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(ii)

... and Man created the plastic bag and the
tin and aluminium can and the cellophane
wrapper and the paper plate, and this was
good because Man could then take his
automobile and buy all his food in one place
and He could save that which was good to
eat in the refrigerator and throw away that
which had no further use. And soon the earth
was covered with plastic bags and aluminium
cans and paper plates and disposable bottles
and there was nowhere to sit down or walk,
and Man shook his head and cried: 'Look at
this Godawful mess.1 .
Art Buchwald.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Definitions:

for the purposes of these recommendations the

Committee has adopted the following definitions of the terms 'beverage'
and 'beverage container1.
beverage

\
- beer and other malt ales, mineral waters,
soda water and other carbonated"soft
drinks in liquid form and intended for
human consumption.

'b.^Zf.r..^^e container - the individual, separate, sealed glass
or metal bottle, can or, jar which is
designed to contain a beverage and has
a capacity of less than 2 litres.
The Committee recommends:
1.

That all beverage containers which 'do not carry a refundable

deposit of at least 5 cents incur a tax of 3 cents payable once only
at the point of manufacture or import of the container.
2.

That the responsibility for the collection and disbursement of

the recommended tax be with the Australian Government.
3.

That metal containers for beverages having detachable parts

be banned.
4.

' That the funds raised by the proposed tax on no-deposit con-

tainers should be made available for the following purposes:
(a)

to enable local government and other authorities resposible for litter prevention and collection and waste
disposal to carry out their responsibilities more effectively;

(b)

to. fund the establishment and continued operation of a
unit within the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial
Research Organisation (C.S.I.R.O.) to investigate in
co-operation with State Governments, lo.cal authorities
and industry the recovery of resources from waste and
the recycling of waste materials;

(c)

to provide financial assistance to voluntary organisations
involved in combating litter and encouraging the re-use
of resources.
(vi)

5.
That, as far as is possible, manufacturers, retailers and
fillers involved in the proposed system of re-use of beverage containers
should involve the existing network of marine dealers.

(vii)

GLOSSARY
In this Report the Committee has adopted the following
definitions;

returnable container

a container designed to be used more
than once regardless of whether a
refundable deposit is payable.

non-returnable (or 'throwaway 1 ) container

a container designed to be used once
only.
- a container made of glass.

bottle

a container made of metal.

NOTE
In this Report:
(a)

monetary values are expressed in the units of currency
of the country under discussion unless otherwise indicated;

(b)

metric and avoirdupois systems of measurement of weights
and volumes are employed throughout the Report where such
systems of measurement were used In the sources of
information.

(viii)

I INTRODUCTION
General
1.

On 23 July 1974 on the motion of the Hon. Moss Cass M.P.,

Minister for the Environment and Conservation, the House of
Representatives resolved That.a Standing Committee be appointed to inquire into
and report on (a)

environmental aspects of legislative and administrative
measures which, ought to be taken In order to ensure the
wise and effective management of the Australian environment and of Australia r s natural resources, and

(b)

such other matters relating to the environment and
conservation and the management of Australia's natural
resources as are referred to it by (i) the Minister for the Environment and Conservation, or
(ii) resolution of the House.

2.

The Committee succeeds the Standing Committee on Environment

and Conservation of the Twenty-eighth Parliament -which ceased to exist
following the double dissolution of 10 April 1974.
3.

The Committee would like formally to record its appreciation

for the contribution made by both Mr E.M.C. Fox, M.B.E. and Mr R.H. Sherry
to this Inquiry and to the work of the Committee generally.

Mr Fox was

a member of the Committee during the Twenty-eighth Parliament as was
Mr Sherry who was reappointed in the Twenty-ninth Parliament and resigned
on 26 September 1974.

Mr Fox was replaced by Mr I.B.C. Wilson and

Mr Sherry by Mr P.F. Morris.
4.

On 9 August 1973 Dr Cass wrote to the Committee in the following

terms •I understand that your Committee is proposing to undertake a
general Investigation of the problem of waste disposal in Australia.
While commending the need for such a general Investigation, there is
one particular matter which, at the last meeting of the Australian
Environment Council, all the States and the Commonwealth agreed was of
an urgent nature, and it would be appreciated if you could give this
priority attention so that some conclusion can be arrived at at the
earliest possible date.
The Australian Environment Council passed a resolution in the

- 2
following terms:
"Aware of the possible advantages of the implementation
of a substantial minimum compulsory deposit system, the *
Australian Environment Council requests the Australian
Government to conduct a Public Inquiry into the question
of a uniform substantial deposit on all beer and soft drink
and other beverage containers and means of implementing any
such scheme, its economic, social and environmental effects
and other positive alternative or supplementary course of
action to solve the environmental problems presented by
the disposal of these containers".
As the Australian Government representative on Council, I
indicated that I would try to arrange for such an inquiry to be held.
In view of your general interest in the problem and the powers available
to your Committee, it would seem most appropriate that I should refer
It to you'.
5*

Subsequently, the Committee resolved on 10 August 1973 to

conduct a public Inquiry along the lines of the Australian Environment
Council's proposal as soon.as practicable.
6.

