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and Man created the plastic bag and the

LY

‘tin and aluminium can and the celliophane

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 teo
eat in the refrigerator and throw away that

which had ne 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!.

“Art Buchwald.
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" RECOMMENDATIONS

Definitions. .fof the purposes of these recomﬁendations the
Committee has adopted the followlng deflnltlons of the terms ‘beverage'

and 'beverage contalner‘

beveraﬁe o © = beer and other malt éles; mineral waters,
' ' soda water and other carbonated'sof
drinks in ligquid form and 1ntended for_

‘human consumption.

1beverége container ~ the individual, separate, sealed glass
s ' " or metal bottle, can orsjar which is
designed to contain a beverage and has

a capa01ty of less than 2 lltres.

The Committee recommends:

. ) -:That all beverage contalners which do not. carry a refundable
deposlt of at least 5 cents incur a tax of 3 cents payable once onlz

at the pomnt of manufacture or 1mport of the coniainer.

-2. i That the responsibility for the collection and disbursement of

the recommended tax be with the Australian Government.

3, hy That_metal containers for beverages having detachable parts
be banﬁed. . ' . .
4, L That_the funds_raised by the prOposed tax on no-deposit con-
tainefs should be made available for the following purposes:
(a)‘ to enable local government and other authorities res-
posible for litter prevention and collection and waste
:dispoeal to cerry out their responsibilities more effect-
ively; .
(v) to fund the establiehment and continued operation of a
unit within the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial
Research Organisation {C.S$.I1.R.0.) to investigate in
'~ co-operation with Sfate Govefnments, local authorities
and industry the recovery of resources from waste and
the recyeling of waste materiaié;
*(c) _to provide financial assistance to voluntary organisations
involved in combating litter and enCouraging the re-use

of resources,

(i)




5.. . That, as far as is poasible,.manﬁfacturers, retailers and
‘fillers involved in the proposed system'of.ré;ﬁse of béverage éontainérs_

should invplve the existing network of marine ‘dealers.

(vii)




. GLOSSARY

In ﬁhis Report the Commitiee has adopted the following

Gefinitionss

“returnable container o - a container designed to he used more
. ' - than once regardless of whether a

refundable deposit is pavable.

non-returnable (or 'throwe

away') container . . - a container designed to be used once
bottle - a container made of glass,

can 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

dnformation.

(yiii)







T INTRODUCTION

‘General -

. S On 23 July 1974 on the motlon “of the ‘Hon. Moss Cass M P.,
.Mlnlster for the Env1ronment and Conservatlon, the House of
Repfesentatlves resolved - ' :
That a Standlng Commlttee be app01nted to dnguire - into
Cand report on - )
(a) env1ronmental aspects of leglsiatlve and administrative
-  measure5 which ought %o be taken in order to ensure the
wise and effective. management Of the Australian environ-—
ment and of Australla's natural TesoUrces, ‘and
:(b) _such_other matters relat;ng to the env1ronmenf and
' consefvétion and the managemént of Australia‘s natural
" resources as are feferrgd_tb it by - ' R :
(i)} the Minister for the Environment and Conservation, or

.{ii) resolution of the House. ..~

2. S The Committee'succeeds the Standing Committee cn Environment
and Conservation of the Twenty-eighth Pariiament which ceased to exist
follow1ng the double dlssolutlon of 10 Aprll ¥97N.

"3, o The Committee would llke formally to record lts appreciation

for the contribution made by both Mr.E,M.C.- qu, M.B.E. and Mr R.H. Sherry .

' f0 this'inquiry and to the work of the Committee generélly.' Mr Fox was
a member of. the'Committee during the'Twen%y—eighth Parliament as. was

Mr Sherry who was reappOLnted An 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.

L, _..:.On‘9 Augﬁst 1973 Dr Caés wrote to the.¢ommittee in the_follpwing
sorme - . o : R AR o - T o
L ‘1T understand that your Committee is proposing.ﬁo undertake a

_general_investigation of the problem of waste disposal in Australia.
Wﬁile_commending_ﬁhg need for such a-general investigation, there is
one particular matter which, .at the lést meeting of the Australian
Environment Counéil, ail.the;states and -the Commonwealth agreed was of
an urgént nature,.and it would be appreciated_if_you could give this |
priority atfentibn 55 that some conclusioﬁ can be arrived at at the
'earllest possible date, . ' . :

The Australian Envzronment Council passed a resolutlon in the
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follow;ng terms.
© MAware of the p0551ble advantages of the implementation
of a substantlal minimum ccmpulsory deposit system, the Pl
Auetrallan Enviromment Council requests the Australian .
Government to eonduct a Public Inquiry into the questioﬁ E
of a uniform substantial dep051t on all beer and s0ft drink
-and other beverage contalnerb and mearns of 1mplement1ng any
such scheme, 1its economic, soc1al and environmental effects
'.-and ethef positife alternative or supplementary course of
ﬁaction to solve. the-envirenmenfel problems presented by
the dlsposal of these contalners" S L
As the Australian Government representatlve oT1 Counc11, I
indicated that I would try'to arrange for such an 1nqu1ry to be held,

: In view wof your. general Anterest. in the problem and the powers avallable

to your Commlttee, it would seen most approprlate that T should refer
it to you* : : ' )
C b, SR Subsequently, the Committee résolved on'10_Auguet 1973 to

ceonduct a public inguiry alonglthe lines of the Aﬁstrelian Environment

Council's proposal as soon.as practicable.

b, The Committee had intended:completing its Inquiry and preéent;

-_jng a final report during the middle of 1974\ However, due_to-the double
dissolution of Parliament this. was not posszble.. “To obviate the need
to recall w1tnessos and reaﬁvertlse for submissions to this and other_?*

_'Inqulrles being conducted by the Commlttee, the Resolut1on of Appointment

of the ‘Committee din the Twenty—nlnth Parliament empowered lt to. consider .

- and make use. of the evidence and records of the House of. Representatives
Standiﬁg Committee on Enviromment and Conservation appoinfed during the ;
'Twenty—elghth Parllament' The Commlttee was therefore able to Tesume
this Iinguiry from the p01nt where it was 1nterrupted by the double
dissolution,
Submissions .
7. - 'The'Committee'by public advertisement'in the Press.inVited
_Lnterosted 1nd1v1duals “to make formal subm1e51ons to. the Commlttee on o
any aspect of its - Inqulry. Ultlmately, some 106 formal subm1551ons were'
received in addition to large numbers of letters supporting a dep051t
- scheme and a lesser number opposing it., The Committee also received a,
.petttlon from several thousand Victorian school chlldren supportlng a

system of dep051ts on beverage contalners.'




" Technical Assistance

.8;'f_' '~ To consider the ecopomic implications 6f_a wiform deposit
‘scheme and cost a number of possible alternatives to sﬁch a system,
,tﬂotﬁechnical.advisérs, Professor R.M;-Pariéh and Dr_R;R; Piggotf, both
:of_the_Economic faculty at'Ménash University were appointed. Mr T.J.P.
Richmond, -Clerk to this_Coﬁmittee_in the_Twenty—eighth Pariiament_and
“on its reappbintment_in the Twenty~ﬁinth Parliament, wés appéinted as.
Ea'technigal adviger to the Committee whén he left the staff of_the

Department of theé House of Representatives in September 1974,

' Public Hearings and Inspections

9, © The Committee has held public hearings on 13 occasioné taking
evidence from 56 individuiés_bf iepreseﬁfatives.of-pfgénisations.'.The
Committee a;so condudtéd ihsﬁections in anberrg;'Poft Kembla and .

'_ Melbourne examining the manufacturing process of glass bottles, tinpléte,
steel and aluminium cans énd:the filling of beverage dontainers and their
distributign,_-The Committee visited the steel can recycling plant and
]examined colleétion, storage.énd han@liﬁg facilities of a marine dealer.
Retaii outlets for beverage céntainers were also inspected and .the

Committee studied the waste colleciion program in_ﬁhe Australian Capital

Territory,
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.XI THE NATURE OF THE INQUIRY

:General

_110 : The Committee proposes to undertake an Inqulry 1nto the
prob]em of solid wa%te disposal in Austrdlld. The problem of d15p051ng
of heverage contalners has been seen by the Commlttee in the context of

Lhzs prcposed wider anulry.

