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9 July 2021 

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

Government of Tasmania 

CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

Tasmania’s Container Refund Scheme 

Woolworths Group welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the Tasmanian 

Government’s draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021. 

INTRODUCTION 

Woolworths supports the introduction of a container refund scheme (CRS) in Tasmania to 

reduce the impact of container waste on our environment and improve the quality of waste 

streams for recycling in the development of a circular economy. We provided extensive 

feedback in our May 2020 submission and have been members on the CRS taskforce. 

As Australia’s largest private sector employer and supermarket retailer, we offer a unique 

and practical perspective on the design, implementation and operation of the CRS. 

Woolworths seeks the best environmental outcomes that minimise unnecessary costs, 

maximises convenience and realises opportunities for community and charity participation 

to benefit from the scheme. 

OUR HISTORY 

After 96 years of operation, Woolworths Group has grown to become Australia’s largest 

private sector employer, with more than 140,000 employees nationally. We partner with 

thousands of local farmers, producers and manufacturers to sell more than 100,000 

products and service around 29 million customer interactions every week.  

In Tasmania, Woolworths employs more than 4,000 team members across our 31 stores, 

with a wage bill of more than $110 million. Each year we donate over 80,000 meals 

through our Hunger Relief Partnerships, and nearly 600,000kg of food waste as stock feed 

to local farmers. 

Our support for CRSs is well-established. Woolworths was instrumental to the delivery of 

the NSW scheme. We were the first retail partner for the reverse vending machine (RVM) 

network in NSW at program launch in 2017, providing a voucher redemption solution for 

customers as well as supporting the roll-out of RVMs across NSW.  
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Currently there are 328 RVMs in NSW with over 200 associated with Woolworths Group as 

the redemption partner. Through the collection points associated with Woolworths, in the 

twelve months to September 2020 over 1.05 billion containers (57 per cent) had been 

collected out of a statewide total of 1.83 billion. 

Woolworths recently supported the successful and smooth commencement of the Western 

Australia CDS (1 October 2020), and sits on the Tasmanian Government’s taskforce for 

the development of that state’s CDS. 

Woolworths is committed to sustainability and recently launched our ambitious 2025 

Sustainability Plan, including a range of commitments to reduce waste and the impact of 

packaging on our environment.  

Some of these include:  

● Zero food waste from stores and DCs by 2025. 

● Our plans to surpass the National Packaging Targets 

o 100% recyclable, reusable or compostable Own Brand packaging by 2023 

o Halve the use of virgin plastic in Own Brand packaging by 2024 

o Own Brand packaging made from an average of 60% recycled content by 2025 

o Australasian Recycling Label on 100% of Own Brand packaging by 2023 

● “Net positive” emissions by 2050 

o Meet and exceed our Paris Agreement commitments to keep climate change to 

no more than 1.5 degrees 

o Reduce Woolworths Group emissions by 63% by 2030 

o 100% renewable electricity by 2025 

 

DRAFT BILL FEEDBACK 

 

Scheme Alignment 

● For a beverage supplier and national retailer, the different scheme designs for each 

jurisdiction adds significant cost and complexity. Having a common design scheme 

minimises administrative costs and, ultimately, the cost to the consumer. There are 

now five different scheme designs covering the six CDS in Australia.  

● The only two schemes that have a consistent approach from a beverage supplier 

perspective are Queensland and Western Australia. Our experience in the 

commencement and operation of these states’ CDS programs has been positive. 

● While we note Tasmania’s decision to adopt the NSW model for Scheme 

Coordinator and Network Operator, there are still opportunities to align elements of 

the CRS with other states. In particular, the registration of eligible containers should 

use existing registrations from other jurisdictions as much as possible, rather than  
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requiring a wholesale, time consuming, costly and inefficient process of re-

registering containers again. This enables a smoother commencement of the 

scheme and minimises the chance of error causing subsequent problems. 

● Furthermore, while we support the concept of a single CRS/CDS logo for 

containers, pursuing individual labelling requirements by jurisdiction is wholly 

impractical for nationwide suppliers and modern logistics systems. We also note 

that there is no evidence that a labelling change is necessary to promote the CRS. 

Should it be desirable, Tasmania should promote and adopt a nationwide label. 

 

Scheme Design 

● As noted, this alignment does not impact the Scheme Coordinator and Network 

Operator design. Instead, the manner that the Scheme Coordinator interacts with 

beverage suppliers should be the same as in Queensland and Western Australia, 

where there has been positive industry feedback.  

● This includes: (i) the IT systems that beverage suppliers use to report beverage 

sales, when invoices are presented; and (ii) payment terms, having a fixed price 

with price changes aligned with these two jurisdictions. 

● Woolworths’ concern with a Network Operator is to ensure that consumers of 

beverage containers have a wide range of locations to return containers and these 

locations are conveniently located and account for the specific needs and attributes 

of a community (e.g. regional versus metropolitan). A range of collection point types 

will also enable more consumers to find a method that suits their needs. 

● We also note the government’s ability to maximise the participation of Tasmania’s 

not-for-profit and charity sectors in the CRS, and improve the financial benefits for 

them via a well-designed scheme. Queensland’s and WA’s design appears to be 

affording superior returns and, thus, incentives to participate, to these groups so far. 

● Our experience in other jurisdictions reveals one potential weakness with the 

Scheme Coordinator’s responsibility to establish and grow consumer awareness of 

a CDS. The Network Operator is often closer to the customer, so is able to tailor the 

message more appropriately. But this raises the risk of excessive marketing costs. 

The Network Operator is incentivised to market the scheme as much as possible, 

especially if there is unlimited funding from the beverage suppliers.  

● If the responsibility for consumer awareness of the scheme is with the Network 

Operator, then it is important to impose a strict budget envelope to undertake that 

awareness campaign. 

 

Financial Arrangements 

● Neither the draft Bill nor the explanatory documents explain the financial 

mechanisms for Tasmania’s CRS. 
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● The initial funding (the float) should be provided by the government.  

● Scheme payments should be in arrears, eliminating the need for forecasting sales 

and undertaking reconciliation for scheme participants. This reduces waste and 

complexity in the system and aligns with the more efficient and less onerous 

outcomes achieved by the Queensland and Westerns Australia schemes. 

 

Convenience and Consumer Access 

● A large number of conveniently located collection points will maximise the 

redemption rate and environmental benefit. While collection points close to retail 

centres is convenient for customers, it does present challenges for the retail 

operators and local neighbourhoods. 

● Woolworths Group has co-located over 200 RVMs with our supermarkets and in 

NSW. As a result, we are keenly aware of the opportunities and challenges these 

RVMs present to retailers and property owners. Our experience has taught us that 

different collection methods have different degrees of efficacy depending on 

community characteristics. We welcome further engagement with the Tasmanian 

Government to share our experience.  

● In addition, the ability of retailers to host RVMs or over-the-counter collection points 

is dependent on the nature of their property (owned vs leased, standalone vs centre 

or mall-based) and the ability to retrofit collection into a store’s existing built form. 

● As a result, we support a voluntary approach for RVMs and over-the-counter 

returns, whereby retailers are able to identify and install RVMs in the locations that 

they think would best support the scheme. 

● In our experience, concentrated waste collection points can attract antisocial 

behaviour such as illegal dumping. We strongly recommend a flexible and proactive 

approach to signage, surveillance and enforcement on and around RVMs in 

particular, noting that council enforcement on private land can prove problematic.  

 

Scheme commencement 

● Woolworths needs adequate time to adjust pricing and implement the CRS in our IT 

systems. We require a minimum of 16 weeks from when final scheme pricing is 

provided so we can negotiate new rates with our beverage suppliers. We need a 

minimum of six months to implement any necessary IT changes.  

● The scheme should not commence operation at critical times of the year such as 

the peak November-January period, the month before Easter, or near the end of the 

financial year. 
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CONCLUSION 

Woolworths welcomes the Tasmanian Government’s consultative approach to the CRS. 

We remain available to share our insights from our experiences across Australia and invite 

Tasmanian officials to visit RVM sites on Woolworths’ properties in NSW to learn about 

their operation.  

With a suitably timed commencement in 2022, Tasmania will give itself and industry the 

time needed to design a scheme that is well-suited to Tasmanians and maximises the local 

environmental benefit. 



40 Innovation Drive 

Techno Park 

Dowsing Point, Tas 

P – 03 6240 5000 

E – nexusinc@nexusinc.org.au 

9 July 2021 

Container Refund Scheme  

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  

To Whom It May Concern  

Submission on the draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 

More than Just Donations 

We congratulate the Government on the decision to introduce a Container Refund Scheme (CRS) in 

Tasmania and your objective to have the scheme in operation by 2022.   

