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Container Refund Scheme 
crs.enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

Dear  

Tasmanian Container Refund Scheme Bill 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Tasmanian Government’s draft Container 

Refund Scheme Bill 2021. 

Cleanaway Waste Management Limited is Australia’s leading total waste management, industrial and 

environmental services company. We have supported Australian businesses for over 50 years, 

delivering solutions that offer extraordinary benefits not only for our customers, but also for our 

communities. 

In 2018 we welcomed Toxfree and Daniels Health into the Cleanaway family, increasing our reach 

and scale to over 6,000 expert staff and a fleet of almost 4,500 specialist vehicles across more than 

260 locations around Australia. 

We are Australia’s largest waste, recycling, industrial and liquids service provider with a substantial 

network of state-of-the-art facilities, transfer stations, engineered landfills, liquid treatment plants 

and refineries. 

Cleanaway’s Footprint 2025 strategy is about investing in high quality recycling and resource 

recovery waste management assets that has driven significant investment in new facilities across 

Australia. 

In NSW Cleanaway participates in the container deposit scheme as the network operator (joint 

venture TOMRA). We also play significant roles in the Queensland and Western Australian container 

deposit schemes.     

Cleanaway congratulates the Tasmanian Government for the introduction of a split responsibility 

container refund scheme (CRS).  The split responsibility container refund scheme, separating funding 

and operational roles, creates positive commercial tension and clarity of purpose for all stakeholders. 

Each scheme partner has distinct drivers for cost efficiency, high consumer redemption rates, good 

citizen access and scheme integrity. The scheme coordinator is motivated to manage the scheme’s 

costs efficiently, while the network operator is motivated to increase participation and drive 

container returns. 
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Under a split responsibility CRS the Tasmanian Government will achieve the two objectives of the 

Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021: 

• Reduction of litter

• Increase in recycling and recovery rates

Eligible Containers 

Cleanaway agrees that the focus of the scheme will be on the most littered beverage containers. The 

eligibility of a container should align with other Australian jurisdictions, typically containers between 

150ml and 3L in volume with the exception of liquid paperboard board cartons, juice boxes/poppers. 

As it is not possible to reprocess liquid paper board back into drink containers, it does not meet the 

same recycling objective as the other proposed eligible containers and thus should be excluded.   

Noting the above exclusion, Cleanaway otherwise supports the eligible containers proposed for the 

CRS in Tasmania and encourages consideration of the inclusion of wine and spirit bottles, despite this 

being inconsistent with other schemes in Australia. 

The stated objective of enhancing recycling and resource recovery will be better serviced by 

expanding the Tasmanian scheme to include other glass bottles which can be repeatedly recycled.  

This additional feedstock from the CDS glass will also potentially support greater investment in local 

processing facilities. 

Feedback from other container return schemes in Australia is that there is consumer expectation that 

wine bottles should be included, and it is likely that these will soon be considered as new eligible 

containers elsewhere.  This is an opportunity for Tasmania to drive best practice across the country, 

while taking the learnings from other schemes. 

Monitoring, Auditing and Reporting 

The draft bill establishes the requirements for monitoring, auditing and reporting. 

Cleanaway recommends the same division of responsibilities as is currently in place in NSW with 

monitoring and reporting systems established and maintained by the Network Operator, and 

auditing undertaken by the Scheme Coordinator.   

In NSW the network operator return point network is underpinned by a single data platform allowing 

real time reporting, analysis and audit tracking. 

Engagement of Material Recovery Facilities (MRFs) and local government 

Cleanaway believes the Tasmanian Government can play an important role in ensuring the success of 

the CRS in relation to material delivered into material recovery facilities (MRFs). 

MRF volumes will be significantly reduced following the roll out of the CDS.  It is noted that there is 

no compensation proposed for these facilities for this reduction in volume, nor to support the 

transition to new processes required by the CRS.  As a result, Cleanaway recommends that for any 

current contracts Government mandate a 50/50 sharing of the revenue generated from the CRS 

through kerbside collections between Councils and MRFs. 