:1}. '._ Nonmxbturnab]e beverage confalners are symptomatlc of the
ﬁodern trend to thTQWuaway packaging, wb;ch has caused é substantlal

- increase in the.volﬁme of solid waste., The difficulty. and the cost
:mqnetari;y and_environménta;ly of disposing of thé_wéste generated by
:modern_sociéﬁy have-caﬁsed néw methpds of waste disposal to be evolved
and hdve forced investigation into methods .of decrgésing_the volﬁme of
solid waste. - ' IR ' ' .
Stz A growing propertion of beverage containers. are %hroweéwayt
.oﬁ non-returnable., These products are conspicuoué in litter.and.aé'
such constitute a special disposal problem for muniéipal authorities
'charged with keeping our highways, shopping ceﬁtreﬁ,.streets and rgcfae_

.ational areas free of wisual pollution.

The Task of the Committee

13. _ The Committee's task was to consider the enviroemmental, social

’or economic effects which could be expected from a deposit scheme on
beverége containers .or from any alternative system. The Committee then
'_had to consider means of implementing the method or methods seen as most
'1ikely to be effective -in solving the environmental problems presented

by the dispesal of beverage containers.

'1H. The evidence inddcated that the areas which would be most

- dnfluenced by any séheme to reduce the present environmental problems
presented by beverage container disposal-éoncerned litter, the use of
‘non-renewable resources, waste disposal génerally, the consumer and
retailer and the manufacture of beverage containers and beverages, The
Cémmittee 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 alfernatives or supplements
to a deposit scheme, include education campaigns against iittering,

sironger litter laws and more rigorous enforcement of them, the faxing




‘of non-returnable containers, grants or tax concessions for recycling

-_oyerations and the banning,of-some forms of non»returnable containers. -

16 S The Commlttee has con51dered the svstems operatlng in Norway,
Sweden and Singapore, in the American States of Oregon and Vermont and .

iﬂ the Canadian provinces of-British_Colombia, Alberta and Saskatchewan.

The Vature of the Pro%lem

17. '_ﬂ - The 1mpetus for the Commlttee's Inqulry'stems from the w1deiy
held bellef_thaﬁ population growth combined with accelerating exploitation
‘of exhaustible resources is leading te perceptible deteriqratibn of the

.quality of the natural environment,

18. " The procéss of production and consumption involves the chemical
and physiéal ghaﬁg@ of matter bﬁt net its destruction. Except to the :
extent that re-use or recycling is possible production and consumption
cactivities involve the conversion of productive inputs into an eguivalent

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 pelliuted. Until recently, the problem of disposal of residuals was
not Wideiy-regarded as being serious. The envifcnment was seen as capable
Bf absorbing, transporting, dissipating or storing the product of_man's

production and comsumption activity.

21._' i Up to a point the natural capacities of the environment absorb
this activity without apparent deterioration.: Bevond 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 1nvolves
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: reductlon in
'ihe volume and/or improvement in the quality ox location of waste;
improvement of the @ap301ty of the enviromment to break down wastes;
treatment of residuals after generation or application of protective

measures at the. point where'damage‘is inflicted.

2h, Our primary concern in this Inguiry is with the first of

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




pfoduction and disposal stages. Any actibn‘recommended by the Qommittee
_ﬁquid therefore be based_oﬁ.an assessment_of the impact of the.wéste
products on the environment and on the energy and raw materiQIS'used in
the prééuctiqn P?Pcesé. R SR o . .

é5. e Regu}_atién of the. guantity and nétuz‘e of waste gemerated by

: beverage containers could be influenced dlrectly by actlan 1n1t1ated by
the Government at the production stage through taxatlon measures, at
.the consumer level by influeﬁéing consﬁmer_behav1our through_adJustment
of prices and/or by a deposit scheme.  The.collection ahd disposal of :
ﬁaste could be éffected by governméﬁt grants or financial incentives

ior This purpose, or by’lmpartlng to the contaxner a monetary value .
_whlch would reduce the 1n0ldence of llttered ccntalners and ensure their

veluntary collection for profit.
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. III PACKAGING AND THE CONSUMER

The Present Si tuation

26 © - "The basic trend in the packaging industry ds Lowards _the

B 1nLroduct10n of dzeposable packages for all goods.. The concerﬂ expfessed
':1n recent years about the effects of thls trend on lltier and vzsual
:pollutlon and the | wastage of resources 1nvolved is by mo means conilned .
to beverage contalners. However, the latter symbollse for _many peocple

'the wasteful and despoiling aspects of our consumption-oriented scciety,

27, . 'f_-Sth drinks, beer and'milk.are increasingly being scld in
throw-away containers. Many people can remember these products being
oso0ld only in returnable glass containers and believe such a system could

work sucqessfully.again.

28, L Milk, for example, has tradltlonally been dellvered to people E]
houses in returnable glass bottles, In many - areas plastlc containers and
cardboard—coated cartons are being introduced to replace the bottle.-.?he
‘Committee was told that the reason for this is that it is iﬁ the interests
.Of the ceﬁsamer. Whilst it may be true that there is zome saving in
delivery and coliectioﬁ costs to the milk.vendor, the.direct beﬂefit to
the customer is not.clear._'What is bbvious is that ﬁhe community bays

a hlgher prlce for the contalner and 1ncurs addltlonal costs both in
“terms of disposal and of the resources requ1red to manuiacture a Lhrow-_"

away container compared w1th one which may be re-used.

:29. . ”__Mahy of those associated direet;y_with the beﬁerage industry |
‘and particularly the eontainer manufacturers_believe that fheir preducts
represent a small proportlon of total solid waste and that their éctiVifies
are belng unJustly sxngied out for spe01al attentzon. However, . beverage
contalners form a grow1ng proportlon of soldid waste and preeent special
-dlbposal probleme in not belng blodegradable. Beer and soft drink cans
Jare aiso conspzcuous in roads;de lltter and although paper constltutes
the largest category oi lltter by 1Lem count, this 1nc}udes, for example;
bus tzckets and other relatlvely 1nconsplcuous ite@s. It is Telt by many
beople ta be crucial that our eociety decide now whether it is desirable,
or reven possiblie . in the long term to permlt the centlnued expanelon of

the'thrUWnaway cethic!,

30. Consumers usually hdve the choice between a returnable and a,

nonwreturnable contalner but already some retail outlets are T?fuslng to




handle returnable containers.. If present_frendé continue the exXpressicn
of consumer preference may well beceme Impossible within the next few

yvears.

Some Alternatives to the "Throw—away -~ Ethict

31, . ':A réturnable botﬁlé scheme ﬁith or withouf deﬁosits can and

has worked 1n the past for milk, beer ané soft drlnks. Such a system'
depends on the exastence of an 1nfrastructure which pr0v1des the £a0111tles
to oollect store, wash and return bott1es to Fillers. The Committee was
1nformed that Lhcre has been & decrease in the number of prof9551ona1 '
bottle cellectors and the remainder are concerned at the trand by flilers

: towards the use of nonmreturnable contalners.

12, i_ A number of small local or reglonally-owned flliers w1th 11m1ted
tranbport costs favoured the returnable bottle but were opposed in thelr
Swview by the large nationally organised companies. . The Committee was told
- that large nationally known brands have subsidised the introduection of
oﬁe—way bottles and cans into country 5reas_at the éxpense of regional

fillers.

l33. " The ﬁariné deélers or'profeésioﬁal ‘bottle éolleétors afe a
: group who. %upport the maintenance of a return scheme. While v131t1ng
a large bottle collectlon yard,_the Commlttee was interested to see
thousands of bottles with the imprint 'not to bexe~ased‘ bemng washed

for resale to fillers at well undpr the new bottle prlce. '

34. ) The net prlce of a returnable contalner and its contents are

51gn1flcantly cheaper to the ccnsumer than a nonureturnable contalﬁer

w1Lh the sanme volume of beverage.

35; - Glass manufacturers are competing with the can makers for :33
- the non—reiurnable market by produc;ng non—raturnable bottles in place
" of the trad1tlonal returnable bhottle. This is partlclpatlng in the
throw-away psychology. The motive appears to be that although glass
can_be_rg;used satisfactorily recycling rather than re-use inqreases

sales volumes and malntains or increases the market share.

