
auditor.  
 
Collection Targets 
A measured return rate is key to the success of the scheme. However, we note that there are 
many considerations. Success of the scheme lies with the reduction of litter, and this goal can be 
met with relatively low return rates.  
 
The scheme should allow enough flexibility to adapt quickly and follow learnings from consumer 
return behaviour to maximize the scheme’s effectiveness. 
 
Scheme Pricing 
The approach to scheme finances should be the same as Qld and WA with payment in arrears 
with these payments to be fixed for as long a period as possible. Small manufacturers need to be 
recognised and the quarterly reporting an billing in arrears is recommended. 
 
Adjustment of scheme pricing should only occur at the same time as Qld.  This way we are 
minimising the number of times we are having to adjust pricing. 



 

Timing 
The Tasmanian Government proposed implementation of the CRS by the end of 2022. We urge 
Government to not schedule this during the December to January period. This is problematic for 
retail businesses as this is a critical trade period that requires the dedicated resources of their 
entire workforce. Allocating resources to other non-essential projects at this time of year is not 
recommended, and we would suggest not scheduling during this period. Recognition of the 14-
week delay to effect pricing changes for manufacturers and retailers must be included in the 
consideration of any go-live date. 
 
CONCLUSION  
We hope that by coming together and forming a unified view on policy, retailers have 
demonstrated that we want to make a positive contribution to the development of the CRS. Our 
members are eager to be an active part of any solution and NRA is well placed to assist with this.  
Any change in legislation needs to have wide level support and understanding by consumers.   
 
As more Australian states adopt a CDS/CRS, consideration should be made regarding 
efficiencies at an administrative level to reduce duplication and complexity. 
 
When the government proceeds, the NRA is eager to assist with the development and 
implementation of key messages which will ensure the impact on customers is kept to a 
minimum in terms of both cost and inconvenience. A government information campaign is 
essential so that customers are aware this is a government initiative. This will also assist with the 
protection of retail team members from irate customers.  
 
We appreciate your assistance in this matter and look forward to hearing from you. I may be 
contacted on  or by email   
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
David Stout 
Director Policy 
 
 
 



Officer:   Date: 9 July 2021 

Direct 

Policy and Business Branch, 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 1550,  
HOBART    TAS      7001 

Dear Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, 

Submission: Container Refund Scheme consultation 2021 

The Tasmanian Government’s efforts to reduce littering are to be commended, noting that 
the Container Deposit Scheme has been selected as the appropriate mechanism to achieve 
this. 

Brighton Council, as with many communities across Tasmania has considerable challenges 
with litter ending up in stormwater ways, streams, and in the Derwent River. 

While litter traps, waste awareness raising and the provision of public waste bin services all 
work to address littering in Brighton, the introduction of a Container Refund Scheme will 
provide further incentive to recycle drink containers. 

The Brighton municipality has a high percentage of low socio-economic residents and has 
supporting charities and community groups that are likely to benefit from revenue raising 
activities, such as the collection of containers at 10c a piece. 

Less likely to have strong literacy skills in Brighton, a key component of the Container 
Deposit Scheme must be to foster greater inclusivity and accessibility through consideration 
for visual picture-based labelling, and the full range of financial rebate options including 
cash and credit vouchers at participating retailers. In addition, ensuring beverage retailers 
are held accountable for any price increases, as costs are passed through to consumers, is 
critically important. 

Brighton Council sometimes has recycling bin contamination, with recycling bin material 
sent to landfill. There are some concerns that Council could be charged with penalty fees as 
the Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 “will prescribe that all containers subject to a refund 
must be recycled and cannot be directed to landfill”. 

Strong data and information collection for evaluating the Container Refund Scheme is also 
important to assist local governments to quantify cost reductions and ensure the Material 
Recovery Facilities have reasonable profit-sharing arrangements in place for refunding 
councils. 

Submission 80



While the current Container Refund Scheme does not include the full range of glass 
recyclables, removing glass as a substance would reduce separation problems at the Material 
Recovery Facilities. This would also address the issue of glass as a recyclable waste stream 
being solely a cost, compared to other recycling streams which provide a financial return. 

Brighton Council appreciates the opportunity to contribute to the development of the 
Container Deposit Scheme. 

Yours faithfully, 

Mr James Dryburgh  
General Manager Brighton Council 
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