The Committee had intended completing its Inquiry and present-

ing a final report during the middle of 1974.

However, due to the double

dissolution of Parliament this was not possible.

To obviate the need

to recall witnesses and readvertise for submissions to this and other '
Inquiries being conducted by the Committee, the Resolution of Appointment
of the 'Committee in the Twenty-ninth Parliament empowered it to 'consider
and make use of the evidence and records of the House of Representatives
Standing Committee on Environment and Conservation appointed during the
Twenty-eighth Parliament'.

The Committee was therefore able to resume

this Inquiry from the point where it was interrupted by the double
dissolution.

•

•

Submissions
7-

The Committee by public advertisement in the Press Invited

Interested individuals to make formal submissions to. the Committee on
any aspect of its Inquiry.

Ultimately, some 106 formal submissions were

received in addition to large numbers of letters supporting a deposit
scheme and a lesser number opposing it.

The Committee also received a

petition from several thousand Victorian school children supporting a
system of deposits on beverage containers.

—. 3 _
Technical Assistance
8.

To consider the economic Implications of a uniform deposit

scheme and cost a number of possible alternatives to such a system,
two technical advisers, Professor R.M. Parish and Dr R.R. Plggott, both
of the Economic faculty at Monash University were appointed,

Mr T.J.P.

Richmond, Clerk to this Committee in the Twenty-eighth Parliament and
on its reappointment in the Twenty-ninth Parliament, was appointed as
a technical adviser to tlae Committee when he left the staff of the
Department of the House of Representatives In September 1974.
Public Hearings and Inspections
9.

The Committee has held public hearings on 13 occasions taking

evidence from 56 individuals or representatives of organisations.

The

Committee also conducted inspections in Canberra, Port Kembla and
Melbourne examining the manufacturing process of glass bottles, tinplate,
steel and aluminium cans and the filling of beverage containers and their
distribution,,

The Committee visited, the steel can recycling plant and

examined collection, storage and handling facilities of a marine dealer.
Retail outlets for beverage containers were also Inspected and the
Committee studied the waste collection program in the Australian Capital
Territory.

_ 4II THE NATURE OF THE_INgUIRY
General
10.

The Committee proposes to undertake an Inquiry into the

problem of solid, waste disposal In Australia.

The problem of disposing

of beverage containers has been seen by the Committee in the context of
this proposed, wider Inquiry.
11.

Non-returnable beverage containers are symptomatic of the

modern trend to throw-away packaging, which has caused a substantial
increase In the volume of solid waste.

The difficulty and the cost

monetarily and environmentally of disposing of the waste generated by
modern society have caused new methods of waste disposal to be evolved
and have forced investigation into methods of decreasing the volume of
solid waste.
12.

A growing proportion of beverage containers "are throw-away '

or non-returnable.

These products are conspicuous In litter and as

such constitute a special disposal problem for municipal authorities
charged with keeping our highways, shopping centres, streets and reereational areas free of visual pollution.
The Task of the .Committee
13-

The Committee's task was to consider the environmental, social

or economic effects which could be expected from a deposit scheme on
beverage containers or from any alternative system.

The Committee then

had to consider means of implementing the method or methods seen as most
likely to be effective in solving the environmental problems presented
by the disposal of beverage containers.
14.

The evidence indicated that the areas which would be most

influenced by any scheme to reduce the present environmental problems
presented by beverage container disposal concerned litter, the use of
non-renewable resources, waste disposal generally, the consumer and
retailer and. the manufacture of beverage containers and beverages.

The

Committee has attempted to assess the current situation in relation to
each of these five broad categories and to assess the "likely effects of
various methods which might be implemented,
15.

The methods considered, either as alternatives or supplements

to a deposit scheme, Include education campaigns against littering,
stronger litter laws and. more rigorous enforcement of them, the taxing

of non-returnable containers, grants or tax concessions for recycling
operations and the banning of some forms of non-returnable containers.
16.