36, o The natural resources which go into the manﬁfacture of bottles
and cans, plastic and éardbpard containers are not‘inexhaustible.nor

" is the energy whiéh is needed in order to convert the raw material or.
recycled material_into the finished product. This aspect ig discussed

in Chapter VI of this Report,




37. ) - The advocates of a dep051t scheme argue that it would solve

T a maJor part of the vxslble litter: problem.- The scheme ‘is seen -as

belng equltable because the lltterer 1n effect pays a penalty by forfeltlng
the_dep051t. The_contalner-component of litter would have wvalue thus .
._providing ar incentive for others %o pick up waste beverage contéiners _
Cleft by litterers. They argue that the returnable container deposit =
system has worked well in the pagt 'can work agaln and should result in

cheaper beverages for consumers.

38. . A depos;t scheme would serve a useful purpo&e in reduolng the
Svolume of solld waste for dlsposal whlch is rapidly becoming a major

: problem partlcularly in urban areas. Dep051ts would prov1de, 1t is said,
a symbolic victory for the planned conservatlon of resources over thelr .
.'profllgate consumption. Thib 1deal 15 opposed to the assumpt:on that

resources will last forever or that teehnology w1li solve fature problems,.

39, .': Tne Packaglng Industry Env1r0nment Councll (P.I.E.C,) clalmed_ .
in evmdence that only about 1 percent of Solld waste in Ausgtralia was
misplaced as litter and of that 1 percent onily about 10 percent woolo

be covered by a dep051t system.

L Lo, _. quuor merchants, hotellers and some other_retallers argue
that thelr busmnesses operate on the assumptlon,that contalners once
_sold ‘are not their respon51blllty and that faczlltles for returned

contalners and handllng problems would add very greatly to their LOStS«

Lht, 3.: The packaglng 1ndustry argued that a deposit bcheme wonld have
Ca serious and adverse effect on the Australlan Government's tax revenue

by_reduclng the total volume of contalners belng produced

'42. ':_ -Industry representatlves belleve that a dep051t scheme would
have an adverse effect on employment in their 1ndustry through the
'reductlon of_sales_yolume. ‘However, high labour turnover in thls 1ndu$try
may cushion this effect. ' . . '
33. .. Those opposed to a deposit scheme as an answer to the litter
_probleﬁ emphasise the need to recogﬁise:litter as being a 'pecple problem?
involving.a éﬁall minority of_irrespoﬁsible-persons. They believe that
rigid enforcement of antieiitter_laws:combined_with.eduoation PTOZrams
and the pfovision of litter bins cén solve_thexproblem posed by beverage -
containers as a component of Ilitter. . ' . : :
.hhg o Arguments were édvaﬁced that th? resoofceé neédeé to wash and

process returnable bottles are a drain on resocurces in the same way as
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the manufacture of new containers. ' It was stated that-sforage of
empty containers introduces a risk. of digease atd infection and that
employees would be unwilling fo Lecome 1nvnlved in the ‘dlstasteful‘

business of sortlng and stacklng bobtles, cans .and . cartons.

'Consumer Choice

Aj, g The paokaglng 1ndustry argue that they Later -to the demands_
of the consumers. The rapidly rising rate of growth of the_dlsposable_
container sector of the beer and soft drink markets in relation to total

. sales indicates they have-some reason for'this view, Tt can, however,

' - be argued that in reallty ‘the consumer has ‘not been prov1ded w;th &

jreal 0hozce and that thebe dlsposable products are very heav1ly promoted

46, -. The manufacturers and flllers Justlfy their actlons on the
fground that they are Cdterlng for the wants of the_consumer. fhlb raises_:
phllosophlcai questlons as to whether the consumexr gets what he wants

.or what he is told he wants. In 1arge supermarket chaih stores, the
ﬁconsumeris choic¢e is becomlng 1ncrea51ngly llmltedifé_nbh—retﬁrhabie.

‘contalner 1tems.

Ly, : Witnesses favpuring-a non-returnable scheme were_unable ﬁo
justify their View.of consumer wishés béing the reaéon for the introduction
of a non-returnéble pfoduct There was a strong 1nference that Australlan
manufacturers adopted nonnreturnable contamners because they had been
.successful in Amerlca. There was no ev1dence that a survey of consumer
_w1shes was carried out prlor to the 1ntroductlon of nonwreturnable '

containers,

L8, " Solid waste bollﬁfiog aﬁd the noh~retufnable bevérége container

in particular, poses moral guestions about advertising and consumer choice

~din addition o the practical problems of disposal, littering ﬁnd resouree oo

wastage.

h?- : At present -~ and assuming present trends cqhtinue, this
éituatioﬁ ié iikely to become more marked - wvast numbers of_botﬁles,
fcans, piastic and cardboard containers arve being crushed, buried, burned
and Tittered. 'Cbllectipn and disposal are in fhemsélves major problems
with an estimated 3,491.2 miliion_bevérage:cohtainers being filled 4dn
Austfalia in 1972-73. This figure does not incilude plastic bevérage
containers or milk cartons. The containers being disposed bﬂ represent
finite resources which it has_been”argued should be rehused.of, at the

. very least, recycled.




“The Confrontation

50, The issues largely polarisé into two conflicting attitudes.

51, . ' One attltude 1s that the rlghts of consumers are paramount,
-that the natlon 8 resources are unllmlted and that a manufacturer's

_respon51b111ty for hlS product ends at ‘the polnt 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 avomd 11tter1ng of beverage contalners and ensure that even

AL llttered they w111 not remaln as lztﬁer because of theirusaivage _

 va1ue°




IV SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL

Quantity

53. :" The Commlttee was told that throughout Australla some 5 million

- tonnes of SOlld waste are dlsposed of annually or 1 kllogram of soild
._waste per person per day. Solid waste 1ncludes household garbage and
) 'indostriaizwaste,'minefal spo;lo, an;mal wastes and agricultural wastes.
'_:The Metropolitan Waste Disposal Agthority (N.8.¥.) estimates that 46 .~
'percent aof the waste stream is derived Trom domestic sources.f
y 5h, o By the year 2000° there w1l1 be a 81gn1flcant 1ncrease in waste
generatlon per nhead of populatlon. POpulathﬂ growth together w1th

increasing per capita generation of refuse empha51ses the need for more

efficient and effective methods of waste dlsposal

.'55. : The Committee was told that a typical break down of garbage

“by volume would be-

Paper I 37.0

Vegetables 33,0
Glass . ._ _ '_1&JO
.Cans ' - . 7.0
‘Earth and Ashes k.2
Timber and Waste . : . 3.0
Piastics 1.8

100.0

56, ‘ The'above figures indicate that glass and cans account for some

21 percent of total muﬁioipal garbage with beverage containers making up

a large proportion.

57 . In its report on Community Soliid 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.
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:GENERATION OF DGMESTIC AND MUNICIPAL REFUSE 1IN METROPGLITAN AREAS

In Kg, Per Person Per. Day - Calculaied and Assumed Values. :

g ‘1971 - 1973 1980 1985 1990 0995 2000
Sydney . 1.190 . 1.320 1,540 1.850 2,270 - 2.830 3.550
“Melbourne 1.010 1,150 1.435 1.795 "2,245 2.815 3,550
Brisbane 0.960 . 1.065 1,270 1.540 1.890 2,320 2,870
‘Perth. | 1,085 1.180 . 1.370 1,620 1,980 2,240 '3.000
_Adelaide 0.835 0.950 - 1.175 . 1.460  1.800. 2,200 2,750
Hobart 0.818 0,920 . 1,090  1.300 . 1.580 1.980 2,500
Canberra 0.700 0,780  0.900  1.080 1.350  1.750  2.300

._Daxwin_ . 0.700  0.780 0.900 . 1.080  1.350 t.750  2.300
58, - Based on the. above per caplta generatxon flgures,_the_total

~quantities of domestic and municipal wastes have been calculated as follows

" (expressed in metric tonnes per year):

1971

1980 -

1990

-2000

1315
Sydney 1,269,000 1,479,000 1,892,000 3,466,000 6,358,000
.:Meiégﬁrpe 921, 000 1,202,000_ },672,000 3,236,600 6}3§a,900
" Brisbane '339,000__ -#12,000 . '359,000. 1,041,000 1,975,000
Perth 278,000 348,000 490,000 950,000 1,799,000
- Adelaide 257,000 329,000 165,000 934,000 1,784,000
.Canberra 36,000 57,000 86,000 201,000 460,000
Hobart 16,000 59,000 81,000 150,000 272,000
Darwin : 9,)00" 15,000, 22,000 58,000 151,000
Waste Disposal Methods
58, .- '3 Most rasldentlal waste dlspoaal is carrled out by munlclpal

_duth0r1t1es while dlsposal of 1ndustr1al waste is shared between munlclpal

authorltles ‘and prlvate companles._

60, s The major methods of dlsposal are:
e ‘(1) open dumplng,._
(ii) Controlled tlpping;.