This is a fair split of the revenue and would avoid individual councils and MRF operators needing to 

negotiate separate arrangements (where there is typically an imbalance in information/knowledge). 
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This would apply to any existing arrangements between Councils and MRFs for municipal collections 

processing.  For future tenders this mandate can be taken into account in the tendered rates by 

MRFs.   

Scheme targets 

It is recommended that scheme has clear targets including: 

• Refund point collection locations

• Collection point requirements

• Deposit values

• Clear marketing and engagement targets for the Scheme Co-ordinator

Yours sincerely 

Mark Biddulph  
Head of Corporate Affairs 
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PREFACE 

The Australian Food and Grocery Council (AFGC) is the leading national organisation representing 

Australia’s food, beverage and grocery manufacturing sector.  

With an annual turnover in the 2018-19 financial year of $127.1 billion, Australia’s food and grocery 

manufacturing sector makes a substantial contribution to the Australian economy and is vital to the 

nation’s future prosperity.  

The diverse and sustainable industry is made up of over 15,861 businesses and accounts for over $75.1 

billion of the nation’s international trade. These businesses range from some of the largest globally 

significant multinational companies to small and medium enterprises. Industry made $2.8 billion in 

capital investment in 2018-19. 

Food, beverage and grocery manufacturing together forms Australia’s largest manufacturing sector, 

representing 31.4 per cent of total manufacturing turnover in Australia. 

The food and grocery manufacturing sector employs more than 274,800 Australians, representing 32.2 

per cent of total manufacturing employment in Australia.  

Many food manufacturing plants are located outside the metropolitan regions. The industry makes a 

large contribution to rural and regional Australia economies, with almost 40 per cent of the total 

persons employed being in rural and regional Australia.  

Given the role the sector plays in the packaging supply chain, and the steps being taken to address 

sustainability in packaging, the Australian Food and Grocery Council (AFGC) welcomes the opportunity 

to contribute to the Tasmanian Government’s deliberations on the container deposit scheme through 

the Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 consultation.  
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RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION 

REFUND AMOUNT AND REFUND MARK 

The AFGC supports the Tasmanian Government’s adoption of the 10 cent refund and the 

refund mark currently used in other jurisdictions. Due to national distribution supply chains 

this consistency will enable faster adoption of the refund mark and lower costs for industry 

and community. 

 

ELIGIBILITY OF CONTAINERS  

The AFGC supports the Tasmanian Container Refund Scheme (CRS) operating with a scope of 

containers aligning with other jurisdictions and recommends avoiding duplication of the 

product registration process by partnering with other jurisdictions and sharing systems 

already in place. This will result in the following benefits: 

• Lower scheme administrative costs, 

• Ensure brand owner compliance, 

• Reduce the potential of free riders. 

 

REFUND POINT TYPES 

The AFGC supports the proposal for the CRS to offer a mix of refund points that meet a broad 

range of community needs to maximise container redemptions. From reviewing schemes 

currently in place, there is a need for a mix of (1) unstaffed reverse vending machines 

(RVM’s) and (2) staffed return depots. 

1. RVM’s have proven beneficial in high density areas where there is high foot traffic 

and little space for staffed depots, however, they reduce the opportunity for 

community involvement in the collection scheme. The AFGC also stresses the need 

for competition by allowing multiple RVM technology providers access to the 

scheme. Benefits include: 

• Increased competition results in lower costs and higher handling fees for 

community collection point operators, 

• Multiple technology providers increases competition resulting in continual 

improvement in technology and therefore community experience. 