While the reduction of litter and increase in recycling are important social benefits we also believe that 

a well designed scheme will provide much wider benefits to the Tasmanian Community. 

A vision for Social Benefit 

Globally, successful CRS have a strong and integrated involvement of the community.  This is more 

than just through individuals collecting and returning of deposits.  There are a range of community 

benefits that the Container Refund Scheme Bill Discussion Paper (the Discussion Paper) does not 

adequately explore – we believe that a greater social benefit must be enshrined in the Bill. 

The proposed structure of the scheme may in fact close off opportunities for real commercial 

engagement with the community sector. 

The Greater social benefits can be achieved through: 

• community groups being empowered to actively seek out containers for the deposit (“refund”)

revenue;

• community organisations being equal partners in the business of the scheme (“processing”

revenue),

• local government expanding their existing waste centres to include return depots but also

creating other recycle and reuse opportunities and community education, and

• a range of local employment opportunities by keeping automated sites to a minimum.

Active participation in the scheme will also provide community organisations with a stable and regular 

income source and allow greater independence from government support for these groups. 

Scheme Benefits from Community Sector Capacity 

The Community Sector can contribute to the scheme and benefit from it. 

The community sector (excluding health) employs around 17,800 Tasmanians and contributes $1.9b to 

the State.   As part of this sector, the Tasmanian disability sector is now a major employer in Tasmania, 

employing an estimated 7,000 people which is expected to grow to 10,000 by 2024 (NDS Workforce 

Plan).   

According to the NDIS (data website) there are 475 active disability providers in Tasmania (March 

2021) supporting 10,270 scheme participants accessing an annual federally funded budget of around 
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$832million.  Under the funding model of the NDIA, the vast majority of this is paid to Tamanian staff 

(around 90%) which then boosts the Tasmanian economy – but the funding model also allows a 

surplus of around 5% ($40m) as which providers then invest in new programs and development. 

Disability is a mature sector in the Tasmanian economy with capacity to actively contribute to a 

Tasmanian CRS and fairly share in the operation of the scheme. 

Tasmania is also a unique State and the least urbanised in the Federation.  This means that the roll out 

of a CRS presents novel challenges.  We believe that the Tasmanian community sector is well versed in 

these challenges and has networks that reach deeply into the social and geographic fabric of the State.  

By actively engaging the sector the CRS will be more successful in meeting its objectives. 

The community sector is a successful partner with the State government, delivering many social 

reforms, community supports and helping shape and inform community behaviour.  Engaging the 

sector in the CRS will make many more points of contact with the community where there is an 

opportunity to educate and change behaviour to drive the larger goal of promoting a circular economy 

in Tasmania. 

Community sector organisations are also innovators.  With a wide cross section of professional 

management skills, leading organisations that are mission driven, our teams look at issues in different 

ways.  We put the community benefit before profit.  Where CRS engage effectively with communities 

in other jurisdictions these partnerships create change – they spin off projects that re-use and reduce 

waste, they increase recycling of other products (eg batteries, building waste) and most of all they 

create employment rich enterprises often targeting people who need structured and supported 

employment opportunities. 

Bill Objective 

The Act should maximise the social benefit of the scheme.   

A third objective of the Bill should be to maximise the community participation in the scheme by 

encourage a wide range of individuals and organisations to participate in the collection, return and 

processing of beverage containers.   

We believe a clearly stated social objective will increase the diversity of community participation in the 

scheme which will in turn increase the container return rate and other social benefits including 

employment and education. 

Scheme Governance 

A single Network Operator who operates recycling points, logistics and processes the aggregation and 

sale of recyclable product is not incentivised to engage the community sector in establishing a diverse 

model of recycling points that is adapted to Tasmania’s unique population, geographic and 

demographic challenges.  A single network operator will naturally work to maximise their processing 

efficiency (ie larger processing sites and automated recycling points).  We believe that this will work to 

reduce the number of effective recycling points.  The operation of the NSW model clearly 

demonstrates this, where their representative admitted in the Charities Presentation run by the 

Department that over 75% of containers go through network operated sites (which are often 

automated). 

A review of the 2018-19 Annual Report for the NSW Return and Earn scheme which can be found at  

https://www.exchangeforchange.com.au/who-we-are/publications-and-reports.html identifies some 

interest facts on how this model can operate.  While in terms of refund points diversity the scheme 

https://www.exchangeforchange.com.au/who-we-are/publications-and-reports.html


looks to be doing relatively well – with subcontractors operating 49% of the sites.  However, the 

financial data shows an alarming difference, where these sites seem to only get 19% of the 

containers.  Furthermore, they only get 8.3% of the processing revenue – so in other words the 

community sector is doing half the work in terms of distribution but gain less than 10% of the revenue.  

I also understand that these sites get only 4.5c per container from which they must pay a mandatory 

“equipment costs”.  There are some community sector organisations who operate successfully, but will 

not enter the NSW market specifically because the financial model is so biased against them. 

Under the Tasmanian draft legislation most (all) community sector operator would not meet the 

criteria to apply to be the network operator.  As the roles are merged the network operator would 

need knowledge, skills and experience required across the whole scheme (ie refund point, logistics 

services provider and processing services provider).  In other words the draft legislation works to 

precludes all but large multinational waste companies from becoming the network operator. 

Nexus supports a different model of scheme governance – the Community Producer Responsibility 

(CPR) model which operates in SA, WA, QLD and the NT. 

The Marsden Jacob 2018 report (A Model Framework for a Container Refund Scheme in Tasmania) 

recommends a Community Producers Model – with some local modifications.  It clearly sees the 

Product Stewardship Organisation (Scheme Coordinator) operating the scheme and network 

(recommendation 7).  However, recommendation 10 very clearly separates (through the Act) and 

establishes defined roles and responsibilities for other key scheme participants which includes 

beverage suppliers; refund points; processors; and material recovery facilities (MRFs).  The proposed 

legislations appear to establish the processors as the collection point controller (ie the NSW model). 

We acknowledge that a CPR model might produce a higher regulatory cost to Government, but it is not 

clear that this is the case.  We believe that improved return rates will outweigh this cost – as is pointed 

out in the Marden Jacobs report (page xxi).  It is also possible the government could take a portion of 

the revenue from the recycled material and return this to the administration of the scheme. 

Effective Markets 

Monopoly markets tend not to operate efficiently.  We believe that by separating scheme 

management, regulation, collection, logistics and processing that the scheme will be more 

economically efficient. 

With a range of collection point operators seeking to maximise their market share we believe that this 

will lead to more effective solutions that suit local communities.  This will maximise collection points, 

which with effective regulation, will maximise coverage across Tasmania.  This is consistent with 

Recommendation 12 of the Marsden Jacobs report. 

For instance, Nexus has already met with local government and community groups in the Huon to 

discuss how we could partner to establish a vibrant collection point. 

Notwithstanding the need to verify and audit the numbers of containers received, a number of 

processor models force collection points to lease expensive sorting machines.  The NSW regulator, in 

the Charities briefing run by the Department, was very positive about this, and how easy it was to 

monitor the scheme in real time.  In our view the enforcement of this cost in Tasmania will make many 

smaller community collection points unviable.  A better model in Tasmania would include manned 

smaller depots, organisations refunding on manual container counts and mechanical verification at 

centralised processor locations (ie MRFs). 



MRFs will still play a significant role in a CRS through kerbside collection – which is estimated by some 

to still collect 15% of eligible containers. 

We note that the Marsden Jacobs report appears to favour such a diverse model with 36 manual 

refund points, 7 mobile points and a mix of urban RVMs (page xvi). 

Increased Employment 

The NDIS has set a target of 30% of scheme participants gaining some form of employment.  Nexus 

believes that this is possible and is actively engaged in this area of support.  We have seen processor 

modelling that suggests each manned collection depot generates 3-8 jobs.  This includes a mix of team 

leader and semi-skilled jobs.  The Australian economy, over the long run, has lost many of our semi-

skilled positions.  There is an opportunity to develop a CRS that relies on foreign owned and developed 

automation or on community-based engagement and employment.  Nexus has a clear preference that 

this Government chooses an option that supports local employment as we believe that some of these 

jobs will make their way to the NDIS participants supported by the vibrant Tasmanian disability sector. 

In conclusion 

We believe that the legislation should be reviewed with the following changes: 

• Enshrine social benefit and community engagement as an Objective of the Act. 

• Adopt the model recommended in the Marden Jacobs report - the Community Producer 

Responsibility (CPR) model – where the Act separately establishes defined roles and 

responsibilities for beverage suppliers; refund points; processors; and material recovery 

facilities (MRFs).   

• Allow refund points to directly contract with either the Government or the Product 

Stewardship Organisation (Scheme Coordinator) – who is specifically excluded from operating 

their own collection points. 