(iid) Sanitary landfill;
: (iv). Incinerations

- . (v} Palverisation;
 (vi) Cqmposfing; '

Compacting.

(vii)




L

61, ( ) 'Oﬁen.Dumpiﬁg: 'Wastéris ﬁep0siféd_in.bﬁén Spéceé.wiﬁh
no subsequent care or “treatment. . Thésé may'take the form_bf 'tipé' and -
may_lncludendumplng in the ogean, on disused land 51tes, exhausted quarries,
g gullies'or other matural features,. Besmdes belng unsxghtly, open dumpé
may constltute health hazards through poliutlng the ocean or from rain
water runmoff F.

62, ‘(i_i) . Controlled Tipping: Refuse is deposited in an area
.and sfstematically covered Wifh a'layer of.soil or'othef nonﬂpoliutént
material Thls system reduces xnfestatlon by 1nsects or vermin and

:prevents air pollutlon.

63, o (111) Sanltary Landf1ll- Sanltary landfill is a more expen51ve
alﬁernatlve to dumplng. It 1nvolves dep031t1ng refuse 1n trenches or

on surfaces. The refuse is then spread and compacted w1th heavy equlpment
: and is covered each day with 15 cm to 30 om of ‘soil, The compieted

foperatlon is then seaied with O 6 m to J 0. m of soil,

6&. '. :_ Land used fcr this method of dlsposal ‘may 1ater be uilllsed
as park 1and or for recreatlonal purposes.3 In spite of the substantlal
dinitial capltal 1nvestment requlred, operating costs are relatlvely low

fand thls is cons;dered a deszrable method of dlsposal

55._ o _I-(iv) -Incineration. Rubbish is burnt in an incinerator.’
“Temperatures of 8500 to 1, OOO C can effectlvely reduce the volume of
refuse by 80 percent or more whlle convertlng organlc materlal into an

1nert gas.

.66. : - Borting and iﬁcinefation can provide municipalities ﬁith an'-'
effectivg means of pre-processing solid wasté,_renderipg it a good_medium
for landfill._ Transportatioﬁ costs may.Be reduced-ﬁégaﬁse of reducﬁipn
of the volume of wasie and tﬁe capacity of.landfill sites increaged. 

Incineration reduces the noxious_chapacteristics of the refuse. -

67. Although expensive to operate, a major advantage of thls method
is that the separated bi-products may p0551b1y be sold to recover operat-
ing costs and the heat from incineration is marketable. _Ash:may_be used

Cas a raw material in the manufacture of cement and other products.

 .68,‘ : Often partial incineration is achieved'produping a residue
containing unburnt organics which can cause air pollution.  Consequently,
'cqstly anti-pollutant devices must be used in conjunction with the

“incineration process.
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69, e {v) . Pulverisation: . Crude refuse is crushed or pulverised _
resulting in a considerahble reduction in wveolume but little reduction in _.-:
 weight . This process produces a hyglenlc materlal whlch is unattractlve

_to vermin and. Vlrtually fr@e of offen51ve odours.

:70. 5_' Where pulverlsed refuse is dep051ted as sanltary landflll 1t
does not requ1re a dally cover and further compactlng and consolldatlon_

'processes may. be carr1ed out.

Tt. : _;(Vl)._Compostlng: Crg&nic refuse is reduced to inert humus
ﬁatefial through biblogical deeomposition, elther by a. natural roﬁtlng
“precess or through an accelerated reactlon in fermentatlon unlts under
. cont:oLled cond;tlons. L : BT ) :

7251 G Comboeting serves as_a soil conditioner and as sanitary landfiil
'reduces the-volume:of eolid waste, 'Non—compestible eleﬁenﬁs ﬁust be '
_removed from the refuse by'mechanlcal or magnetic means to make the
.procese effectlve.'_The growth of packaglng as a component of . refuse
"w1ll result in the growth ef papeT, glass and metal thus reducing the

.:sultablllty of thls type of dlsposal

T3. oo (v11} -Compactlng. Thls is another volume reductlon method
that reduces transport costs, prolongs the l1life of landfill sites and

'_may 1ncrease_the standard of hyglene in collectlon and disposal of waste,

Attltudee of Local Authorltles

Th. _ Because waste dlsposal is largely a respon91b111ty of municipal
authorities, the Commxttee heard evidence from a number of city councils

cidn order to galn an understandlng of thelr problems.

T5. f The Commlttee was told that surveys carried out on waste
'dlsposal methods in Australla 1nd1cate that nearly all is disposed of -
by dumping and landfill, w1th 96 percen% of solid waste belng dlsposed of

at conventlonal landfill sites.

.76. ' : Mun1c1palltles estlmate that by the year 2000 they will have

to dlspose of six times as much refuse as at ﬁresent Councils told the
Commlttee that over the last 15 years ‘there has been a con31derable change
in the Volume of various klnds nf garbage wzth an increase in paper,

glass and can components.f

77« S The maJor probleﬁifeced.by_loeal councils ie the high end _
increaéiﬁg edsts associated with weete_disposal. The‘changing nature

of the compositioh of solid waste means that pquncils'are experiencing
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difficulties in coping with the greater strains being placed on their
. collection and disposal facilities. ~The A.C.I. report included the -

following estimates of waste handling costs:

" Annual Total 1972

_ ': Metropolltan Areas S 4 . $/pars _$/m3 %/tonne. 

 .sydney Reglon (5 8. D., 0.5, 5. D ) 19,100,000 :6 53 '__u;ga _ zzp.osf
Melbourne (M S. D ) . . 10,250,000 3.97 3,06 - 13.75
'Brstane Reglon (B.S.D., M. 5.D. ) 3,170,000 4.53 "3.?? 16.80
Perth (P.s.D.}) = - T 3,217,000 W.58 30141412

" Adelaide (A.S,D.) T 2,000,000 347 R.B1 C 12.63
Canberra (C.S.D.} - : - 1,035,000 6,77  M.h7  20.10
Hobart-(H.S.D,) B : BRI 3_; SB95.000 - 3,89 u,6o O R0.70
Darwin - ) .:. R _' BRI No .cost figures available

The waste handling costs have been computed én& extrapelated from figures
. provided by communities covered in the field survey. - They .also include

the annual capital costs for plants and facilities. .

'Provincial Areas

- Only communliles with populatlons over 10,000 have been ‘covered by the
field survey. ‘ . . . ‘
Generatlon Flgures for domestlc and munlclpal wastes ‘and costs have been Calm

_cuiated from the 1nformatlon prOVJded by the communltles.m_

: CDaily

. 'per—capita’ S

“Generation in R 74 R O

kg/pergon/dgy : person/year . $/m . $/tonne

Victoria ... = . S 0,640 S p.B2 BRI P T2 ©o15.82
‘New South Wales . : - 0,940 . - 4o - 3,77 . 16,95
Queensland--f S 0,815 S RL98 SAeT s _8-86
Western Australia ‘0.920 . - k.36 ;'3:.;],73 __: 7.78
South Australia o 0.580 . 3.64 © 2,83 - 12,75
Tasmania _ _. E 'O 630 . -f _ 2. o 2 62 -  11 79_
78, .+ The growth of the thrownaway no-deposit. beverage contalner

~has bfought considerable problems for local goverﬁment authorltles.
éouncils.stated that the increase in volume of waste_has“substantially

: increased disposal expenditure; The Committee was told tThat the deposita=
bearing bottle is an 1n31gn1flcant component in the rubblsh collected by :
.coun01ls but that cans and non—returnable bottles have aggravated disposal

.problems as well as occupying valuable tip space.
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79.".' " The space belng taken up by the increased volume of waste

has aggravated problems regardlng the lack of sultable landflll sites

Cand growing transportatlon costs. The dw1nd11ng supply of sites within :

reasonable distances from the sources of waste have added to problems

faced by councils.

