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SUBMISSION TO 

COAG STANDING COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENT AND WATER 

PACKAGING IMPACTS CONSULTATION REGULATION IMPACT STATEMENT 
DECEMBER 2011

Warringah Council applauds and supports the Commonwealth Government action to address Strategy 3 of the National Waste Policy and welcomes the opportunity to make this submission.


Warringah Council and the Warringah community strongly support the implementation of a Container Deposit Scheme as a proven, targeted measure to achieve the outcomes of reduced litter, increased recycling and reduced environmental impacts from packaging waste. 

If this can also be implemented with other measures which extend the range of packaging recovered or further reduce impacts on the environment then these are also supported. It is seen as another step in progress to ensuring that product manufacturers as well as consumers take responsibility for end of life products and packaging. Warringah and its neighbouring councils banned e-waste from landfill in January 2012 and was very supportive of a national e-waste recycling scheme which is now being rolled out. 

We look forward similarly to the roll out of a CDS scheme as soon as it can be implemented.
Please direct any questions in regard to this submission to Tony Walmsley, Waste and Cleansing Manager, Warringah Council.
RIS SECTION 2  - BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

The background and context appears to understate the impact of waste packaging on the environment, particularly on marine ecology. This is a concern of many, particularly coastal, residents who see the impact daily on beaches as well as is increasingly reported in various media. Addressing this issue is of growing concern to the community who want to reverse the trends and the environmental harm.
People have indicated they are willing to and willing to act where there is an easy and efficient way for them to ‘feel like they are doing something positive for the environment.’ This has been shown to be one of the reasons for the great success of kerbside recycling in Australia. 

If people can see the connection between their action and an environmental benefit they will embrace it. A CDS makes the connection clear and may explain the reason for great community support for CDS.

 
The definitions of primary and secondary packaging in the RIS are not the commonly understood use of the terms. Primary packaging is generally understood to be that necessary for maintaining the health and integrity of the product it contains. Secondary packaging is generally understood to be additional (unnecessary) packaging for marketing or presentation reasons. This needs to be considered in the development of any options.
Although kerbside recycling has been a success in Australia, end of life recovery of packaging is hindered by the lack of any responsibility for this by its producers. Local Government has been left with the responsibility of financing the recovery and recycling of products and packaging from which producers, wholesalers and retailers all derive profit. Clearly there needs to be a redressing of this situation.

Profit pressure, world market demand, exchange rates and global financial market pressures etc all put pressure on the viability recycling. An ADF can be used to help to shield recycling schemes from such pressures and maintain their viability.

Any scheme needs to be national and include the support of all levels of government to be effective as the management of litter, recycling and waste is implemented or regulated at all levels of government. Any scheme also needs to provide incentives for away from home business, industry and institutions to recycle waste packaging, as well as regulation to ensure a minimum level of involvement. A CDS provides incentives in the form of reduced waste management costs, and potential revenue from refunds.

Recycling education has mainly been undertaken by local government although some state level campaigns have been successful also. Broad community education is vital for effective implementation of any recycling scheme. Consistent education messages on a national scale are the most effective way of ensuring broad uptake in the community and should be an integral part of any scheme implemented. This would also resolve confusion for people moving between Local Government Areas or States and result in greater public place recycling.


Questions for consultation - Section 2

· What do you think are the future challenges relating to packaging and packaging waste? 

Economic pressures on manufacturers including price competition.
Lack of any responsibility for end of life packaging (and products) produced by manufacturers.
Increasing use of soft and film plastics.
Perceived lack of any value by consumers and producers of end of life packaging.
· What packaging materials do you think will dominate in the future? What are the likely impacts? 
Plastics use is growing for packaging and other uses. Unfortunately much of this ends up having an enduring negative impact on our environment which needs to be stopped and reversed. 
· Do you think that designing packaging with recyclability in mind is desirable? 

Absolutely – Also designing packaging using recycled content as a replacement for virgin natural resources.
Some types of packaging could be banned in the very short term as alternatives are readily available - for example expanded polystyrene foam can be readily replaced by moulded “egg carton” type cardboard, or starch based products in the case of packaging ‘beads’ or ‘corn flakes’. Plastic bags for transport could be regulated to be bio-degradable within a certain time period and non biodegradable plastic bags banned. This would help to reduce the impact of this type of packaging on the environment.

· How will the trend for on line shopping affect packaging consumption or choice of packaging material? 

It will increase the use of packaging material as a physical purchase in a shop can be carried out in reusable bags. Online shopping requires packaging of material by a retailer who has received and unpacked wholesale goods from manufacturers and now needs to repack individual orders for transport by courier or mail. 