The Committee has considered the systems operating in Norway,

Sweden and Singapore, in the American States of Oregon and "Vermont and
in the Canadian provinces of British Colombia, Alberta and Saskatchewan.
The Nature of the Problem
17-

The impetus for the Committee's Inquiry stems from the widely

held belief that population growth combined with accelerating exploitation
of exhaustible resources Is leading to perceptible deterioration of the
quality of the natural environment.
18.

The process of production and consumption involves the chemical

and physical change of matter but not its destruction.

Except to the

extent that re-use or recycling Is possible production and consumption
activities involve the conversion of productive inputs Into an equivalent
mass of non-productive residuals.
19-

It is the consumption process rather than the production process

which generates the need for residuals disposal.
20.

.

The issue cannot be seen simply as one of, the polluters against

the polluted.

Until recently, the problem of disposal of residuals was

not widely regarded as being serious.

The environment was seen as capable

of absorbing, transporting, dissipating or storing the product of man's
production and consumption activity.
21.

Up to a point the natural capacities of the environment absorb

this activity without apparent deterioration.

Beyond this point, a

conflict emerges.
22.

It is a conflict which arises between a demand for a clean

environment and the production of commodities for consumption which Involves
the creation of wastes.

Society's task becomes a process of reconciling

the conflict between these alternatives.
23*

Control of waste involves three basic methods:

reduction In

the volume and/or Improvement in the quality or location of waste;
improvement of the capacity of the environment to break down wastes;
treatment of residuals after generation or application of protective
measures at the point where damage is inflicted.
24.

Our primary concern in this Inquiry is with the first of

these methods, namely, the reduction in the volume of waste both at the

production and disposal stages.

Any action recommended by the Committee

would therefore be based on an assessment of the impact of the waste
products on the environment and on the energy and raw materials used in
the production process.
25.

Regulation of the quantity and nature of waste generated by

beverage containers could be influenced directly by action Initiated by
the Government at the production stage

through taxation measures, at

the consumer level by influencing consumer behaviour through adjustment,
of prices and/or by a deposit scheme.

The collection and disposal of

waste could be affected, by government grants or financial incentives
for this purpose, or "by Imparting to the container a monetary value
which would reduce the incidence of littered containers and ensure their
voluntary collection for profit.

Ill PACKAGING AND THE CONSUMER
The Present Situation
26.

The basic trend in the packaging Industry Is towards the

introduction of disposable packages for all goods.

The concern expressed

in recent years about the effects of this trend on litter and visual
pollution and the(wastage of resources involved is by no means confined
to beverage containers.

However, the latter symbolise for many people

the wasteful and despoiling aspects of our consumption-oriented society.
27.

'

Soft drinks, beer and milk are increasingly being sold in

throw-away containers.

Many people can remember these products being

sold only in returnable glass containers and believe such a system could
work successfully again.
28.

Milk, for example, has traditionally been delivered to people's

houses in returnable glass bottles.

In many areas plastic containers and

cardboard—coated cartons are being introduced to replace the bottle.

The

Committee was told that the reason for this is that It is in the interests
of the consumer.

Whilst it may be true that there is some saving In

delivery and collection costs to the milk vendor, the direct benefit to
the customer is not clear.

What is obvious is that the community pays

a higher price for the container and incurs additional costs both in
terms of disposal and of the resources required to manufacture a throwaway container compared with one which may be re-used.
29.

Many of those associated directly with the beverage industry

and particularly the container manufacturers believe that their products
represent a small proportion of total solid waste and that their activities
are being unjustly singled out for special attention.

However, beverage

containers form a growing proportion of solid waste and present special
disposal problems in not being biodegradable.

Beer and soft drink cans

are also conspicuous In roadside litter and although paper constitutes
the largest category of litter by item count, this Includes, for example,
bus tickets and. other relatively inconspicuous items.

It is felt by many

people to be crucial that our society decide now whether it is desirable,
or even possible in the long term to permit the continued expansion of
the 'throw-away
30.

ethic ' .

Consumers usually have the choice between a returnable and. a

non-returnable container but already some retail outlets are refusing to

handle returnable containers.

If present trends continue the expression

of consumer preference may well become impossible within the next few
years.
Some Alternatives to jbhe 'Throw-away
31.

Ethic'

"A returnable bottle scheme with or without deposits can and

has worked in the past for milk, beer and soft drinks.