 

2. Staffed collection depots (over the counter, bag drops, pop-ups, mobile and large 

depots) increase the opportunity for Tasmanian community groups to participate 

and benefit financially from the scheme. For example, the Western Australian 

scheme set community collection point targets and gave preference to indigenous 

groups and the disability sector. Benefits of staffed collection points include: 

• Adds a personal community element to the scheme, 

• Provides income opportunities for Tasmanians, 

• Provides income and training opportunities for community and charity groups, 



 

          
                                                       

| 4 

AFGC SUBMISSION | July 2021 

• Staffed depots receive the full handling fee and are therefore motivated to pro-

actively seek containers from the public and commercial/industrial venues, 

whereas RVM’s reply on community members to seek out RVM locations, 

• Material quality is improved as greater source separation occurs in staffed 

depots versus RVM’s. In some states, RVM’s do not provide the degree of 

separation provided by staffed depots. For example, staffed depots can sort 

materials to  

o Glass by colour  

o PET by colour 

o HDPE  

o Tetrapacks/Combi blocks 

o Aluminium 

o Steel 

Whereas, some RVM’s mix all glass colours, mixed all polymers and mix metals 

resulting in lower quality material. Additionally, the AFGC also recommends that 

vehicles collecting containers from RVM’s should not be permitted to compact 

and mix material types, as is the practice in some jurisdictions, as this further 

contaminates and lowers the material quality for recycling. 

 

SCHEME GOVERNANCE 

From experience in the development of other schemes, the AFGC recommends the 

Tasmanian Government consider the following proposals in relation to the scheme 

governance. 

 

Scheme Regulator 

As mentioned above, the AFGC recommends sharing IT systems, platforms and reporting 

frameworks with other jurisdictions to avoid unnecessary cost duplication, accelerate 

scheme development and reduce the regulatory burden, especially on small business 

included in the scheme. 

The AFGC also recommends that the Tasmanian Government review the supplier definition 

as it is critical that all jurisdictions have definitions that work in harmony so manufacturers 

do not pay multiple schemes for the same container. There is a risk that under the current 

definition, small Tasmanian beverage suppliers may end up paying the refund amount in 

Tasmania and other jurisdictions for the same container. As illustrated below, smaller 

suppliers commonly use distributors to on-sell their products to retailers, both in Tasmania 

and on the mainland.  

Diagram 1 below highlights that the Tasmanian supplier who sells 1000 containers to a 

distributor, who on-sells 500 of these locally and 500 to mainland retailers will pay the 

refund on 1500 containers, despite only selling 1000.  
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Diagram 1: Current Tasmanian definitions 

 

 

Diagram 2 below highlights how the first supplier definition used in other jurisdictions does 

not double count exported containers. By adding imports into the jurisdiction, and 

subtracting exports to other jurisdictions, the first supplier is liable for the containers sold to 

retailer stores in that jurisdiction. This proven definition and process, prevents double 

charging businesses.  

Diagram 2: First supplier and export definitions used in other jurisdictions 

 

Therefore, the AFGC stresses that Tasmania should review and adopt the consistent and 

proven first supplier, exporter and importer definitions used in other jurisdictions to avoid 

over charging and inflating scheme costs. Being the newest scheme, the WA definitions 

provides a proven best practice template to implement.  

 



 

          
                                                       

| 6 

AFGC SUBMISSION | July 2021 

Scheme Coordinator 

The AFGC recommends that the scheme coordinator should be a single not for profit entity to 

reduce scheme costs and ultimately lower the inflationary impacts of the scheme on the 

community. This is especially critical due to the financial impacts of COVID-19 on the community. 

The AFGC supports the role of the scheme coordinator to monitor and report on the 

performance targets, however as it has no control of the collection network, responsibility 

for delivering the redemption rate must rest with the network operators. The inclusion of the 

WA Reporting Code will offer harmonisation, transparency and accountability to the Scheme 

Coordinator. 

The AFGC also supports the proposal to invoice beverage manufacturers in arrears, as this has proven 

successful in other jurisdictions, whereas invoicing in advance caused serious financial distress to 

small businesses as it meant they incurred scheme costs (often greater than their margin) before 

they had even sold the product. The AFGC recommends quarterly reporting and payment in arrears is 

adopted. 