80. The Vlctorlan State Development Committee on Dlspoﬁal and/or
'Destrucﬁlon of Garbage and Other Rubbish reported° : ‘
' The questlon as to what is the estimated 1ife of present
~and potentlal dlspcsal 51tee is dependent upon many factors,
-some_ of which cannot pe reliably estimated; but, on the basis
of the estimates furnished by the respective muhicipalities,_
‘it is likely that within the next decade, sanitary landfill
' sitee will be exhausted within another seven munieipalities,
‘_thus making a total of at leést twenty—two councils in the
: metropolltan area without sanitary landflll sites by. the year
_1980' ' '

81, .. The Report'went on to. say: . ) :

' 'After weighing all the evidence, the Committee.finds_it,__
'i&possible to escape the conclusioh that serioﬁs refuse ]

. dlsposal problems are even now emerging within the metropolltan
‘area, Wthh unless recognlsed and remedled, could lead te

'-chaotlc condltlons developlng w1th1n the next decade, with
regard to the dlsposal of refuse generated wmthln the Tapldly

growing metropolle‘

82, R In,addition, where councils“experience shortages of land for
development, there ﬁay exist a conflicf between alternative land uses.
In .such dasee, coun0115 ‘set thelr prlorltles and try to achieve a balance

:between their waste dlsposal needs and needs for other purposes,

813, 1' Another major disposal problem faced by councils is ‘the lack

Vof recycling or waste retrieval Facilities at disposal depots. Counczls
are forced to bear the cost of disposal of all c¢f the solid waste. Most
councils appearing before the Committee stated their willingness to arrange
for the collection of cans if:manufacturers could develop methods for

‘recycling.

Progress Report of the State Development Committee on the Disposal
and/or Destruction of Garbage and other Rubbish, Victoria, 1971, p.28,

2 ) R . : . o T o )
Op. Cit., p.29
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84, Councils believe that manufacturers should eontribute,towards
~improved waste disposal by developing ways of reducing the volume of .
:waste for . disposal and utlllslng the waste as raw material for other .

purposes.

85. o "Councils have experlenced dlfflcultmes in the collectlon and
: dlSpObdl of betties {mainly beer bottles) .and the Coun011 of “the
Munzclpallty of Mosman spends over - $21, OOO annually on the collectlon

- and removal of bottles 1n a mun1c1pal1ty of 30 000 people.

86, "_" In01nerat10n appears to be the most successful method used
.'by local authorltles to dlspose of waste although its 1ntreduct10n is
7recent and 11m1ted In N.S.W. the munlclpalltles of Waverley and
Woollahra have comblned in Sydney s first high~temperature refuse
deetructcr servzng Five counclls at a cost of 45 mlllzon. Dther modern
1nc1ﬁerators are located in Waterloo (N S.W. }s Toowoomba {Q1a) and Port
Melbourne (Vlc) ‘The last of these was desmgned for the destruction

of qudrantlne garbage and port® refuse from overseas vessels.

87. - Only recently, councils and governments have become aware of -
the magnltude of the problems of solld waste management and the effort

needed to find solutlons.,

_88.- l Coun01ls belleve that 1ack of flnance is the major obstacle
in thelr bottle to cope with waste dlsposal Although 1mproved technology
may help in the long run, councxls feel that their short term 1nterests

e'would be better served by a greater allocatlon of funds. 

89. . It was suggested to the Committee that a tax be imposed on
the manufacture of all beverage containers. The taxation revenue was
- te be dlstrlbuted to counc1ls to . meet the costs assoclated w1th the

dlsposal of the beverage contalner component of solid waste._

Resource Recovery

90. RN The_Committee was interested to learn of a process developed
Lin the U,S.A. which is aimed at recovery of usable energy and marketable-

regources from munlclpal solid waste.

S9t. The orlglﬁators of the process recognzsed that recycllng
efforts were 1n51gn1f1cant when compared with -the enormity of the waste
~disposal problem. Dwzndlzng supplies ,of energy and natural resources
“led fo0 the realisation that a valuable source of raw materials and energy
could he recovered by processing waste that would be lost in the disposal

process,
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92. S '.The aim is to retrieve paper, plastics, algminium.and’other
-fnonuferroﬁs metals and ferrous metals from the waste stream by subjecting
raw fefuse to shredding,_éir ciassifigation, magnetic separation, vibrating?
"filtering,.purifying and compacting{'.The developers of the scheme blaim :
that ﬁp to 80 percent (by weight ) of munlclpal waste is recyclable.

-They point out that for a communlty with scarce landflll sites and hlgh
'_transportatlon costs  the - system may be successfully 1mp1emented although
Cin remote areas wmth,plentlful sites sanltary landflll would probably

be the most economical method of waste disposal,

-93. . - The followxng chart shows posslble methods by which varlous

items of solld waste may be separated used and marketed:

. . ‘Method of ) : R N
Recoverable Item Separation " Possible Use 0 "Market
Light paper, S Alr classifim ' Fuel. . R . Power utilities
 fibre, plastics cation. - . n S } cement manufac-—
and mlscellaneous ) i o o Cturers.
:combust1bles. ' '
Shredded cans, - Magnetic .f_IScrap steel, o Steel mllls, copper
appliances and . separation, . o o . mines. . S
ferrous metals. : : ' e -
. ‘Newspaper and  Manual. - . ' Paper manufac- Paper mills,
corrugated card- -+ ool tTure,; newsprint. C )
- ‘board. . . . :
Aluminium, i Electro= . 7:Aluminium " ‘Bmelters and
' : magnetic : -manufacture, aluminium foundries.
separation., s o g ) A - C
_Aggregate . Vibrating : Cement and road " Cement manufac-—
“{shattered - © screen and ;-maklng. o o turers. :
glass, stones, purification : :
" ceramic pieces). _processes,
94, . .The system is a recent innovation_in_the U.5.A, and an overall

assessment_of its gsefulness has ygt to be made. Technolqu in
JAustralia is not.sufficiently advanced to permit its large-écale intro-
‘duction and the cdstS associated with the operation are exceedingly high.
'For these reasons the Commxttee does not see thls system of waste disposalk

A8 an answer to Australla B problems.

95, 0 However, the Committee recegnises that such a scheme rTepresents
a 51gn1f1cant development in waste dlsposal technzquea and is one that
cin the long-term could possably be applled in Australla w1th.benef1c1a1

results.




:Cost Lo the Community

..96, : : The Commlttee was told that ‘the cost of collectlon and
dlsposal af domestic 'solid: waste 15 ‘approximately $5 per tom’ and
$19 per ton. Yor total solld waste. ‘These costs are expected to rise
by 25 percent in ‘the next few yearé.. The claim was made that the
ellmlnatlon of all beverage contalners would result ‘in saVLngs in
"dlsposal costs in New South Wales alone of about $350 000 and would
lead to ‘some reductlon in the bulk of waste for disposal and a consequent
reduction in the landfill requirément, . : . o ' AT
E ST. . . - fh@ A.C.I..reporf eétimated costs 0f waste disposal as
follows: o “ : : . e - . '
- {1) Composting: . : . . :
o $4,00 - $8dx)per tonne capaclty 20 000 tonnes p. va.
: $2.00 -~ $3.00 where ‘there 1s a ready market_for the
compost, L ' : S EE
Initial investment required ~ $500,000 to $750,000
_for populatlon of ?5 OOO to 100 000, .

{44) Pulverlsatloﬂ- .
' Capltal lnvestment ranges from $150 OOG to $400, OOO,._

running costs $50.000 p.a. to $12O OOO and unit
processing cost could vary between $1.25 and - $4.50
. .per tonne. ' '
(iii) TIncineration:
‘ Waverley—Woollahra cost $5.2 mllllon dlsposal charge-__
.$6.9k per tonne. of refuse 1n01nerated.
Normal capital investment: $8,000 per tonne lnstalled
daily Eapacity on large schemes_and $17,300 per tonne
- for smaller unlts._ Enciﬁeration 6osts may vary froﬁ
'$3 OO per tonne for larger plants w1th waste heat :
recovery to $10.QO per tonne for small piants_wzthout--'
heat fego#ery..'. : o AR B
98... o - The survey‘emphésises that between 11 péﬁcént énd 23.percent of
_the_total amounts spent for wastelhandling are aiiéca%éd_to dispdsai
S activities. . ' ' e e ' ' N
99, | . The evidende.shaws fhat incfeésiﬁg.ﬁse'of ﬁhrow-awéy beferége
contalners has contributed tcwards the greatly increased costs incurred

by munnclpal authorities in the disposal of SO]ld waste.
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100, It dis gnerally recognised by local authorities that growing
“.volumes of so0lid waste are being generated in the community and that
“disposal problems are proving more_formidable as landfill sites become

scarcer,

101, Research is. currently being undertaken in thé field of solid . .- ...
“waste management in .an attempt to conserve Australiafs raw materials,
 Unt11 such t1me as .an economlcal method can be found of utilising a
greater proportlon of SOlld waste, ef'forts must be directed towards
'-curb;ng the rate of growth of solld.wéste,_iﬁproving current methods of its
,disposal an@-reducing associatgd costs. ' . - ' o :
102. L Diécoufaéing the use of thfoﬁ;awqy néldeposit beveraée.
,containefs would clearly be of benefit. 'As.féfﬁfnable dépoéit—bearing

- bottles accqunt'for only a very émall.pfopoftion of the glass component
ot municipal waste,'1t is clear that the deposzt serves.as an'éffecfive
:method of reducing the number of such contalners in the main stream °

_ of solld waste.