RIS SECTION 3 - NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE PROBLEMS 

While improvements in recycling of packaging are to be commended it still remains that after the seven years reviewed in the RIS - from 2003 to 2010, almost 40% of packaging is still NOT recovered. Clearly stronger national action is required.

The RIS states “away-from-home includes packaging waste from workplaces, industry, shopping centres, hospitality venues, institutions and public spaces”, The vast majority of away from home packaging is used by business and industry. Public spaces – the one area of away from home use over which local government has some control is a very minor proportion of this material, and local government is increasingly funding recycling in public areas. 
A concentration of effort is required in those other away from home locations to lift recycling performance. 

Agree that a nationally consistent approach will achieve better outcomes than a fragmented approach and support the Commonwealth Government in this.

Do not agree that it is likely that introduction of a CDS will have a negative impact across all packaging waste actions. It may even help to improve other areas for fear of regulation should performance not improve. Also introduction of a CDS does not preclude other national action, such as particular material bans or regulations. The Commonwealth Government could avoid businesses seeking to reconsider their participation in voluntary product stewardship initiatives by national regulation (eg such as the national e-waste recycling scheme.)

The RIS states “the key problem with the current state of packaging consumption and recycling in Australia is that Government objectives for reduced waste and increased resource recovery are not being met due to the low or suboptimal away-from-home recycling rates for glass, plastic, steel and aluminium in the commercial, hospitality and institutional sectors.” 

Regulation and/or incentive is required to ensure these sectors of the economy contribute positively toward achieving better packaging outcomes. Institutions, for example schools, have very limited ‘total’ budgets. Quite logically the budget managers want to maximise the use of those limited finances on educational activities – and minimise spending in areas not directly related (eg waste management). One bin which takes everything and goes to landfill is the cheapest option. 

Perhaps waste transporters and service providers need to bear some responsibility in the away from home sector and be required to offer a recycling service for used packaging at no additional cost to customers where they provide a general waste service.

Questions for consultation - Section 3

· Are there any problems with packaging resource recovery and litter management that have not been identified in Chapter 3?
 
Constraints on budgets and profit pressures lead business to find the cheapest waste removal option – usually one bin for everything.
Waste transporters/service providers are key participants in the away from home sector and should be considered in developing any solution.
Lack of national education and promotion campaigns (preferably using television)

· Would inconsistent state-based CDSs impose a cost on your business? How significant would this cost be? 

This question appears to be worded in a biased manner! It seems to indicate that CDS would be state based and inconsistent which is not necessarily the case.

Any CDS scheme should be national to avoid confusion, maximise recovery and enable national education campaigns.
RIS SECTION 4 - OBJECTIVES OF GOVERNMENT ACTION

The first objective of government action stated in the RIS is to, “reduce packaging waste and increase packaging resource recovery, particularly for glass, plastic, steel and aluminium in the commercial, hospitality and institutional sectors (away-from-home).” 

One problem in this sector is budget pressure and the need to minimise costs – waste costs add nothing to a business and are paid reluctantly. If the waste is given a value which can be realised by the business and used to possibly offset waste management costs there is an immediate incentive to recover those wastes which have a value. 

The target wastes can readily be given a value by the implementation of a CDS. This measure can specifically target those materials and the underperforming sectors. 

A CDS should be implemented regardless of other options included in the final outcome. 

RIS SECTION 5 - OPTIONS TO ADDRESS THE PROBLEMS
 

Of the seven options proposed only CDS is a known ‘entity’ understood by the majority of the community with clear “doing something for the environment” value and should be implemented as a priority. This does not need to exclude other options, such as Extended Packaging Stewardship or Advance Disposal Fee. 

The Cost Benefit Analysis combined with the willingness to pay – table 23 - shows that the costs (ie negative NPV) exceed the willingness to pay whereas options 1 – 3 willingness to pay exceed the NPV for those options. 
However if a combination, for example of a CDS and an extended packaging stewardship scheme (ie 4a and 2c) were implemented, then the combined willingness to pay, even at the mid point value exceeds the combined costs (NPVs) of the two options, indicating general acceptance of a combined approach.
The options should not be considered as mutually exclusive and a combination seems to be a way of achieving a broader outcome with visible and tangible results in the community.

Questions for consultation - Section 5

· Are there any other options that you think would be effective in addressing the problems set out in Chapter 3? 