• Ensure anti-competitive behaviour are excluded from the scheme – such as too defined 

models that excludes local collection points, third line forcing and other monopoly tactics 

(such as needing to lease certain types of counting machines), only allowing charities signed up 

to the processor to receive donations from refund points.  Ensure the relationships between 

the levels of the scheme are governed by Australian Companies Law. 

• Regulate the scheme to maximise local employment outcomes. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important legislation and we are fully supportive of 

your efforts to launch a Tasmanian container refund scheme.  We look forward to being able to discuss 

these suggestions with the Minister and the Department. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Mark Jessop  

Chief Executive Officer 



Mark Jessop – Brief Resume 

 

Mark is the Chief Executive Officer of the Tasmanian disability provider Nexus Inc.   

Nexus was a registered specialist provider under the State disability scheme and successfully 

transitioned to the NDIS.  During his time as CEO the business has grown from $5m to around $30m 

and provides a wide range of supports from accommodation to employment supports. 

 

In addition to his roles in the Tasmanian Public service, Mark also spent over 15 years in various 

market research and evaluation roles where he was often called on to review legislated programs.  

Mark is also a registered psychologist and has specialised in social marketing and evaluation. 

 

Key employment roles have included: 

Nexus Inc   2013- current Chief Executive Officer 

DHHS    2007- 2013  Manager Youth Justice/ Manager Child Protection  

Corrective Services  WA 2004-2007 Director Policy Planning and Review /  

Manager Planning & Research 

Disability Services Commission 2003-2004 Senior Planning & Research Officer 

Colmar Brunton Research  2000-2003 Managing Director          

The Boshe Group  1995-2000 Director (Management Consultants) 



126 Mornington Rd Mornington, TAS 7018 Australia  
PO Box 1670 ESDC Mornington, TAS 7018 Australia 
Phone 03 6282 3232  Email accounts@belwes.com.au 
ABN 62 092 690 849

9 July 2021 

Container Refund Scheme 
Policy and Business Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
GPO Box 1550 
HOBART TAS 7001 
crs.enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

SUBMISSION TO THE CONTAINER REFUND SCHEME PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

Mornington Park Waste Transfer Station supports the introduction of a Container Refund Scheme to 
Tasmania.   

There are two clear objectives for implementation of the CRS – reducing litter and increasing 
recycling rates. 

We believe that implementation of the CRS will raise community commitment to increasing 
resource recovery and recycling and result in less litter within the community.  However, this will 
only be achieved if return points are in appropriate locations, in suitable formats, and in sufficient 
numbers. 

Waste transfer stations have a critical role to play in increasing recycling rates and supporting the 
CRS.  Locating a return point at waste transfer stations can encourage the return of other waste 
items in addition to recyclable plastics. 

If a return point is located after the weighbridge, then consumers will be more encouraged to sort 
their waste rather than comingle their returnable plastic containers with other waste streams.  This 
can increase the rate of diversion from landfill as consumers move through the site to the refund 
point.   

As part of the Scheme’s implementation, MPWTS would be interested in having a refund point 
located within its operations, (post weighbridge) to encourage greater diversion of all waste 
streams from landfill. 

In addition, in developing the legislation and regulation for the CRS we would encourage the 
Government to consider widening the scope of acceptable containers to include other containers 
(including wine bottles) which are regularly identified in community litter.  

Malcolm McAully 
Director 
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TOMRA Collection Pty Ltd ABN 90 111 224 018  
Unit 2, 39 Herbert St  
St Leonards, NSW 2065 
Australia  

9 July 2021 

Container Refund Scheme 

Policy and Business Branch 

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

134 Macquarie Street 

Hobart TAS 7000 

Submitted via: CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

Dear CRS Team, 

On behalf of TOMRA I would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment and provide our feedback on 

the draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021 and accompanying documents. 

TOMRA is the largest operator of container refund points in Australia, and is also part of the successful joint-

venture Network Operator in NSW. TOMRA is the inventor of reverse vending technology and the leading 

supplier and operator, with a presence in all deposit markets around the world, collecting in excess of 42 

billion containers every year for recycling. 

We have divided this submission into the following sections: 

a) Overall comments on the draft Bill

b) Some specific comments and suggestions, including both substantive items and more detailed

technical input.

c) Some questions or issues for further consideration.

Overall Comments 

The legislation is well drafted and provides an appropriate legislative framework for the new CRS. It underpins 

a split responsibility model, involving a Scheme Coordinator and separate Network Operator, that is best 

practice in the absence of a return-to-retail mandate. TOMRA supports this approach, based on our 

experience of container deposit schemes across Australia and around the world. 

Many of the key determinants of the system will nevertheless lie in the subsequent regulations and in the 

contracts with the key scheme participants (the Scheme Coordinator and Network Operator). This is 

appropriate and provides the Government flexibility in overseeing the CRS in the best interests of Tasmanians. 

Some of the questions that follow relate to considerations that may end up in the regulations or contracts, 

rather than in the Bill, but are nevertheless raised here to make sure they have been considered. 
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Specific Comments 

1) Verification Management and Responsibility 

In our view, the most important piece of feedback relates to the Explanatory Document, the 

impression generated in relation to responsibilities for “verification mechanisms” and how this is 

treated in the Bill, and in coming regulations and contracts. 

Page 10 of the Explanatory Paper lists “managing verification mechanisms” under the Scheme 

Coordinator responsibilities. Importantly, however, managing (and designing) the verification 

mechanisms should be the responsibility of the Network Operator and is central to the design of the 

network.  

It is our expectation and experience that the State will have a critical role in approving these 

mechanisms, which are likely to be a central element of the decision criteria within any procurement 

process for the Network Operator.  

The Scheme Coordinator’s role is to audit these verification mechanisms as exercised by the Network 

Operator and ensure they are followed correctly.  

If instead, as stated in the Explanatory Document, the Scheme Coordinator were to manage the 

verification mechanisms they could potentially use this responsibility to influence the design and 

operation of the network and undermine the main purpose of a split responsibility model. 

The mechanisms for assignment of this verification responsibility are likely to lie mainly in the 

regulations, tender documents, and contracts. However, there is at least one part of the Bill that 

should perhaps also refer to this – namely Clause 21 (b) (ii), as per the comment immediately below. 

 

2) Scheme Coordinator Agreement with Network Operator and payment for Network Operator’s 

activities/responsibilities 

Clause 21 (b) (ii) deals with the Scheme Coordinator’s responsibility to enter into an agreement with 

the Network Operator and to pay it for its costs. These costs are currently defined as being associated 

with “the administration and operation of container refund points operated by, or on behalf, of the 

network operator”.  

 

However, it is important to note that the operations and costs of the network operator extend 

beyond “the administration and operation of container refund points” and include, for example, 

logistics (transport of the containers) and processing (verification and preparation for sale). We would 

therefore recommend that, to avoid misinterpretation, this clause be expanded to cover all major 

aspects of the Network Operator role. 
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3) Definition of “material recovery facility”. 

We note that the current definition of “material recovery facility” under Clause 6 could potentially 

(and presumably mistakenly) include container refund points and/or processing or sorting centres run 

by the Network Operator. 

 

4) Definition of “product stewardship” 

Since “product stewardship” is not a universally defined term, and can incorporate different 

meanings, we would recommend that it is defined further in Clause 8 – for example in reference to 

ownership, payment, cost responsibilities etc.  

 

5) Legislated power for the Minister to terminate the contract if any target has not been met 

Clause 18 (1) (c) legislates the power of the Minister to terminate a contract if any target has not been 

met. Our experience and expectation are that there will be multiple and varied targets in the 

agreements with the Scheme Coordinator and Network Operator. Some will be priority targets with 

critical consequences if not met, while others will be lower level with lesser importance or impact.  

 

In our view it would seem heavy-handed and counter-productive to have legislated power for the 

Minister to terminate the contract if any target, irrespective of magnitude and consequence, has not 

been met. For instance, the power to terminate if the Network Operator is one refund point short for 

a few days in one particular region, would seem unnecessary and would add considerable commercial 

risk (and therefore cost) to potential tender bids. 

 

We therefore recommend that these powers are better left to the contracts and tied to specific 

targets. 

 

6) Additional exemption for refund point operators not to accept a container 

Clause 31 sets out certain grounds under which a refund amount is not payable by container refund 

points for a container that is presented to them. We would recommend that this is expanded to 

include containers that are too contaminated with foreign material, e.g. oil, paint or other chemicals 

that may have health and safety implications or downgrade the recyclability of the material stream 

they enter.  

 

7) Review of a decision by the Director 

Clause 38 allows an applicant to seek a review of the Director’s decision “in respect of a container”. 