 

Network Operators 

As the operation of the network is where the majority of the scheme costs are incurred, the 

AFGC recommends the following structural elements are embedded in the scheme to reduce 

the scheme costs and inflationary impact on community: 

1. Split responsibility of Collection Points and Transport and Processing 

As operating collection points and providing transport solutions are uniquely different 

skillsets, these should be tendered separately to ensure the Tasmanian Government 

procures quality service providers at the lowest cost. 
 

By procuring these services together, the Government runs the risk of procuring services 

that may not be the most proficient or cost effective. It also increases the risk that small 

businesses (either collection points or transport) may not tender as they do not offer 

both skillsets. This would directly limit competition, especially disadvantaging small 

collection and transport businesses. 
 

In short, tendering collection points and transport services together fails to support the 

aim of increasing community involvement and would provide an advantage to larger 

multinational businesses. Similar, it would not align with the Tasmanian ‘Buy Local Policy. 
 

2. Appoint multiple Collection point and Transport operators 

The AFGC commends the Tasmanian Government for proposing to run the scheme with 

multiple network operators. The AFGC supports this as it increases competition by 

service providers which will lower scheme costs in the short and long term. The AFGC 

further recommends the following: 
 

▪ Competition for technology providers – As detailed above, allowing multiple 

technology providers access to the scheme will promote competition and increase 

the handling fee received by community collection points. Experience in other 

jurisdictions indicates that in markets with only one technology provider, collection 

point operators receive approximately 3cper container. Whereas in schemes with 

competition for technology providers, collection point operators receive 6-7c per 

container. In short, this doubles the income paid to community. 
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We note there are now 5 RVM suppliers active in the Australian market all offering 

different commercial arrangements for potential collection point operators. This 

competition should be encouraged by adopting an open collection point network. 

 

▪ Competition for Network Operators – Allowing multiple network operators allows 

small businesses (SME’s), community groups and social enterprise to compete with 

multinational organisations. While a SME’s/community groups may be able to 

provide the Tasmanian Government with the best service at the lowest price in a 

specific region due to their local community involvement, they may not cover areas 

in another region. Appointing only one Network Operator would therefore prevent 

capable local SME’s/community groups or other not for profits from tendering. 

Again, this fails to support the aim for high community engagement. Therefore, the 

AFGC recommends that the tender allows for multiple network operators (including 

SME’s/community groups) be able to tender and contract with the Scheme Regulator 

in their own right. To facilitate this, the legislation would require amending to allow 

multiple network operators to contract with the Scheme Regulator in their own right 

and not through a subcontract arrangement and hence receive the full handling fee.  

 

Additionally, if the entire region is awarded to one large for profit company, they 

have a responsibility to their shareholders to maximise profits and would then 

monopolise the most lucrative collection sites, leaving community members with 

second tier sites only.  

 

▪ Competition for Transport providers – As stated above, calling for tenders from 

multiple transport providers (and separate to collection point operators) will allow 

smaller local transport providers to tender, hence increasing competition and 

increasing community engagement. It will utilise existing Tasmania infrastructure 

and avoid the potential for stranded assets should an 

external/mainland/multinational organisation be successful. 

 

▪ Competition for materials – As industry and government focus on increasing 

recycling rates, it is critical the scheme is designed to maximise recycling. To 

maximise recycling, the scheme needs to produce high quality materials that are sold 

on the open market for their maximum value. Hence, the AFGC recommends that all 

scheme materials are sold on the open market in a transparent process to maximise 

scheme income which then offsets the cost of the scheme.  

 

In some jurisdictions, materials are not sold on the open market, rather in a closed loop 

model, that provides financial and market advantage to specific for profit organisations 

only. This also has the potential to distort the recycling market where all manufacturers 

should have access to procure the quality recyclate generated by the scheme. 

 

In summary, appointing multiple collection network operators and multiple transport service 

providers provides a level playing field for small businesses and supports the Tasmanian ‘Buy 

Local’ policy. 