103, -1': It follows . that a dep051t scheme could be expected to have
‘& 51m11ar effect on other types of beverage containers and weuld make o

& 51gn1flcant contribution to waste dlsposal and env1ronmental protection.

104, There are costs as%oc1ated with such a scheme, notably those

. relating to handllng and storage.

. 105. o An alternatlve course of actlon almed at dlscouraglng the
use of throw~away beverage contalners would be to 1mpose a tax on them
and dlstrlbute the proceeds to local governments as dlscussed in

“paragraph 89 above.
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¢ LITTER

- General
106‘ thter is composed of artlcl@s whlch most people would

regard as - worthless and whlch have been dlscarded in public places.
The presence of- lltter appears to, encourage people to a&d their own

'valueless artzcles to the ex1$t1ng accumulation. 5o that parks, beaches,

streets, shopplng centres and roadsides become 1ncreaszngly un51ghtly._  :'

.. This requ1re$ lqcal.government:authorltles “to spend a large proporthn_ S
of their finances on a.cdnfinuoﬁs.iitter éle&n-up.' The_develdbmént .
of modern papkaging, for hyglene, traﬁsportation, convenience and : 

 0ther reasons, has led. to a vast increase in the .amount of materlal

: de51gned to be dlscarded This convenience packaging forms a. large

part of the. solld wasto stream and constltutes formldable dlsposal

. prcblems and 1nconvenlence for munlclpal authorltles.

':Volume and Cost af Collectlna thter

107. ;'- As stated in paragraph 29 the P.I.%.C. info?med the Com@ittee
“that litter forms only about 1 percent of sclld_waste;  Thi.s éstiméte
.was sgpported by the Plastics'lnstitaﬁé_bf Austrélia-incorporated; .
Comalco -Iimited and Alcoa of Australia Limited although so far és_:

“the Committee has been able to ascertain, this 1 percent eétimate is

' based solely on the statement by the P.I.E.C, 'that this is the figure

._‘accepted overéeaS' If Australlaﬂs dlscarded as 11tter only 1 percent_ o

" of the solid waste they generate, this would amount to approx;mately_
.330 GOO tomnes of lltter per year.' It costs con51derably more per kilo

“to collect and dispose of litter than of solld waste. However,

“authorities respon51ble for the collection of lltter have given ev1deﬁce_‘

" to the Committee that makes it seem llkely that conSLderably more than

_1 percent of ihe SOlld waste stream is discarded as lltter.

108, The Country Roads Board of Victoria carried out a Statewwide
'Survey in 1971 te determ;ne the amount of money and manpower expended
on the collection and dlsposai of rubbish from roads under the Board!s
“control. - The survey showed that in the previous twelve-month perlod,
apprdximately 12,5 percént of the ﬁorking time of patrolmen responsible
. for the maintenance of roads was devoted to the removal of an estimated
. 33,DGQ_tonnes of litter from road51deb, excludlng lltter piaced in lltter

Jhins.,
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'.109. . '; The ,uard reported that 11tter was most numerons ‘in the
more heavily trafflcked arterlal hlghwaye.. A three—man patrol is _
employed almast contlnuously in cellecting litter on the 513Ly m;le_.
sectlon of the Hume nghway between Seymour and Benalla._ The annual - ..
cost of ciearlng thls sectlon of road is $18,000. In a survey conducied‘-

ﬁzn 3une 1972, the Country Roads Board of Vlctorza requested maintenarnce
unit personnel to estlmate for eech sectlon of road the number of -
man- days spent on the colleetlon of litter (excludlng that placed in
lltter bins} during a twelve—month period. It was estimated that

:over 6,000 manmdays per year were spent 1n collectlng lltter. The

._Board estlmates that 1t sPends ‘more than $25O 000 per year in remov1ng
Llitter from_the 5 600 mllee of roads under its direct control._ein
.addition,:fhefe are 9 000 miles of declared roads and 15,000 miles

'eof unelaeeified roads under the control of municipal councmle, Wthh
are also chafged with the task of remov1ng litter, In November 1971,

.'the Mlnlster for Local Government stated that the total cost of remov1ng
litter from roads in Victoria exceeded $1 mllllon a vear. . The cost
of clear;ng rarks and_other_:ecreatgon-areae must be added te this

figure. Lo e R

110, : The:CQmmittee heard in evidence that the:eost:of collecting -

3_iitter“ie felete&_fb fﬁe humber of items picked up rather thah te'its e"'

.volume._'It appears to cost a similar amount to pick up a drihk tag,

: cdntaiﬂef er‘ekhaﬁet bipe{ The Committee was told that in the U S A
~the cost of plcklng up lltter has been assessed at up to 35 cents per -

. 1tem. In Queensland the cost of plelng up lltter has been assessed

at 8 to 107 cents per 1tem. ‘This is based on the wages ‘of a litter

collector.and the maintenance and use of_a_vehlele, on the_assumptlen
that fhe collector is travelling 70 percent of his time and éoileéting-

litter 30 percent of his time,

Beverage ContainereComponent of Litter

11, _"'vai&ehee fremiinduetry groupe concerned with the manufacture
and retailing of beverage containers maintained that'these coﬁetitute
20 percent of lltter. .Thie figure was based on the eufvey of roadeide

litter carrled out by the Keep Amerlca Eeautltul Coun01l in 1968 69.'

N P The Country Roads Board of Vlctorla clalmed th&t drink
contamners - cans and bottles - constltnte 10 percent of lltter [&3s1
the roads under their jurisdiction, On the Princes Highway between

Melbourne and Geelong an average of 300 discarded drink containers per
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‘mile are collected each week. . The Board estimatéd that :the cost
4o them of-collecting'and disposing of . cans and-bottles is. $23,000
‘a Year. It seems p0551b1e that irn beaches and plcnlc areas the |

proportion:of litter con51st1ng of cans and bottles would be higher . . . -

than  on roadsldes.

 113. o The estlmated number of beverage contalners llttered 1n

1972=73 was 91.1 mllllon bottles and cans or 2. 6 percent of the 3,491, 2

mllllon bottles and cans fllled in Australla. Thls WAS d1v1ded between

.'deposmt' and ‘non—deposlt' contalners ‘as follows‘

-Estimated Rate of Beverage Contalner thterlng 1972 73

No. of Proportlon . Yo,

fillings Littered = Littered
(millioms) - ° (%} - . (millions}
~ Non-deposit Containers T _ T : ; : f. 
Refillable beer bottles ) 840, 3 .4 3.4
Non-refillable beer bottles ' Ry, 2 L. 2,1
Soft drink bottles o S 2017 1.2 2.4
Total Bottles ~—~ - - - . 1086.2 0.7 7.9
Cans ' T 1z62.2 5.9 Th.o1
Total Noan-deposit Containers - 2348,k 3.5 8z2.0
| Deposit Containers | : I : Co '
{Soft drink bottles) el Sdthz.8 0 c0.8 L a0
- Total bottles and céﬂs - ) T S )
{Deposit and NQn—deposit) o -.'3&91 2 S 2.6 SR
11k, Thus, 3.3 percent of 'nonmdep051t' drlnk contalners fllled

were llttered as opposed to O, 8 percent of drlnk COﬁtalners fllled

that were carrylng a deposzt

cLitter Surveys

115, - 'Documented.and_reported litter surveys made available %o the

Committee were confined to studies of roadside litter. Conclusions

drawn from these surveys are not necessarily relevant to the nature

- and composition of litter in shopping cnetres, parks, oﬁ beaches and

in other recreational areas. Moreovef, many of the studies of roadside

lltter are not comparable with each other because of such factors as

differing ola551flcat10n methods, dlfferlng types of areas covered and

1nsufflclent contrel of the variables 1nvolved
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116.:' " In the U.S.A. the most substantial study of roadside.litter
is the ‘Natlondl -Study of Roadslde Littexr! carrled out for Keep America
-Beautlful Inc, by the nghway Research Board in 1968 69.; ‘The Research
;.Trlangle Institute whlch,summarlsed the report pointed out that .The .
"survey was no¥t comprehen51ve even 1n terms of roadside lltter, belng
711m1ted to 1nterstate and primary h;ghways only. .Secondary highways,
_1ocal roads and cmty Btreets were nct included, No attempt was made .
_to standard;se the deflnltlon of litter 1n_ea9h pf the 29 participating
'Stateé. _The proportion of drink_cbntainers among ‘littered iftems could
be expected to vary according to %hé season, being greater in summer