While most of the Director’s powers in the Bill relate to decisions “in respect of a container”, the 

Director is also given the power to make other decisions – e.g. under Clauses 19.1(e) and 42.4. As 

such, we would suggest that a right of review under Clause 38 is expanded to include all decisions 

made by the Director and not limited only to those “in respect of a container”.  
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Questions and/or Issues for Consideration 

 

a) How to ensure that containers are recyclable 

Will Clause 12.2 be able to be used to ensure that containers are recyclable as a condition of being 

approved? This will be particularly important if the Network Operator is required to recycle all 

collected containers. 

 

b) Clarification re refund point obligations  

There is of course a general requirement that refund points accept eligible containers and pay a 

refund on them. Currently this responsibility appears to be separated into two areas of the Bill: Clause 

32 and Clause 29 (2), each applying separate penalties if a refund point operator refuses a container. 

Is this the desired intent or should these be combined?  

 

c) Use of barcodes 

The use of barcodes for accurate identification, verification and data capture is a central element of 

all modern container deposit schemes. Does the Government intend to include barcodes, under the 

regulations, as one of the prescribed marks mentioned in the draft Bill? 

 

d) Streamlined planning process for CRS infrastructure 

How does government plan to enable a streamlined town planning process for critical CRS 

infrastructure? Without a streamlined process – e.g. certain exemptions and complying development 

categories – local governments will be clogged up with development applications for new 

infrastructure. In addition, there are likely to be diverging approvals and therefore differing 

infrastructure available across different local government authorities, and a roll-out of infrastructure 

is unlikely to be feasible within the planned timelines. NSW can serve as a good model for how a 

streamlined process can be achieved to help facilitate a rapid roll-out. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions in relation to this submission or if we can 

provide additional information and details.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

Markus Fraval 

Director, TOMRA Collection Solutions Australia 
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Policy and Business Branch 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and the Environment 
GPO Box 1550 
HOBART TAS  7001 

crs.enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 7 October 2021 

Dear Policy Officer 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021. This 
submission is the result of collaboration between the Local Government Association of Tasmania 
and the King Island and Finders Councils.  

The submission supports the objectives of the Container Refund Scheme but highlights the need 
for the legislative and regulatory framework to be sufficiently flexible and adaptable to enable it to 
work efficiently and effectively on the Bass Strait Islands.  

The small populations, size and scale of activities on the Islands and their physical separation from 
mainland Tasmania create significantly different logistical challenges and expensive cost structures 
to mainland Tasmania. The risk is that the commercial assumptions supporting the proposed CRS 
framework may not be relevant when applied to the Islands. 

The Councils are seeking a commitment that the CRS legislation and planned regulations will deliver 
a practical, workable system for the Islands that generates the benefits and environmental 
outcomes envisaged in the draft legislation.  

The Councils are also seeking assurances that existing community-based recycling operations will 
be enhanced and not negatively impacted by the proposed Scheme. For example, the King Island 
Lions Club has for many years successfully collected and recycled some of the products now 
included in the CRS. Similarly, the King Island Council has been collecting and crushing glass for 
reuse in road making with the very active support of the King Island District High School Green 
Team. These existing programs provide important revenue streams and cost savings of direct 
benefit to the community. 
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TRIM Ref:  

The proposed legislation needs to enable the further development and expansion of these 
community-based, on-island initiatives.  

Both the King Island and Flinders Councils would be pleased to provide further information in 
support of this submission and engage in direct discussions with LGAT to find a positive way the 
Bass Strait Island can realise the objectives and benefits of a CRS. 

Yours sincerely 

  

 
Greg Alomes 
General Manager 
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General 

Response to Tasmania’s Container Refund Scheme 

Bill 2021 

Introduction 

Tetra Pak supports the Tasmanian Government’s ambition to develop a container refund 

scheme (CRS) to reduce litter and improve beverage container recycling in the state. We agree 

that CRS is increasingly seen as an effective way, in markets where beverage container 

recycling already exist, to reduce litter and increase resource recovery and recycling. It also 

generates purer streams of recyclable materials that can have a second life as inputs to new 

products, helping to build a more sustainable circular economy. 

As outlined in the Tasmanian Government’s explanation paper, Tasmania has set the target 

of having the lowest rate of litter in the country by 2023 and the Government released its Waste 

Action Plan 2019, which included a commitment to introduce a CRS in 2022.  

We wholly agree with the Tasmanian Government that container refund systems only work 

when detailed legislation and strict enforcement mechanisms, as outlined in the proposed Bill, 

including at a minimum: 

• That all producers, distributors, and importers of designated beverages containers

place a secure marking on the package to indicate that a deposit has been paid by the

consumer and that a refund will be paid when the empty container is returned.

• That all producers, distributors, importers and retailers include the deposit value in their

transactions and to report on these transactions to the System Operator

• The collection of deposits from consumers and the repayment of these deposits when

the empty containers are returned to a defined location are made

• The minimum number and types of locations where empty containers can be returned

• The level of the deposit to be paid by the consumer and the redemption value to be

paid by the Network Operator

• Requirements for reporting and independent auditing of the system

• Enforcement powers and penalties

Tetra Pak is a leading food processing and packaging solutions provider fully committed to the 

principles of a circular economy. We continue to reduce packaging waste and increase 

recycling through consumer awareness efforts. In parallel, we are making major technology 

investments to ensure that all elements of our packaging are seamlessly integrated into a 

circular economy.  
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General 

Beverage cartons are made on average of 75% paperboard, 21% polymers and 4% 

aluminium. Due to the significant component of paperboard in beverage cartons, these can 

be recycled in most paper mills and are collected in the paper/ carton or lightweight stream. 

We have previously also signalled to the Commonwealth and state governments our 

commitment to co-invest in setting up recycling facilities in Australia. The planned facilities 

have “full carton” capability, that is, the entire used beverage carton, including any on-pack 

straw, neck or cap can be recycled together. We are in the final stages of securing Australian 

recycling partners and are working to set up the first operation in New South Wales or Victoria 

by 2022.  Thereafter, our plan is to expand recycling capacity and ultimately cover recycling 

across Australia.  

 

Developing an Effective Deposit Refund Scheme 

Broadly, Tetra Pak is supportive of the current proposed CRS design, which already draws on 

how similar systems operate in parts of North America, Europe and in a few states in Australia.  

This includes the Scheme Governance and our support of the proposal for the refund value 

and mark as they both promote national consistency across Australia and discourage 

the potential for any fraud in the system.   

However, when operating the scheme, we strongly suggest that the beverage industry 

should be co-opted as part of the Network Operator, so that existing logistic and supply 

chain networks, including reverse logistics, can be leveraged to decrease the operational cost 

of the CRS in the longer term. In the following pages, we have added our other comments and 

feedback to topics raised in the Explanatory Paper, where we believe we can add value, viz: 

1. Eligibility of Containers 

2. Refund Point Types 

3. Maximising Kerbside and CRS Collection 

 

1. Eligibility of Containers 

The Explanatory Paper states that Tasmania’s CRS will target beverage containers that most 

commonly contribute to litter in the state and exclude those that are most likely to be consumed 

at home.  We further note that, containers eligible for a refund in Tasmania are likely to be 

consistent with those already eligible in other Australian jurisdictions. This means that white 

milk cartons and family packs are likely to be excluded from the scheme.  

Building on our commitment to co-establish recycling facilities in Australia, we respectfully 

submit that all beverage cartons, independent of their contents, be included in the CRS. 

We further submit that just as “eligible containers in other jurisdictions are typically 

between 150ml and 3L in volume”, that Tasmania adopts a similar approach to its 

CRS. 

We fully agree with Minister Jaensch’s view that a CRS will “generate purer streams of 

recyclable materials that can have a second life as inputs to new products”. It is our view that 

circular economy projects such as a CRS are best supported by maximising recovery of 

recyclable materials, and that allowing all beverage containers regardless of size or 

material, and contents to be eligible under a CDS, best supports this outcome. 
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General 

Maintaining kerbside collection of beverage cartons and its inclusion in the CRS can maximise 

consumer participation in recycling. It is our view that circular economy projects are best 

supported by maximising recovery of recyclable materials, and that allowing all beverage 

containers regardless of size or material to be eligible under a CDS, best supports this 

outcome. 

 

2. Refund Point Types 

There are three primary options for organizing the collection of used beverage containers 

under a container refund scheme and to give back deposit funds originally paid by the 

consumer: 

i. Consumers return the container to the retailer who refunds the deposit and then stores 

the empty container until it is collected from the store. 

ii. Consumers return the container to a ‘reverse vending machine’ located within a store 

or in a secure location near a store. These high tech machines only accept containers 

with secure markings; then flatten the returned containers; and give receipts or funds 

to the returner of the container. 

iii. Consumers return the container to a designated redemption centre contracted to 

accept the container and return the deposit funds. 