 



| 8 

AFGC SUBMISSION | July 2021 

SUMMARY 

The AFGC congratulates the Tasmanian Government for developing a CRS to reduce litter 

and increase recycling and supports many aspects of the scheme design including: 

• Harmonised scope of containers

• Harmonised labelling

• Harmonised refund amount

• Refund payment in arrears

• Multiple collection point options

• Focusing on community engagement in scheme operations

• Creating a multi-operator network model

However, the AFGC recommends the government consider the following: 

• Sharing administrative systems, platforms and processes with other states to simplify

implementation and reduce duplication of costs.

• Appoint a not-for-profit Scheme Coordinator to reduce scheme costs and the

inflationary impact of the scheme on community.

• Adopt first supplier, exporter and importer definitions from other jurisdictions to

ensure smaller Tasmanian businesses are not overcharged which would also inflate

scheme costs paid for by the Tasmanian consumer.

• Separate tenders for collectors and transport providers as these are differing skill

sets. Also combining them places small businesses at a disadvantage, therefore not

aligning with the Tasmanian ‘Buy Local’ policy.

• Supporting the ‘Buy Local’ policy by appointing multiple collectors and transport

service providers who contract with the Scheme Regulator in their own right to

maximise competition and increase small business participation.

• Amending legislation to allow multiple network operators to contract with the

Scheme Regulator in their own right (and not through a subcontract arrangement) to

benefit from the full handling fee.

• Allow competition for:

o Collection point operators, preferencing local community business and

organisations. Additionally, setting targets for collection points operated by

community and charity groups.

o Collection technology to maximise competition, handling fees for operators

and to encourage innovation, all of which benefit the local community.

o Transport service providers to encourage participation from local providers.

o Collected material that is sold on the open market in a transparent manner

to increase recycling rates and reduce scheme costs.

From experience in other schemes, the AFGC recommends the Tasmanian Government 

consider the above design principles to develop a scheme that maximises recycling, 

community engagement and local community benefit while reducing litter and the 

inflationary impact on the community. 
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From:
Sent: Friday, 9 July 2021 3:33 PM
To: CRS Enquiries
Subject: Container Refund Scheme Representation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

My name is Peter Kearney. 
I wish to make some comments about the proposed Container Refund Scheme. 
I am a West Tamar Councilor and have been involved in this space since the establishment of Plastic Bag Free Coles Bay 
by my son Ben Kearney many years ago. 

In looking at the power point presentation from Dpipwe, there is a screen entitled ‘How the split responsibility Scheme 
works’. 
The key part of that explanation is: 
There is a Scheme Coordinator and a Network Operator. 
There is no explanation as to why we need two, a Scheme Coordinator and a Network Operator, other than it is what 
happens in NSW. 
As there are other states in Australia who operate a split responsibility scheme and only have a Scheme Coordinator, I 
believe reasons need to be given for having a Network Operator at all. It defies any logic, especially economic logic, that 
having an additional layer of bureaucracy, will help anything 
The basis of any such decision should be the experience of all the states; the one that has a Network Operator (NSW) 
and the ones that don’t. 

West Tamar is a member of the LGAT. I was concerned that LGAT made a decision without reference back to its member 
councils. LGAT normally refers such policy matters back to member councils. In following up with LGAT and LGAT 
committee members, I was basically given the Go Away treatment. 

This is not complicated. We have two types of schemes operating in Australia so we don’t have to reinvent the wheel. I 
have not seen any independent analysis of the effectiveness of the two options and all I hear is assertions that as to 
what the outcomes will be. No facts only assertions. So can we please have an independent analysis of the outcomes of 
the two alternative schemes. 

Your sincerely 
Cr Peter Kearney OAM 
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TASMANIAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND 
INDUSTRY 
Industry House, 309 Liverpool Street, Hobart 
GPO Box 793 Hobart Tas 7001 

Container Refund Scheme 
CRS.enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

8 July 2021 

To whom it may concern 

As the peak organisation representing Tasmanian businesses, the Tasmanian Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry wishes to provide feedback on the proposed container refund scheme, currently open 
for community consultation. 

The TCCI is encouraged by the idea that the State Government might consider a multi-operator 
network model to run the scheme. This would allow greater diversity and for more small and medium 
sized businesses to take part, although it is still not as fair and open as the QLD and WA schemes.  