Combinations of the options should also be considered. A CDS is well supported in the community and is supported by Warringah Council, however implementing this option should not be at the expense of other options such as Advanced Disposal Fees for other types of packaging (eg expanded polystyrene) or Extended Packaging Stewardship or regulation (eg of disposal to landfill of recyclable packaging) 

Key participants are waste transporters/service providers. They need to be included in achieving the desired outcomes – perhaps via industry associations. These key participants bear some responsibility for the current situation in commercial settings where business is simply looking for the cheapest solution.

· Will these options achieve the outcomes outlined in this chapter? 

A combination of options would be best suited to achieve the outcomes of reduced litter, increased recycling and environmental benefit.
 
· If initiatives in option 2 (c) and option 3 are broadly the same, who would be more effective and/or efficient in overseeing these initiatives to achieve targets: non-government organisations, government or industry?

A national entity consisting of representation from each sector and responsible to the ephc would ensure transparency, impartiality and equity in delivery across Australia.     
· The funds created by the ADF (option 3) would be collected and managed by the Commonwealth Government. On what initiatives should the Commonwealth Government invest this funding? 

This funding should be fully hypothecated into running the systems and any further funds into education and other initiatives such as developing and implementing additional extended producer responsibility schemes, eg for tyres or paint or mattresses or furniture, or other packaging.
· At what point in the packaging supply chain should the ADF be imposed to achieve the best outcomes? 

At the earliest possible point in the product value chain to ensure that it becomes the responsibility of manufacturers/brand owners, probably the initial transfer by the product manufacturer to the next link in the supply chain (eg wholesaler/brand owner). If this is not possible due to overseas manufacture, then at the earliest possible point in the import process.
· Under option 4, should beverage containers be required to be recyclable as part of CDS proposals? 
Beverage containers should be required to be recyclable, but this does not necessarily need to part of a CDS. It could be part of a separate regulated process even if a CDS is not implemented. If a CDS is the only option selected then yes it should be part of that scheme.

A CDS is well supported in the community and by Local Government and should be a part of any final selection
· Are the timeframes for implementation and review of the product stewardship arrangements appropriate? 

The television and computer product stewardship scheme implementation should give a good indication of timeframes form implementation. 
RIS SECTION 6 - IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Questions for consultation - Section 6

· Are the costs and benefits identified for each option realistic? Are there any additional costs or benefits that should be factored into the CBA? Are you able to provide data to back up your views?
 
Community willingness to pay when factored into table 23 of the conclusion of the RIS indicates that there is a net cost for option 4, however there is broad community and Local Government support for a CDS. As stated above if a combined approach is taken (eg options 4a and 2c), then the combined willingness to pay at the mid point confidence value exceeds the combined costs of the two options, indicating general acceptance of a combined approach.
· What impact, if any, would the options have on packaging consumption, for example would the options lead to a reduction in consumption levels?

Options which include measures to reduce secondary and unnecessary packaging, and/or require packaging which minimises environmental impact may have an impact on packaging consumption. The need to maintain the integrity of products however will remain and so the consumption of packaging is almost entirely dependent on general consumption levels in the community.

None of the options are likely to be instrumental in reducing consumption of products generally. The cost of packaging is generally incremental (irrelevant) to the consumer in the purchase of the product. 

· Do the options provide opportunities for increasing the recycling levels of other materials? If so, to what extent? 

A CDS could potentially be extended to other materials and/or make use of the same infrastructure for recycling or improved disposal of other products or packaging. (eg batteries or other household containers such as detergent and shampoo bottles, jam jars, sauce bottles etc)
· What is the likely impact of the options on kerbside collection systems?

Options which include mandatory use of recyclable packaging will increase the pressure on kerbside collections and costs to householders and local government.

A CDS may have the effect of reducing the quantity of kerbside recycling as householders use return centres to claim refunds, which will potentially lower the cost of the kerbside recycling service required for remaining recyclable containers. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

The Commonwealth Government is undertaking a key step in improving product stewardship and has the full support of Warringah Council and undoubtedly Local Government in General.

Local Government is arguably the closest level of government to the community and therefore perhaps the most in touch with community expectations. The Warringah community and Council strongly support the implementation of a Container Deposit Scheme as an effective method of reducing litter, increasing recycling, minimising environmental impacts from packaging and increasing the feeling of the community to be able to be doing something positive for the environment.

It is understood that a CDS does not cover as broad a range of packaging as an Extended Packaging Stewardship or ADF scheme might, however it is targeted and specific and has more clarity to the community than other options and should be the first option selected if only one is chosen.
It is recommended that the Commonwealth Government implement a Container Deposit Scheme in combination with either an Extended Packaging Stewardship or Advanced Disposal Fee scheme, and that if only one of the described options is selected it should be one of the Container Deposit Schemes.
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