Such a system

depends on the existence of an infrastructure which provides the facilities
to collect, store, wash and return bottles to. fillers. The Committee was
Informed that there has been a decrease in the number of professional
bottle collectors and the remainder are concerned at the trend by fillers
towards the use of non-returnable containers.
32.

A. number of small local or regionally-owned fillers with limited

transport costs favoured the returnable bottle but were opposed In their
view by the large nationally organised companies.

The Committee was told

that large nationally known brands have subsidised the introduction of
one-way bottles and cans into country areas, .at the expense of regional
fillers.
33.

The marine dealers or professional bottle collectors are a

group who support the maintenance of a return scheme.

While visiting

a large bottle collection yard, the Committee was Interested to see
thousands of bottles with the imprint 'not to be re-used' being washed
for resale to fillers at well under the new bottle price.
~}h .

The net price of a returnable container and Its contents are

significantly cheaper to the consumer than a non-returnable container
with the same volume of beverage.
35.

Glass manufacturers are competing with the can makers for

the non-returnable market by producing non-returnable bottles in place
of the traditional returnable bottle.
throw-away psychology.

This is participating in the

The motive appears to be that although glass

can be re-used satisfactorily recycling rather than re-use increases
sales volumes and maintains or increases the market share.
36.

The natural resources which go into the manufacture of bottles

and cans, plastic and cardboard containers are not•Inexhaustible nor
is the energy which is needed in ordert* to convert the raw material or
recycled material Into the finished product.
In Chapter VI of this Report.

This aspect is discussed

37-

Tlie advocates of a deposit scheme argue that it would solve

a major part of the visible litter problem.

The scheme is seen as

being equitable because the litterer in effect pays a penalty by forfeiting
the d.eposit,

The container component of litter would have value thus

providing an incentive for others to pick up waste beverage containers
left by litterers.

They argue that the returnable container deposit

system has worked well In the past, can work again and should result In
cheaper beverages for consumers.
38.

A deposit scheme would serve a useful purpose in reducing the

volume of solid waste for disposal which Is rapidly becoming a major
problem particularly in. urban areas.

Deposits would provide, It is said,

a symbolic victory for the planned conservation of resources over their
profligate consumption.

This ideal is opposed to the assumption that

resources will last forever or that technology will solve future problems.
39 -

The Packaging Industry Environment Council (p.I.E,C,) claimed

in evidence that only about 1 percent of solid waste in Australia was
misplaced as litter and of that -1 percent only about 10 percent would
be covered by a deposit system,
40.

Liquor merchants, hoteliers and some other retailers argue

that their businesses operate on the assumption that containers once
sold are not their responsibility and that facilities for returned
containers and handling problems would add. very greatly to thtjlr costs,
41.

The packaging industry argued that a deposit scheme would have

a serious and adverse effect on the Australian Government's tax revenue
by reducing the total volume of containers being produced.
42.

Industry representatives believe that a deposit scheme would

have an adverse effect on employment in their industry through the
reduction of sales volume.

However, high labour turnover In this industry

may cushion this effect.
43-

Those opposed to a deposit scheme as an answer to the litter

problem emphasise the need to recognise litter as being a 'people problem*
involving a small minority of irresponsible persons.

They believe that •

rigid' enforcement of anti-litter laws combined with education programs
and the provision of litter bins can solve the problem posed by beverage
containers as a component of litter.
44.

Arguments were advanced that the resources needed to wash and

process returnable bottles are a drain on resources in the same way as

- 10
the manufacture of new containers.

It was stated that storage of

empty containers Introduces a risk of disease and infection and that
employees would be unwilling to become Involved in the 'distasteful'
business of sorting and stacking bottles, cans and cartons.
Consumer Choice
45.

The packaging industry argue that they cater to the demands

of the consumers.

The rapidly rising rate of growth of the disposable

container sector of the beer and soft drink markets in relation to total
sales indicates they have some reason for this view.

It can,.however,

be argued that In reality the consumer has not been provided with a
real choice and that these disposable products are very heavily promoted.
46.

The manufacturers and fillers justify their actions on the

ground that they are catering for the wants of the consumer.

This raises

philosophical questions as to whether the consumer gets what he wants
or what he is told he wants.

In large supermarket chain stores, the

consumer's choice is becoming increasingly limited to non-returnable
container Items.
47-

Witnesses favouring a non-returnable scheme were unable to

justify their view of consumer wishes being the reason for the introduction
of a non-returnable product.

There was a strong Inference that Australian

manufacturers adopted non-returnable .containers because they had been
successful in America.