We support a mix of all three options to organise collection of used beverage containers 

because: 

• This would ensure the maximum level of participation in the system (increases 

convenience) 

• Allows for large and small businesses and civil society organisations to participate as 

redemption points 

• Leverage existing collection infrastructure for other wastes (e.g. e-waste)  

In addition, we would encourage the CRS regulation to make it mandatory for all 

beverage retailers, especially those with multiple outlets be obliged to accept returned 

beverage containers. 

 

3. Maximising kerbside and CRS collection 

As stated in our previous points, our primary concern is to maximise access to recycling. In 

our view, formed by speaking to CRS operators in Australia and elsewhere, individuals, 

households, and businesses respond differently to incentives to recycle.  

Not every eligible container in a CRS makes it way to a return point. We are encouraged that 

the Tasmanian CRS will complement the extensive kerbside collection and recycling system 

run by councils that currently exists. We urge the Tasmanian Government to maintain 

beverage cartons in both recycling streams, i.e. easy access to kerbside co-mingled 

collections alongside 10c refunds as each have their place in maximising collection of 

recyclable materials.  
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General 

Leveraging this “dual stream”, CRS-eligible containers placed in kerbside collections can 

provide an additional funding stream when turned in by councils for Material Recovery 

Facilities (MRFs) to fund sorting improvements. 

 

Conclusion 

The views and recommendations outlined above reflect Tetra Pak’s own experience when 

participating in CRS in Australia and elsewhere. Briefly, we summarise our recommendations 

and requests as follows: 

• That the beverage industry should be co-opted as part of the Network Operator, so 

that existing logistic and supply chain networks, including reverse logistics, can be 

leveraged to decrease the operational cost of the CRS in the longer term. 

• That the Tasmania CRS allows beverage cartons, regardless of size or material, and 

contents to be eligible containers. 

• That the Tasmania CRS considers a mix to store return points, reverse vending 

machines and larger designated redemption centres to ensure a high participation 

rate of the CRS. 

• That the Tasmanian Government maintains beverage cartons in both the CRS and 

kerbside recycling as CRS-eligible containers placed in kerbside collections can 

provide an additional funding stream when turned in by councils for Material 

Recovery Facilities (MRFs) to fund sorting improvements. 

We thank the Tasmanian Government for providing us with the opportunity to submit our 

response to the proposed CRS scheme for the state and welcome further engagement. We 

remain available to clarify our response and respond to additional questions. 

 

Tetra Pak Oceania 

8 July 2021 
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9 July 2021 

Container Refund Scheme 

Policy and Business Branch 

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

134 Macquarie Street 

Hobart TAS 7000 

Submitted via: CRS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

To Whom It May Concern 

Tasmanian Draft Container Refund Bill 2021, and Explanatory Paper 

On behalf of the Australian Council of Recycling (ACOR), I commend the Tasmanian Government’s 

commitment to reducing litter and increasing resource recovery and recycling, and welcome the 

opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021. 

ACOR is the peak body for the recycling and resource recovery sector in Australia; representing a $15 billion 

industry which employs over 15,000 people nationally.  Our members include leading organisations in 

Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) operations, recovered glass and paper reprocessing, and recycled content 

packaging manufacturing. 

Below is our response to the Draft Bill and Explanatory Paper. 

REPORTING 

ACOR strongly encourages the Tasmanian Government to strengthen the transparency of the proposed 

Container Refund Scheme. The draft legislation states the following: 

27. Annual report by scheme coordinator

1) Within 90 days after the end of each financial year, a scheme coordinator must –
(a) prepare, in an approved form, an annual report for the Minister that contains details of the

activities and performance of the scheme coordinator during the previous financial year; and
(b) provide the Minister with a copy of the annual report prepared in respect of the previous

financial year.
2) As soon as practicable after the Minister is provided by a scheme coordinator with a copy of the

report under subsection (1) –
(a) the Minister is to cause a copy of the report to be laid on the table of each House of

Parliament; and
(b) the scheme coordinator is to publish the annual report –

i. on the website operated by, or on behalf of, the scheme coordinator; and
ii. in a manner that is freely accessible by members of the public.

We recommend transparent and frequent reporting, drawing on best practice provided by other States and 

Territories. Updates on sales and returns should be published at least quarterly, rather than the proposed 

single annual report, noting that the Scheme Coordinator would have timely access to this data.  
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We recommend the publication of a more detailed annual report, which should provide additional 

qualitative and quantitative data, including information on: 

• public participation and satisfaction with the scheme 

• scheme marketing outcomes and plans 

• network development strategies 

• outcomes in terms of litter reductions 

VERIFICATION  

The Explanatory Paper accompanying the draft legislation contains the following notes that Tasmania’s 

Scheme Coordinator role includes “Minimising fraud, including managing verification mechanisms to 

prevent inflated container return claims.”  

It is not clear how this explanation manifests in the draft legislation, however there should be better clarity 

around the intended role of the Scheme Coordinator. 

The Scheme Coordinator’s role must be to audit and check that verification mechanisms are being correctly 

applied.  These mechanisms affect and must be designed together with the proposed refund point 

networks. 

Container verification, whether based on barcodes or manual methods is and should remain the 

responsibility of the Network Operators, who are responsible for network design and associated 

performance-based outcomes. In addition, the government will have a role in approving the proposed 

verification methodology and considering it as part of the decision criteria for selecting Network Operators. 

MARKETING 

We strongly encourage the Tasmanian Government to invest appropriately in marketing and consumer 

engagement with the proposed scheme, and to clearly identify the entity that would have responsibility for 

consumer education and scheme marketing. This includes clarity around which entity is responsible for 

effectively marketing the scheme in its entirety and individual collection points.  

CONCLUSION  

ACOR strongly supports the aim of the Tasmanian Government to have the lowest incidence of littering in 

the country by 2023, and to grow the circular economy. 

Regular consultation with key organisations best supports the policy reform pathway towards this 

commitment.  We are uniquely placed to facilitate this type of consultation with the resource recovery and 

recycling sector and would be very happy to do so.  

I welcome a further discussion and can be reached via ceo@acor.org.au or  

Your sincerely 

Suzanne Toumbourou  

Chief Executive Officer  

 

mailto:ceo@acor.org.au
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About the Australian Beverages Council Limited 

The Australian Beverages Council Limited [ABCL] is the leading peak body representing the 

non-alcoholic drinks industry, and the only dedicated sector representative nationally. 

Collectively our members produce over 95% of the industry’s volume, contribute over $7 

billion annually to the Australian economy, employ nearly 50,000 people and pay $1.2 billion 

in taxes along the supply chain each year. Significantly, ~ 90 per cent of our members are 

small manufacturers.  

 

The non-alcoholic drinks industry in Tasmania contributes $77 million to the State’s 

economy each year and employs 725 FTE Tasmanians. The drinks industry is an integral 

part of Australia’s critical infrastructure whose assets, systems and networks are vital for the 

nation’s ongoing security and economic prosperity. 

 

ABCL has contributed to the design of every Container Deposit/ Refund Scheme [CDS/ 

CRS] in Australia to date and continues to be a proactive member of Tasmania’s Expert 

Reference Group [ERG]. As the only industry body representing the non-alcoholic 

beverages industry, the ABCL remains committed to ensuring all schemes:  

• provide the lowest cost to consumers;  

• generate jobs in both metropolitan and regional centres; 

• support community-wide participation; and 

• are key state assets to reduce litter and support circularity.  

 

Working for decades as a trusted partner with states governments, we have found that the 

above outcomes are a direct result of a scheme which:  

• is designed as a Producer Responsibility scheme;  

• is not-for-profit; 

• has no network operator;  

• is transparent in pricing; and 

• is harmonised across core elements with multiple other schemes.  

 

The ABCL is committed member of the ERG and will continue to work with this group, the 

Tasmanian Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment [DPIPWE] and 

the Minister’s office to ensure that Tasmania will have a CRS model that maximises the 

benefit to the community while reducing litter and increasing recycling rates.  

 
 



 4 

Executive Summary 

The ABCL supports the Tasmanian Government’s objectives to create a Container Refund 

Scheme [CRS] that reduces beverage container litter and increases recycling rates. For 

many decades CRS have demonstrated to be an effective litter reduction tool by, in their 

simplest form, providing a monetary incentive for consumers to return their beverage 

containers. However, what is more pleasing to see is the demonstrable shift in recognising 

CRS as a preeminent Product Stewardship Scheme championed and run by the beverage 

industry, recognised for its capability in creating a circular economy for beverage packaging.  