“than in autumn and winter when the survey was carried out,

: 117. - .- The survey reported the following findings:

Comp051t10n,of Litter (?ercent of Items)

KEEP AMERICA BEAUTIFUL

CoEst . 2nd
PICKUPR - PICKUE
% %
1. .CANS : : ‘ ' SR
' {a) Beer ) : . : - 21.7 11.7
) Soft Drink ' ' _ L4 - 3.1
Total Beer and Soft Drinik S 2641 " 1k.8
( ) Food and Other . - . 2.3 . 1.4
Total Cans . o _ 28.4 _ 16.2
2.: BOTTLES AND JARS
{a) Returnable

.~ Beer o, L O.h4
- Soft Drink 1.6 1.6
Total Returnable 2.0 _ 2.0

{b) Non-Returnabile : :
- Beer 2.7 2.3
~ Soft Drink - 0.8 0.5
“Total Non-Returnable 3.5 2.8
- Total Beer and Sof't Brlnk 5.5 4.8
-(e) other 1.h 1.1

[
\O
e
el

Total Bottles and jars

3. PAPER TOTAL 48.9 59.5
4. OTHER 15.9 18.3
- TOTAL 100.0 100.0

OFfF WHICH:
= Beer and Soft Drink Containers

o
—
e
-
Ats]
.
O
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corse In July 1971 the Croydon Apex €lub conducted a roadside

litter survey for the Keep Amstralla Beautlful Counc11 (Vlcﬁorla)

©This was llmlted to two separate miles of road in the City of

Croydon,

20 miles - east of Melbourne. One mile was on a. domestlc and 1ocal

. access Toad and the other on a- through traffic hlghway to the

'Rangesf :All_ltems-were-p1cked up, classified and counted and
findings were-sent_to the Univérsity of Melbournd's Institute
-Economic and -Social Research for statistical analysis.’ Their

for the July 1971 Croydon. survey wﬁs'reported as:

Dandenong

the -

‘of Applied’

analysis .
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. NUMBER. OF LITTER ITEMS PER MILE -

Pomestic

: “Through .
Description JAccess Mile " Traffic Mile Average
of Items Ttems % Ttems ' Items
'Paper packages, materlal o e : co S o R
‘or containers S6hO 32.5 1,874 27.4 T1,257 28,5

‘Other paper items ﬁ96 25.2 2,401 35,0 “1,458 0 32,8

Newspapers or maga21nes : : k ) S
A{or part) 193 9.8 686 10,0 Lho 10.0

'Total number of paper S . S e C
1tems : 1 329 S 67.5 . k,961 7204 3,145 713

ﬂBeer cans 8 a9 311 L.,& 165 3,8

Boft drink cans 81 k.1 1283 L. 18z - b
Food cans -2 et o1k .2 & .2
Other cans o 7 i b2 .6 24 .5
Total number 6f cans 108: "B.5 650 9.5 379 - ::8f6

: Plastic packages or S _:' : .

containers 3G 2.0 63 +9 51 - 1.2

"Other.plastic 1tems L7 2.4 -B6 1.3 67 1.5
Total Plastic items 86 B4 149 2.2 118 2.7

'.Aufo parts and accessories 6 v 3 a7 . 2 1z .2

. Tyres or tyre pieces - : - -

. Timber or constructloﬁ *B3 2.7 30 b Lt .
Unclassified : 30 . 1.5 108 1.6 69 1.
Small metal 97 4.9 137 2.3 127 : 2,
Total mlscellaneous 186 9,4 "312_ h.y 249 5.

'Returnable beer bottles 2 .1 20 .3 11 .
Non-Retarnable beer : S

- bottles .. S - 15 .2 8 . .
Returnable soft drink : o

" bottles - 8 .1 4 o1

Non-Returnable soft )
drink bottles - - : -

-~ Wine or ligueur bottles - 3 .1 1
‘Food bottles or jars i .1 18 .3 10 - . 2
Other bottles or Jars - ) 2 1
Total bottles and jars 3 .2 66 1.0 35 .B

‘Small material pileces, _ e

unclassified ceramic K : . _ : : :

and glass . .256 13.0 713 10,4 Lgh 11.0
Total of items 1,968 100,0 6,851 100.0 4,410 100.0°
Volume of thﬁer 16 cu. f£t. ‘81 eu, ft.

L8 cu. ft.




 119 _,. The Keep Australia Beautiful Cdﬁnéil claimed that the

survey shows ‘that returnable beer and soft drlnk bottles outnumbered
_non-returnable bottles by almost two to one and hence the Coun01l querles
that placing deposits on non—returnable drink contalners would have a
deterrent effect on lltterers.' The Council also has claimed that the
"survey shows that depos:t bottles were more prevalent than no~dep051t B
‘bottles. ' : o ' '

120. "._“The Councilts intéiﬁrefatioﬁ §f the éurvey does not necessarily
_ifollow from the figures.provided because of its'confusiohfbetween the
‘terms 'veturnable! and'ldeposit’. The two~to~one ratio appears to have
bgen afrifed at by adding in the returnable beer bottles .and returnable _”

séft drink bottles shown in.tﬁe TAverage' column as against non-returnable

séff drink bottlés; :Beér bof@les, tﬁough.feturnéble,.do not carry . a. .
deposit so that the figures in.the TAverage! column should be interpretéd
. as nineteen no-deposit bottles beihg found as against four.débbsit—beafing
bottles. Beverage cans have been dgnored in that section of %he survey

dealing with returnable and non-returnable contalners.

121, . The Croydeon Apex Cliub conducied a follow-up Sﬂrvey for the
Keep Australia Beautiful Council in July 1973. The same areas were
covered and statnqtlcal analy51s was again prov1ded by the instltute
_of Applled Economlc and Soclal Research at the University of Melbourmne.

. Oyer the_two miles the Jitter averaged out in the folioWLng compos1t10nsf--

LITTERCOUNT SURVEY : IR
A1t R i

Paper Items " : ' o C T 1% : 70.8%
Cans - o ' C 9% D 18.5%
_ Plastic Ttems . : ) 3% .. 1.8%
Bottles and Jars : ) 1% S L0, 5%
Miscellaneous {car parts, tyres, timber, etc.) 6% o Buhw

~‘Unclassified items of small pieces of materials 11% R -
122, .~ “Keep South Australia Beautiful (Inc.) cowordinated a litter
survey by eleven community service clubs on roads in and around Adelaide
in-Optober 1873, Each survey group collected all litter over measured

”miles_aﬁd counted it into categories. The resulta were assess by

Adamson Penhall and Company, Chartered Accountants. The survey showed:
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- Paper ' e A ' Lo T _ SR
. iTncludlng paper drlnk contalners) L L : S - 61.0
.Bottlesgjars
: . - : i * .
No=deposit beverage containers 2.2
Deposit bearlng soft drink bottles 0.4
Gther i : 0,2 C :
SRotal oo o N SR8
Cans L : . : : . . ) .
Beverage contalners. 9.7
‘Qther ¢ i ) - : 0.5 . i
‘Potal Co ) . . - - - 10,2
Plastic i . .
jIncluding drink containers agd cups) o o 8.7_. .
Miscellaneous and Other .° -~ [ .. oo 17.3
‘Total ... 100.0
123.: . ‘According to this survey, beverage containers comprised

"12.3 percent of litter collected, ‘Beposit-bearing beverage containers

_comprlsed Ok percent of total 11tter.'