There was no evidence that a survey of consumer

wishes was carried out prior to the introduction of non-returnable
containers. •
48.

Solid waste pollution, and." the non-returnable beverage container

in particular, pose&> moral questions about advertising and consumer choice
in addition to the practical problems of disposal, littering and resource
wastage.
49•

At present - and assuming present trends continue, this

situation is likely to become more marked - vast numbers ofbottles,
cans, plastic and cardboard containers are being crushed, buried, burned
and littered..

Collection and disposal are In themselves major problems

with, an estimated 3»491.2 million beverage containers being filled In
Australia In 1972-73.

This figure does not include plastic beverage

containers or milk cartons.

The containers being disposed of represent

finite resources which it has been argued should be re-used or, at the
very least, recycled.

—

1 1 - . "

TheConfrontation
50.

The issues largely polarise into two conflicting attitudes.

51.

One attitude is that the rights of consumers are paramount,

that the nation's resources are unlimited and that a manufacturer's
responsibility for his product ends at the point of sale.
52.

The other extreme is the view that resources are finite,

should not be needlessly wasted and that manufacturers have a responsibility
for their products.

A financial inducement is seen as the most realistic

way to both avoid littering of beverage containers and ensure that even
if littered, they will not remain as litter because of their salvage
value.

— 12 —
IV SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
Quantity
53-

The Committee was told that throughout Australia some 5 million

tonnes of solid waste are disposed of annually or 1 kilogram of solid
waste per person per day.

Solid waste includes household garbage and

industrial waste, mineral spoils, animal wastes and agricultural wastes.
The Metropolitan Waste Disposal Authority (N.S.W.) estimates that 46
percent of the waste stream is derived from domestic sources.
54.

By the year 2000 there will be a significant increase in waste

generation per head of population.

Population growth together with

increasing per capita generation of .refuse emphasises the need for more
efficient and effective methods of waste disposal.
55.

The Committee was told that a typical break-down of garbage

by volume would be:

Paper
Vegetables
Glass
Cans
Earth and Ashe s
Timber and Waste
Plastics
100.0
56,

The above figures indicate that glass and cans account for some

21 percent of total municipal garbage with beverage containers making up
a large proportion.
57.

In its report on Community Solid Waste Practices In Australia,

Australian Consolidated Industries Limited (A.C.I.) prepared the following
table of the generation of domestic and municipal refuse in metropolitan
areas.

- 13 GENERATION OF DOMESTIC AND MUNICIPAL REFUSE IN METROPOLITAN AREAS
In Kg, Per Person Per Day - Calculated and Assumed Values:
1971
Sydney

58.

1975

1 . 190

1980

1.320

1985

1 .540

1990

1 .850

1995

2.270

2000

2.. 830

3.550

Melbourne

1.010

1,150

1.435

1-795

2.245

2.815

3.550

Brisbane

O.96O - 1.O65

1.270

1,540

1.890

2.320

2.870

Perth

1.085

1.180

1.370 . 1.620

1.98O

2.240

3.000

Adelaide

O.835

0.950

1.175

1.460

1.800 . 2.200

2.75O

Hobart

0.818

0.920

1.090

1.300

1.58O

2.500

Canberra

0.700

0.78O

0.900

1 .080

Darwin

0.700

O.78O

0.900

1.080

1.98O

1 .350
1.350

.1-750
1.750

2.3OO
2.300

Based on the above per capita generation figures, the total

quantities of domestic and municipal wastes have been calculated as follows
(expressed in metric tonnes per year);
1971

1975

1980

1990

1,269,000

1,479,000

1,892,000

3,466,000

6,358,000

Melbourne

921,000

1,202,000

1,672,000

3,236,000

6,164,000

Brisbane

339,000

412,000

559,000

1,041,000

1,975.000

Sydney

2000

Perth

278,000

348,000

490,000

950,000

1,799,000

Adelaide

257,000

329,000

465,000

934,000

1,784,000

Canberra

36,000

57,000

86,000

201,000

460,000

Hobart

46,000

59,000

81,000

150,000

272,000

Darwin

9,500

15,000

22,000

58,000

151,000

Waste Disposal Methods
59.

Most residential waste disposal Is carried out by .municipal

.authorities while disposal of industrial waste Is shared between municipal
authorities and private companies.
60.

The major methods of disposal are:
(i)

Open dumping;

(ii)

Controlled tipping;

(iii)

Sanitary landfill;

(iv)
(v)

Incineration;
Pulverisation;

(vi)

Composting;

(vii)

Compacting.