 

The ABCL first and foremost strongly supports a producer responsibility scheme 

model with a not-for-profit, single governance scheme coordinator.  We believe such a 

model will deliver the Tasmanian Government’s objectives, particularly in applying a triple 

bottom line approach, as outlined in the Regulatory Impact Statement [RIS], to deliver 

shared benefits for the community, environment, and economy. 

 

Separating the roles of scheme coordinator and network operator duplicates key 

management activities, raising scheme costs for manufacturers and, by extension, 

Tasmanian beverage consumers. It also leads to fewer jobs in the recycling industry and 

significantly less community group participation in a CRS without demonstrably raising 

redemption rates.  

 

With that said, the ABCL acknowledges the Tasmanian Government’s intent to establish a 

CRS under a split responsibility model. The industry would support a scheme that 

permits a multi-operator network model. This would enable collection point operators 

to contract directly with the Tasmanian Government and not as a sub-contractor to a 

single network operator as proposed in the current draft legislation. A multi-operator 

network model would allow greater diversity and for more small and medium sized 

businesses to take part.  

 

A Best Practice Model 

ABCL’s recommended CRS model for Tasmania contains the following attributes: 

• is a community producer responsibility scheme;  

• is lowest cost to both consumers and industry; 

• provides a financial and social/philanthropic incentive for Tasmanians to return their 

beverage containers;  
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• supports convenience of access through a variety of ways to return containers, 

including community-based return points, such as sporting groups, schools and 

charitable organisations; 

• provides good access and convenience to all Tasmanians through a suitably 

structured network of collection points; 

• complements, rather than competes with, existing kerbside services; 

• is an open market for the collection point network which generates the greatest 

possible benefit for small business and community group involvement; and 

• develops an integrated education campaign. 

 

The ABCL has developed a list of CRS/CDS national harmonisation elements, see Appendix 

A, that are designed to deliver a highly efficient, low-cost, not-for-profit scheme that achieves 

high return/redemption rates while reducing the cost to Tasmanian consumers and 

minimising the administrative impost, creating significant net public benefit for Tasmania. 

RECOMMENDATION #1 

The ABCL supports a split responsibility model that is designed to permit multiple network 

operators to participate in the scheme.  



Summary of Recommendations 

1. The ABCL supports a split responsibility model that is designed to permit multiple 

network operators to participate in the scheme.  

 
2. The Tasmanian CRS should closely align its scheme model with other jurisdictions, 

namely Queensland and Western Australia, to create simplicity and efficiency 

through harmonisation.  

 
3. Industry strongly advises the Tasmanian Government to include bottle caps in the 

collection and recovery of eligible beverage containers under the CRS. 

 
4. The ABCL strongly opposes any measure to increase the refund amount above 10 

cents.  

 
5. The ABCL encourages the Tasmanian Government to adopt the Western Australian 

Minimum Network Standards, definition of First Supplier and registration portal.  

 
6. The draft legislation should be revised to include the export of containers. 

 
7. The ABCL encourages the Tasmanian Government to broaden the scope of eligible 

containers beyond the current common inclusions.    

 
8. The industry strongly advocates for the CRS/CDS Scheme Coordinator to be run as 

a not-for-profit company limited by guarantee, operating on a cost recovery model. 

 
9. The ABCL supports a split-responsibility model that enables multiple network 

operators to participate in the scheme through a fair and transparent process managed 

by the Government and Scheme Coordinator.  

 
10. The ABCL strongly urges the Government to amend the draft legislation to enable all 

interested parties (small business, charities, community groups, waste companies) 

the ability to tender as a network operator in a fair and transparent process. 

 
11. The ABCL opposes any measure that enables the State Government to levy charges 

against the Scheme Coordinator. 



Regulatory Impact Statement 

As it has been noted in the Regulatory Impact Statement [RIS], “this proposal has a significant 

impact on business as the beverage industry will pay for the Scheme, will face an increased 

administrative load, and may be required to alter its container markings. The Scheme will also 

impact on consumers of beverages as prices are likely to rise due to cost recovery by 

industry”.1  

 

With the above in mind, the non-alcoholic beverages industry requests that the Government 

ensures there is close alignment and harmonisation with scheme elements from other 

jurisdictions. Such alignment would greatly reduce administrative burdens on beverage 

companies, improve efficiencies and create commonalities and consistencies across 

jurisdictions that will only have a positive impact, enhancing compliance and support for the 

scheme. The ABCL has a list of scheme harmonisation elements that it advocates for on 

behalf of the industry. These priority harmonisation elements are summarised in the table 

below, see Appendix A for further detail.  

 

 

CDS/CRS Priority National Harmonisation Elements – Summary Table 

Governance Accountability Operations Features 

• Not-for-Profit 

company limited 

by guarantee 

• Scheme co-

ordinator to 

manage network 

operator tenders 

• Ongoing 

monitoring and 

transparency of 

scheme co-

ordinators and 

network operators  

 

• Single reporting 

standard and 

consistent 

protocols for 

business 

• Adopt common 

Minimum Network 

Standards 

• Recycled material 

to be traded in an 

open market 

Commonalities and 

consistency across 

jurisdictions 

• Eligible containers 

• 10 cent refund 

• Refund mark 

• Terms and 

definitions 

 

 
1 Page 6, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2021, Regulatory Impact 

Statement for the Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021, DPIPWE, Hobart. 
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2.1 Statement of the problem – litter 

The non-alcoholic beverage industry is both supportive of and proud of the impact that 

Container Refund Schemes have had on reducing beverage container litter in the 

environment. However, the conversation now among all Australians is about resource 

recovery. The industry regards CDS/ CRS as the preeminent product stewardship scheme 

for beverage packaging, designed to close the loop by recycling and reusing valuable 

material. 

 

As stated in the RIS, with which the industry is in agreement with; “When recyclable material 

is sent to landfill or littered, its economic value is destroyed and the lifespan of landfill sites is 

reduced. Resource recovery salvages economic value while creating jobs and business 

opportunities. Recycling reduces greenhouse gas emissions, slows the depletion of natural 

resources, and reduces the environmental harm associated with the extraction and 

processing of resources”.2 

 

In support of this measure, the industry strongly advises the Tasmanian Government 

to include bottle caps in the collection and recovery of eligible beverage containers 

under the CRS. Independent research commissioned by the ABCL earlier this year 

concluded that bottle cap litter remained an item of concern particularly near water ways. 

The exclusion of bottle caps from the Tasmanian CRS would be a missed opportunity to 

address the issue and recover the valuable material for reuse by the industry, creating a 

truly circular economy for the entire beverage container (bottle and cap). The omission of 

caps will negatively impact the volume of recycled content available on the market. In the 

spirit of harmonisation, we suggest a similar approach to that adopted in Western Australia 

and New South Wales where the caps are included in the definition of a container.   

 
2 Page 7, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2021, Regulatory Impact 

Statement for the Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021, DPIPWE, Hobart. 

RECOMMENDATION #2 

The Tasmanian CRS should closely align its scheme model with other jurisdictions, 

namely Queensland and Western Australia, to create simplicity and efficiency through 

harmonisation.  
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2.2 Legislative arrangements – key harmonisation features with interstate 

schemes 

The ABCL supports and encourages Tasmania to harmonise its scheme design with other 

jurisdictions, namely Queensland and Western Australia, as much as possible including the 

elements highlighted in page 9 of the RIS, “to continue harmonisation, jurisdictions are 

collaborating to discuss container eligibility, the refund amount, and a common portal for 

container approval.” Further to this, the ABCL advocates for harmonisation across broader 

elements of the scheme as defined in Appendix A.  

 

The ABCL is in favour of the Tasmanian legislation framework to enable a degree of 

flexibility to ensure that it can continually evolve and remain fit for purpose such as 

broadening the scope of eligible containers; however, we must stress that the industry 

opposes any measure to increase the refund amount above 10 cents.   

 

A KPMG report published in November 2020 exploring the economic analysis of CRS 

concluded that the potential impacts on increasing the refund amount above 10 cents 

included the exacerbation of the existing market distortions and no evidence to suggest that 

a higher refund amount would result in significantly increased redemption and recycling 

rates. 

