
































e There are significant differences between EPR and PSS, including the allocation of final costs of
disposal.

e Both types of schemes have considerable management and administration costs and are
therefore most applicable to products that have the potential for significant environmental
damage either through their level of toxicity (e.g. certain chemicals) or the volume being sent
to landfill (e.g. tyres) and their potential resource value.

[ The economic, environmental and social benefits and costs of such strategies |

LGAQ engaged an independent cost benefit analysis (a copy of this document is attached for
information) of a number of options raised by the Queensland Government in their discussion paper
“let’s Not Waste Our Future”. Part of this analysis was the provision of a list of potential policy
outcomes that provided for a combination of appropriate economic instruments that the Queensland
Government could consider as part of the new waste management strategy. These include:

1. Effective regulation - potentially including landfill licensing and enforcement, mandated
recycling for commercial and industrial properties in areas where recycling is found to be
feasible and collection already occurs as part of the municipal system, the requirement for
commercial and industrial properties and construction activities to have waste management
plans in place to minimise waste generation and disposal, and the removal of any unnecessary
regulatory barriers to recycling activity.

2. Incentives - potentially including compost bin and mulcher subsidies and optional green waste
bin servicing as part of the municipal waste servicing program.

3. Education - education and awareness campaigns focusing on “selling” waste minimisation to
the community and enhancing awareness over recyclable waste products, the possible phasing
in of smaller general waste bins to each household to overcome the attitude of not getting
value for money if the bin isn’t full each week, as well as assistance with waste avoidance
planning for commercial and industrial properties and construction activities (particularly for
small to medium enterprises and operators).

4. EPR and PSS - schemes considered beneficial to ensure that externality costs are included as
much as possible at the product purchase stage for targeted products rather than borne by
the broader community at the product disposal stage, with Queensland working towards a
nationally coordinated approach.

5. Pricing guidelines - development of pricing guidelines for waste services by the Queensland
Government for Local Governments, including appropriate landfill costing procedures and the
removal of pricing subsidies for waste services.

Policy should be directly targeted at problem waste streams or waste streams where there is potential
for considerable gains in terms of recycling, rather than applying an indirect blanket policy aimed at
propping up the recycling industry. Looking to the future, policy should aim to address waste problems
at the source, particularly given that most consumers have little choice over how a product is
manufactured and packaged, and therefore little control regarding their overall waste generation
patterns.

Policy priorities to maximise the efficiency and efficacy of efforts to reduce, recover or reuse
waste from different waste streams.

Local Government supports a potential combination of appropriate economic instruments as part of the
new waste management strategy for Queensland may include:
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1. Effective Regulation - potentially including landfill licensing and enforcement, mandated
recycling for commercial and industrial properties in areas where recycling is found to be
feasible and collection already occurs as part of the municipal system, the requirement for
commercial and industrial properties and construction activities to have waste management
plans in place to minimise waste generation and disposal, and the removal of any
unnecessary regulatory barriers to recycling activity.

2. Incentives - potentially including compost bin and mulcher subsidies and optional green
waste bin servicing as part of the municipal waste servicing program.

3. Education - education and awareness campaigns focusing on ‘selling’ waste minimisation to
the community and enhancing awareness over recyclable waste products, the possible
phasing in of smaller general waste bins to each household to overcome the attitude of not
getting value for money if the bin isn’t full each week, as well as assistance with waste
avoidance planning for commercial and industrial properties and construction activities
(particularly for small to medium enterprises and operators).

4. EPR and PSS - schemes considered beneficial to ensure that externality costs are included as
much as possible at the product purchase stage for targeted products rather than borne by
the broader community at the product disposal stage, with Queensland working towards a
nationally coordinated approach.

5. Pricing Guidelines - development of pricing guidelines for waste services by the Queensland
Government for local governments, including appropriate landfill costing procedures and
the removal of pricing subsidies for waste services.

The CBA shows that policy would be most effective if it directly targets problem waste streams
or waste streams where there is potential for considerable gains in terms of recycling, rather
than applying an indirect blanket policy aimed at propping up the recycling industry. Looking to
the future, policy should aim to address waste problems at the source, particularly given that
most consumers have little choice over how a product is manufactured and packaged, and
therefore little control regarding their overall waste generation patterns.

[ Consideration of the Drink Container Recycling Bill 2008. |

The experience of other jurisdictions and various reports on the application of CDL schemes produce a
wide range of outcomes and lessons to be learnt from past experiences, including:

Market research on forms of recycling and waste avoidance shows that CDL schemes are popular
with the general public in South Australia (which has had an operational scheme for decades).

CDL schemes can result in recovery rates of greater than 80%, significantly above those
achieved in areas without CDL, but the overall impact on the municipal solid waste stream is
limited given that acceptable containers typically account for a relatively small proportion of
the total waste stream. (Productivity Commission 2006)

CDL may reduce the number of accepted containers in the litter stream, although the extent of
any potential reduction is limited and it fails to address the behavioural causes of littering.
(EPA 2003)

Achievable rates of recovery vary between the studies undertaken into CDL schemes, and are
shown to be significantly influenced by the number and location of container collection points
(i.e. the ease with which items can be returned). When competing with a convenient kerbside
system, recovery rates may vary.
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e There are significant costs for all participants associated with CDL schemes, including collection
infrastructure (e.g. sites and equipment), loss of retail space in point of sale collection
schemes, and costs to waste generators (higher prices for service and time spent sorting
containers and then transporting them to collection sites). A study in Victoria found the costs of
CDL to be between $73-81 per household compared to $29 for kerbside recycling. (EPA 2003)

» Some studies have indicated that CDL schemes would have a significant impact on kerbside
recycling schemes and recyclable revenue streams.

The success of existing kerbside recycling schemes is difficult to duplicate. The geography of
Queensland indicates that establishment of new collection centres for a CDL scheme would be
expensive and difficult. Economics alone should rule out collection of beverage containers in remote
parts of this state and others across the county.

| Conclusion I

The significant costs associated with the establishment of a CDL collection system in Queensland would
need to be borne by consumers or the wider community. The existing kerbside recycling system in
Queensland is extensive and reaches the majority of householders. To spend further dollars
implementing another system to collect beverage containers makes no economic, environmental or
social sense.

An effective waste strategy for Queensland or even Australia needs to review all waste streams and
target those that are generated to excess. It is irrational to even consider duplicating a system that is
widely used and well accepted.

At this time, LGAQ is not prepared to support the Drink Container Recycling Bill 2008. There are far
more suitable waste management options that can be implemented in all waste streams without just
targeting one waste stream with a system that is not justifiable in triple bottom line terms.
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