However, the legislation, as is currently drafted, is for a single network operator like in NSW and the 
TCCI believes this needs to be amended to enable operators to be able to contract and operate with 
the Government directly and not as a sub-contractor to a single network operator. 

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. The chamber believes these are key issues would should be addressed. 

As a result of the way the scheme operates in NSW, with small and medium sized businesses earn as 
much as 50% less from participating in the scheme compared to their peers in SA, NT, QLD and WA. 
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 TCCI is concerned that the current draft legislation for Tasmania effectively shuts out local small 
business from tendering to act as a network operator. This is because the roles of refund point, 
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logistics services provider and processing services provider have been merged into one network 
operator role and 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. 

We would also contend that 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. 

It is critical that participation in the scheme is awarded through a fair and open process by the 
government and the scheme coordinator. This will enable small and medium sized businesses to 
compete with the 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. The TCCI believes this is an unacceptable outcome and a lost opportunity. 

We urge those involved in making decisions around the process for Tasmania’s container refund 
scheme to make changes to the current draft legislation. If this does not happen the benefits that are 
available for Tasmanian charities, community groups and small and medium businesses will not be 
maximised. This will result in significantly less jobs created across Tasmania and see small and medium 
businesses and other organisations excluded from the scheme or in the least disadvantaged. 

The TCCI stands ready to work with the Government to develop a model that maximises the benefit 
to the community. A Not for Profit Community Scheme where beverage manufacturers take 
stewardship of their containers and the Government then contracts businesses and community 
organisations directly to collect is the preferred model. This requires some simple changes but will 
importantly improve the legislation to maximise the benefits for Tasmania. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on this important issue and look forward to 
progressing the issue. 

Yours sincerely 

Michael Bailey 
Chief Executive Officer  
Tasmanian Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

t 03 6236 3600 e Michael.bailey@tcci.com.au 
www.tcci.com.au 

mailto:Michael.bailey@tcci.com.au
http://www.tcci.com.au/
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8th July 2021


Dear Container Refund Scheme


Let me preface our thoughts with some context setting. King Island Cloud Juice is a product that 
is part of an emerging market segment of high-end waters that are now sought after by food and 
beverage enthusiasts all over the world. There are now more than 200 water sommeliers world-
wide. When Cloud Juice started - in 1997 - there were none. Restaurants are beginning to have 
water menus. We now pair food and water. It was always the intention of Cloud Juice from its 
inception to be bottled in glass and served in a fine dining setting. Since then, things have 
changed we have needed a PET product to sustain our business. 


I realise there will be many submissions covering off a multitude of points so I’ll keep ours simple. 
Our packaging will provide you some ethical challenges to consider. We bottle in glass and in PET. 
Our glass bottle is a non-proprietary wine bottle (picture attached). Why does a wine bottle filled 
with wine get an exemption from the proposed scheme and yet a wine bottle filled with water 
would be subject to the legislation?


We don’t believe there should be any exemptions for any container. If the purpose is to recycle, 
reduce litter and reduce landfill -  then let’s capture everything. How about Tasmania becoming a 
world leader in this space instead of playing catch up with the remainder of the western world 
with a mediocre scheme.


The cost impost from a labelling perspective is significant, especially for small producers. To 
change one letter on a label is $750 plus the run of labels. We buy labels to last a 1-2 years so 
that we can get an economy of sale to get costs down. We have some label that are 3 years old. I 
would hope there will be a phase in period that allows for or compensates for this.


Should you require any further clarification please feel free to contact me by any of the means 
below.


Faithfully 

Duncan McFie

Founder and Director

ACN 074 227 231 

Seal 110 Rocks Rd, Surprise Bay, King Island Tasmania 7256 Australia 
PO Box 406, Currie, King Island, Tasmania 7256 Australia 

T +61 (0) 428 621 761 E cloud.juice@bigpond.com W cloudjuice.com.au 

KiNG ISLAND 

CLOUD JUICE 
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