 

“The current market distortions created by the existing scheme would likely be exacerbated 

if the refund amount were to be increased. Unavoidable market distortions including 

higher prices for consumers, lower real incomes for households, and lower competitiveness 

and returns on investment for beverage industries (outlined in Section 3) will be further 

enhanced. Given the exact magnitude of these impacts under the 10-cent refund amount is 

not clearly understood, it is not possible to estimate the magnitude of the impact under a 

higher refund amount. However, it is clear that these distortions, or costs to the 

economy, would be larger. The CDS redemption rate, if that was the objective, is not 

guaranteed to increase significantly as a result of increasing the refund amount.”3 

 
3 Page 22, KPMG, November 2020, Making Cents: An Economic Analysis of Container Deposit/ Refund 

Schemes 

RECOMMENDATION #3 

Industry strongly advises the Tasmanian Government to include bottle caps in the 

collection and recovery of eligible beverage containers under the CRS. 

https://www.australianbeverages.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Making-Cents-An-Economic-Analysis-of-Container-Deposit-Schemes.pdf
https://www.australianbeverages.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Making-Cents-An-Economic-Analysis-of-Container-Deposit-Schemes.pdf
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3. Objectives of Government Action 

“The Government’s objective is to reduce beverage-related litter and divert more containers 

to recycling. This will generate cleaner streams of recyclable materials with reduced levels of 

contamination which can become higher value ‘second-life’ products”.4 

 

In keeping with the Government’s objectives raised under section 2.1, the non-alcoholic 

beverages industry strongly advices the Government to include the beverage cap in the 

definition of a container ensuring that replaced bottle caps are incorporated into eligible 

container returns under the CRS. This position is in keeping with the New South Wales 

scheme that actively communicate a “caps on” recycling message to consumers.  

 

5. Features of the draft legislation 

The RIS refers to the report that was commissioned by the Government that made several 

recommendations for the state’s CRS, “The 2018 Marsden Jacobs report recommended the 

Government set a minimum number of Refund Points, and set access targets for urban, 

regional and remote-area Tasmanians. The report recommended the mix of Refund Point 

types be left to the commercial entity running the Scheme, but that a mixture be 

encouraged.”5 

 

The ABCL supports this recommendation and encourages the Government to adopt an open 

network design where the State and Scheme Coordinator establish a diverse network of 

refund points in regard to return type, location and hours of operation. To support this 

approach, we encourage the Government to adopt the Western Australian Minimum 

Network Standards. This adoption of cross jurisdictional measures further supports the 

State’s intention to harmonise the CRS with other States and Territories. The Government 

should also consider adopting the same registration portal used across the Western 

Australian and Queensland scheme to further streamline process and create 

efficiencies for all parties involved.  

 
4 Page 13, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2021, Regulatory Impact 

Statement for the Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021, DPIPWE, Hobart. 

5 Page 15, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2021, Regulatory Impact 

Statement for the Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021, DPIPWE, Hobart. 

RECOMMENDATION #4 

The ABCL strongly opposes any measure to increase the refund amount above 10 cents.  

https://dwer.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/CDS_Minimum_Network_Standards.pdf
https://dwer.wa.gov.au/sites/default/files/CDS_Minimum_Network_Standards.pdf
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To support small and medium size beverage companies in complying with the legislation 

and regulations, we encourage the Tasmanian Government to adopt the same 

definition of First Supplier from the Western Australian scheme. This has been well 

received by our SME members and takes into the consideration the complexity surrounding 

contract bottling. Further to this, considerations for SMEs with regards to invoicing and 

payment terms would further assist these beverage companies to operate in an economic 

sustainable manner.  

 

Currently the draft legislation omits any provisions for the export of containers, this needs to 

be incorporated to reflect the movement of beverage containers across jurisdictions.  

 

 

Eligible containers – At a minimum the industry supports harmonisation with other states 

and territories on the list of eligible containers, while further encouraging the exploration and 

consideration of including beverage containers that are currently out of scope, such as wine 

bottles, spirit bottles and cordial bottles.  

 

As an island state, Tasmania has the unique opportunity to pioneer the expansion of eligible 

containers beyond the current status quo. Tasmania’s geographical positioning means that 

the cross-border movement of containers, such as wine and spirits bottles, into Tasmania 

from the mainland will not occur.  As such, the increase of scope would be beneficial to the 

scheme redemption volume and make the collection point network more viable given the 

small overall pool of eligible containers in the state. 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION #6 

The draft legislation should be revised to include the export of containers. 

RECOMMENDATION #7 

The ABCL encourages the Tasmanian Government to broaden the scope of eligible 

containers beyond the current common inclusions.    

RECOMMENDATION #5 

The ABCL encourages the Tasmanian Government to adopt the Western Australian 

Minimum Network Standards, definition of First Supplier and registration portal.  
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Split Responsibility Model –  

“The purpose of a split-responsibility governance model is to align the Scheme’s commercial 

incentives to the policy objectives, which is to maximise container returns to reduce litter 

and increase recycling. Under CRSs implemented in Australia the beverage industry only 

pays per drink container that is returned for recycling, so when the industry runs all elements 

of the Scheme, it is not necessarily incentivised to maximise container returns. Under a split-

responsibility model the Network Operator is paid per container collected, so is incentivised 

to maximise returns. Meanwhile, the Scheme Coordinator is incentivised to keep Scheme 

costs low.”6 

 

We highlight that in both the Queensland and Western Australian schemes that the ‘big 

beverage’ companies do not control the Boards of those Scheme Coordinators. CRS 

operated by the beverage manufacturing industry under the Producer Responsibility 

Model have consistently demonstrated low-cost and efficient management of 

schemes which have generated more jobs, supported greater community 

participation and contributed to the circularity of containers. An example of this is the 

recent announcement by the Western Australian Government and the Scheme Coordinator 

to expand the container refund point network to an additional 30 locations, demonstrating 

the industry’s intent to continuously enhance schemes and maximise container returns. 

 

It is also important to recognise that both Queensland and Western Australia have public 

targets set at 85% redemption, this in contrast to New South Wales that operates a split 

responsibility model where no target (that the public is aware of) has been set for container 

redemptions. 

 

As stated in the ABCL National Harmonisation Elements table (Appendix A), the industry 

strongly advocates for the CRS/CDS Scheme Coordinator to be run as a not-for-profit 

company limited by guarantee, operating on a cost recovery model. This ensures that 

costs remain low for scheme participants. Monitoring and reporting against the scheme 

requirements and performance targets should be made publicly available. We would 

highlight the Western Australian reporting code to be a good example of best practice 

reporting outcomes. 

 
6 Page 16, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 2021, Regulatory Impact 

Statement for the Container Refund Scheme Bill 2021, DPIPWE, Hobart. 
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The ABCL acknowledges Tasmania’s desire to establish a split-responsibility model. While 

this is not the industry’s preferred outcome, we would support a split-responsibility 

model that enables multiple network operators to participate in the scheme rather than 

a single network operator similar to the New South Wales scheme that has been referenced 

in the RIS and associated draft CRS legislation.  

 

The non-alcoholic beverage industry believes that the best model keeps the network of 

container refund points separate to the waste and resource recovery industry i.e., 

transport and processing operators. This three-way operational split between the Scheme 

Coordinator, collection points/ network of container refund points (Network Operators) and 

transport and processing will ensure that the Tasmanian CRS operators in a fully 

competitive open market where all sectors/ participants are incentivised to deliver maximum 

container redemption, see Figure 1. It also embraces the opportunity for small business and 

community groups to participate in the scheme as network operator running multiple 

collection/ refund points. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION #8 

The industry strongly advocates for the CRS/CDS Scheme Coordinator to be run as a 

not-for-profit company limited by guarantee, operating on a cost recovery model. 

RECOMMENDATION #9 

The ABCL supports a split-responsibility model that enables multiple network operators to 

participate in the scheme through a fair and transparent process managed by the 

Government and Scheme Coordinator.  
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Figure 1. Industry proposed Split Responsibility Model with multiple network operators 

 

The industry believes that the multiple network operator model can be achieved by enabling 

operators of multiple collection points to be recognised as a network operator (see Figure1 

above). This is as opposed to the New South Wales monopolistic model that has a single 

network operator overseeing all collection points. Multiple network operators will create 

an open model incentivising maximum redemptions by ensuring that market 

competition is established among the network operators. Collection/refund point 

operators should include but are not limited to, charities, community organisations and small 

businesses.  

 

The ABCL urges the Government to amend the legislation to enable the CRS to operate with 

multiple network operators. As is currently stands, the draft legislation inhibits the ability for 

small businesses and community group organisations to tender as a network operator. This 

is due to the current proposed framework merging the roles of refund point operator, 

logistics services provider and processing services provider into one network operator role. 

In order to apply to act as the network operator role, a small business or community group 

organisation must have the knowledge, skills and experience required of a network operator. 

This is not aligned with the ambition of the Government to develop strategies to provide local 

industry with a full, fair and reasonable opportunity to participate in each tender process.  
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It’s critical that participation in the scheme is awarded through a fair and open 

process by the government and the scheme coordinator, so small and medium sized 

businesses can compete with the larger waste companies, as per current practice in all 

states, with the exception of New South Wales, (SA, NT, QLD and WA) with an active CRS.  

 

 

6.2 Cost-benefit analysis 

“Regulatory costs, which are the costs of overseeing the Scheme and providing compliance 

and audit services. This cost, incurred by the State Government, may be recovered from the 

Scheme Coordinator or funded from Government resources.” 

 

The ABCL opposes any measure that enables the State Government to levy charges 

against the Scheme Coordinator. No other state or territory with an active CRS, with the 

exception of New South Wales, levies a charge against the scheme. The Scheme 

Coordinator is appointment to manage the administrative and financial components of the 

CRS and therefore the Government should not be burdened with costs that need to be 

recovered from the Scheme Coordinator.  

 

 

 

 

For further information: 

To discuss this submission or any aspect contained therein, please contact: 

Ms Charlotte Milne 
Sustainability and Public Affairs Manager 
M: 0478 890 920 
Email: Charlotte@ausbev.org 

Ms Cathy Cook 
Head of Corporate Affairs 
M: 0406 399 211 
Email: Cathy@ausbev.org  

 

RECOMMENDATION #10 

The ABCL strongly urges the Government to amend the draft legislation to enable all 

interested parties (small business, charities, community groups, waste companies) the 

ability to tender as a network operator in a fair and transparent process. 

RECOMMENDATION #11 

The ABCL opposes any measure that enables the State Government to levy charges 

against the Scheme Coordinator. 

mailto:Charlotte@ausbev.org
mailto:Cathy@ausbev.org


 

Appendix A   

Container Deposit/ Refund Scheme – Priority National Harmonisation Elements 

 
7 Page 18, Making Cents: Economic Analysis of Container Deposit/ Refund Schemes, KPMG November 2020 

Scheme Element 

Governance  
Not-for-Profit company limited by guarantee: CDS should be run on a cost recovery model and not make a profit. 

Scheme co-ordinator to manage network operator tenders 

Accountability 

Ongoing monitoring and transparency of scheme co-ordinators and network operators  

• Ongoing monitoring of price, competition and free market operations. 

• Transparency of scheme targets and performance reporting by scheme co-ordinator.  

Operations  

Single reporting standard and consistent protocols for business  

Cost efficiencies can be realised through administrative efficiencies.  

• Single reporting standard: a consistent standard for businesses reporting to scheme co-ordinators. 

• Integrated platforms (IT) and reporting: e.g., supplier registrations, container registrations, invoicing and auditing. 

• Comprehensive Chain of Custody reporting: transaction-based data improves transparency and aids fraud detection and prevention.  

Adopt common Minimum Network Standards: collection points should be established based on convenience and accessibility for consumers.   

Recycled material to be traded in an open market: promoting a circular economy and investment in recycling infrastructure. 

Features 

Commonalities and consistency across jurisdictions 

Varying protocols across schemes can significantly increase costs to business and cause operational complexities. 

• Eligible containers: provides consistency for businesses and promotes understanding among consumers. 

• 10 cent refund amount: reduces incentive for fraud and cross boarder returns, provides consistency for consumers and certainty for 

business. Economic modelling has shown that an increase in refund amount does not directly correlate with an increase in redemption 

rates but does add further cost to consumers7. 

• Refund mark (including New Zealand): enables common labels across the ANZ region an reduces business costs. Mark should 

incorporate the Australasian Recycling Label (ARL) noting current barriers to adoption by the industry need to be addressed e.g. bottle 

caps. 

• Terms and definitions: for both consumers (e.g., CDS/CRS) and business e.g., export, first supply, contract bottling. 

https://www.australianbeverages.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Making-Cents-An-Economic-Analysis-of-Container-Deposit-Schemes.pdf
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PO Box K61, Haymarket. NSW 1240 
ACNC Registered Charity.  ABN 33484952023 

53 environment NGOs - www.boomerangalliance.org.au 

SUBMISSION TO: 
DRAFT CONTAINER REFUND SCHEME BILL 

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission.  We are pleased to provide the following 
comments. 

S8 (1) – what is the definition of ‘’product stewardship’’?  Under the proposed scheme the 
supplier has responsibility to participate in the scheme as required by the provisions of the Act 
including cost recovery.  It could however attract argument about a wider definition.  We 
recommend the term is deleted. 

S9 – what is the purpose of this section? It appears to imply that non-approved and approved 
containers can receive a refund under another arrangement.   

While it may be appropriate for individual scheme participants to pay a refund for non-approved 
containers (thus expanding the collection universe) – how will this be arranged – for example, by 
using CRS collection points in a separate stream?  Will this just confuse data and auditing?   

What is another ‘’scheme or program’’?  Will this confuse data and audit of the CRS?  Can it allow 
a higher refund diverting CRS approved containers to another program and impact on CRS 
financial viability?  

In general the above issues would also confuse compliance under the scheme as to refund rights 
and refund declarations. 

S10 (2) (b) – rather than ‘’manage’’ which has an extensive meaning, the term ‘’administer’’ 
should be used.   

S10 (2) (c) – add ‘’establish and’’ before ‘’facilitate’’ so that it is clear they have the responsibility 
to invest and organise from the first day of being contracted.   

S21 – There should be a requirement for the Scheme Coordinator to have a diversity of Board 
members, eg, small and large beverage suppliers, finance expert and independent Chair.  In 
addition it should be required to publish a regularly updated dashboard on its website.  Such 
dashboards have fundamentally improved scheme public transparency in other states. 

S22 (b) – add ‘’including the IT platform’’ for container refund points as this will make it clear that 
it is fully integrated with the Network Operator and prevent any confusion with the Scheme 
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Coordinator’s roles, as two streams of data could be produced.  It will also assist with providing a 
clean, single stream of data for verification purposes. 
 
Other Comments 
 

1.  The verification method is crucial to the provision of accurate data and for fraud 
management.  This is clearly instanced by the recent large fraud case in Qld under its 
weight based system which is open to abuse.  Use of barcodes significantly helps avoid 
fraud.  We suggest the legislation have a provision that requires the basis of a verification 
system is via barcodes which should also be part of the ‘’prescribed marks’’ as in other 
states.  There can of course be exceptions with the role of MRFs. 

2. Refund machines (large automated and RVM) are a crucial part of a modern CRS.  The 
regulations should provide standards for their operation. 

3. The smooth operation of the planning system is essential to the efficient rollout of 
collection points.  The legislation should have a requirement (amendment of other Acts) 
for the gazettal of a planning instrument in a certain (quick) timeframe, that will allow 
sufficient rollout time and standard operating environment as regards zoning and consent 
requirements. 

 
 
Jeff Angel 
9 July 2021 
 



Container Refund Scheme Submission – Tasmanian Chilli Beer Company 

The Tasmanian Chilli Beer Company is a family owned and run microbrewery. We have been in 
operation for 11 years. Our business model focuses largely on direct sales (online and through markets 
and events) and a very small amount of wholesaling to mostly cafes and restaurants. 

We believe the inclusion of small Tasmanian craft beverage manufactures in the CRS will NOT 
contribute to a significant reduction in litter for the following reasons: 

• Due to the low volume (<30,000 litres/year) and higher price point of craft brewery products,
and the typical craft brewery customer, I would put forward that a very large percentage of craft
brewery bottles are captured by the existing recycling system and are not ending up in litter. Big
players with high volume and low cost contribute more to litter.

• Consumption of our product is largely within the household and a return of 10c per bottle is
unlikely to encourage individuals to seek a refund for a separate return when curbside recycling
is an easier option. This will not, therefore make a significant contribution to the CRS’s target of
capturing an 80% return.

We believe the CRS will be a financially significant burden on craft breweries for the following 
reasons: 

• Craft breweries, including our business, is currently trying to recover from a significant
downturn in trade due to Covid19. Recent increases in supplies, freight and Excise Tax have
further slowed this recovery. An additional bottle levy, administrative fees, labelling changes
and admin associated with (sometimes ongoing and short-term) packaging changes will cause
further burden.

• Paying 10c per bottle, plus admin levy, on 100% of bottles leaving a business, when it’s likely the
capture and payout on craft bottles is low, feels

• like the small players are subsidizing the scheme for the larger players, whose litter impact is
greater and vessel return will be higher.

• Increased burden of interpreting and ongoing compliance with a potentially daunting and overly
long legal contract (if similar to NSW legal contract).

We believe the CRS will have a negative financial impact on Craft Breweries in Tasmania, delivering a 
very small, if at all, positive outcome on overall litter.  

The current Recycling system In Tasmania captures 80 plus % of craft brewery packaging, making it 
viable, circular economy.  I would put forward that large beverage manufacturers, with higher volume 
and lower prices have a much lower return rate to current curbside recycling and a much higher 
contribution to litter. 

Rather than creating a duel-system in Tasmania, why not consider ways to improve the current recycling 
system?  

We ask that Tasmanian craft breweries be exempt from the CRS, until, if at all, the data shows that they 
are making a significant contribution to litter in the Tasmania. 
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