12& s Measurlng lltter on a unlt baszs would tend to ovexstdte
_the contrlbutlon of many small 1tems such as pleces of papex. The

use of volume rather than units as a measure of litter would 1ncrease'
" the apparent contrxbutlon of beverage contalners. Meaeurement on a
unit basis takeq no account of the vzsual 1mpact of varlous ixttered

! 1teme. Drlnk contalners, partlcularly cans, tend to_be consplcueus as
;litter. This is accepted by the industry;.ﬁhich'cieime that becéuse'i
of their hlgh v1sual 1mpact cans are belng 51ngled out for hp901a1 o

.attentlon among llttered dtems.

125._ K Comprehensive 1itter surveys that can be ueed.forgbomparetive
purposes must take account of all types of areas; must use the same
methods of c;assification.and'definition and must take account of
variables such as traffic flow (people as well as motor vehicles),

-we&ther conditions ahd time of the vear,

”Hazards Assorlated w1th Beverage Litter

126, The major hazards mentioned to the Commlttee as being
associated with beverage litter have been concerned with health.

LaceratSOﬂs, particularly.to the feet, ‘are caused by both broken bottles

This 1nc]udes returnable but nondep051t—bear1ng beer bottles ‘which
'comprlse 1.8 percent.
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and the rlng pulls of cans espe01ally when these are llttered on beaches__-i'

and in parks. Insect pests are said to breed in littered cans and
'bottles whlch have become partly filled with water. Some local councils
have reported beverage contalners as belng a magor nulsance in blocklng

" storm water drains,

127. It is vecognised that the presence of litter induces further
littering. ‘As beverage containers are one of the most consplcuous '
Wcomponents of litter they would tend to attraci a greater volume of

'addltlonal_lltter than less obvious items.

Education and Litter

C128, ‘The Keep Australia Beautiful Council was inaﬁgurgted,on a
:national levéi in 1971 and how has branches in all Sitates except N,3.W.
fhe major stéted aim of the Council is to ‘prdmcte litter prevention
by the community. through education, equlpment Enforcehent'and example'
'The Council is supported by a wide range of bodies including government
semiwgovernment and munlclpal organlsat1ons, sections Qf the_packaglng'
Coindustry and_lndlylduals. The basmc_approach of the Council is that

S litter is céusgd_by people. ‘They advocate_ﬁhat.the way.to cgmbat litter
"is to educate people mnot to litter, provide adequate numbers of bins
and other equlpment in areas of potentlally high litter concentratlon
and to rlgorously enforce lltter laws agalnst those peocple who lltter.-
.The Councxl does not see the manufacturers and retailexrs of ﬁhrOWuaway
containers havzng any greater responslblllty than the communlty to see

that thelr products are dlsposed of properly.

129, The Council believes that litterers may be classified under

the following headings:

'+ .The unconscious or thoughtliess litterer, e.g. the person
- who uses a bottle or tin for target practice with an air-gun

. and leaves broken glass, etc. in his wake,

» The lagzy or 'couldn'i~care-less' type who knows it's WEreng
but can't be bothered depositing rubbish in a litter bin,

cetc, if it is any distance away.

»  The surreptitious or secret litterer pr_rubbish.dumper who,
‘although he is well aware he is committing an offlence,
1transports his junk into the country side to dumﬁ ir somewhere
while no one is.lboking, as far aﬁay from his hohe as he Qaﬁ,

so that he can keep his own home neat and tidy.
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"+ . The vandal - who galns his engoyment out of despoiling.

130, 'The P.I.E.c. told the Committee: _
: TWe believe it has been demonstrated in each area overseas

‘where anti-Litter measures -have been reasonably successful

1n redu01ng the litter. problem that educatlon of the publlc

has played a major part ...*% B ! :
“The P.I1.E.C, bellieves there has not been a sustained attempt . to e&ucate
call sectors of. the public to an.éwareness of litter and the need to prevent
it. The Committee was told that.a_qontiﬁﬁing educafion campaign agaiﬁst'
1itter should be conducted in ‘the échools to include all age.groups. A
publicity campaign thrnugh the media should be almed at the wider communlty.
“These measures would be in addltlon to publlclty measures such a8 ‘Natlonal'

thter WEek"organlsed by'the Keep Ausiralla Beautlful Coun01l

2331._ - The Commlttee believes: that educatlng peoPle agalnst 11tter
has plaved an 1mportant role 1n redu01ng the lltter problem overseas.

. The countrles and states most frequently. c1ted as examples of reducmng
_}1Lter are Oregon and Washlngxon in the U,3.A., British Columbla in
:Canada and Szngapore. However, 1n all these piaces educatlon agalnst
lltterlng has been accompanzed by more important measures. These;
measures 1nclnde dep081ts an non-returnable containers in Oregon and
.Brltlsh.Columbla,_a tax ;evy on beverage cqntalners to pay for_lmproved

litter qoliection in Washington and rigorous law enforcement iﬁ Singapore. ‘

132. '_' These other measures .serve an educatlonal functlon in themselves._
The Committee accepts that education is a necessary adjunct . to other
measures tTo reduce. lltter but education alone is unlikely to make any

51gn1f1cant effect on the litter problem.

-Equlpment and Litter

133, " The provision of adequate equipment in. the form of litter
receptacles is the second plank in the Keep Australla Beautiful Coun01l’
plan to combat litter. The Committee was told that adeguate litter
tequipment! would include both provision of .receptacles and their
placemeﬁt_in strategic areas, The areas most likely fo attract 1itter
are those used by a transitory population.  People tend tc keep their .
own 1mmed1ate surroundings. free of litter because of:

' - permanency of fenure;

-~ time available to perform menlal tabks,_

- prlde of appearance;
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- personal concern for'health,and hygiene;
~ easy disposal by local government collecblon or personally

to nearby mun1c1pal tlp or rubbish depot

134, .The Committee.was informed that atﬁractively painted receptacles
for iitter should ke provided in shoppimng centres, on all city and
ouburban streets, country roads, transport terminals, . schools, parks
and gardens, beaches, bports grounds and sanctuarles. - The prov1s¢oa
of refuse reoeptacles in all moter vehicles and water craft was urged
Litter receptacles should be prOV1ded at the "source of purchase of take~

oaway food and drlnk and where consumptlon of the goods takes place.-

.Lnforoement of thter Laws

135. foectlve lltter laws and thelr rlgorous enforcement are-
advocated by the Keep Australla Beautiful Council as essential in any
oampalgn to combat lltterlng. 'Orgéhisatiohs responéible.fof the
-policing of 11tter laws such as local governments tend to be pessimlstzc
‘aboub the exlstlng laws, and claim. ~that even if effectlve enforcement

was possible, the oost would be prohlbltlve. CThe laws are dlfflCult

to police because lltterlng oocurs along roads, hlghways and in recreatlonal
‘areas. thter is frequently dumped at nlght or at Weekends when penalty
:-rates have to be pald to counc;l employees responszble for pOllCLﬂE-

The Munlclpallty of Kurlngal commented on 1ts concenﬁrated efforts to
enforce onmthe-;pot fines for lltterlng; ’It has proved v1rtually
Jdimpossible to detect litter offenders, partlcularly persons in moving
yehicles who seem to he the main oause of the spread of Jitter throughout
the community, Results of concentrated efforts in shopping centres have

proved fruitless in preventlng lltterlng and detactlng offenders?'.

Litter Laws in New South Wales, Victorla and Queensland

136, o {i) New South Wales

' s . ‘Ma jor Ieglslatlon covering litter in New Scuth Wales
'15 contained in the amendments to the Local Government Act of 1919,
namely Act 42 (1970) and Ordinance 55A (1970), .The relevant sections
Care Sectioﬁs 2hgc, 2894, 289B, 289C, .and 286D, Other State Government
Acts have specific clauses on'pollution; such as the Railways Act,
Crown Lands Consolidation Act, State Pollqtion Control Commission Act

and the Parks and Wildlife Act.

137. | Litter is defined in Section 2894 of Act 42 (1970):
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'Litter includes ﬁny kind of rubbish, refuse or garbage. :
‘dnd any oﬁher artlcle or matter that, when lefs,
dep051ted dr0pped or ﬁhrown, or caused to he - deposlted
left, dropped, or thrown on, or_onto, a publlc place,
or publié resérve, causes, ébntributes.té, or tends

to lead to the defacement or defllement of.that public
place or, publlc reserve ' ; o

Penaltles range from $5. OO for an onathe spot offence to $300 00,

138. . (11)_ Vlctorla . ]

' ' ' The Litter Act of 1964, with amendments of 1971 is the
main legislation concerning 1itter in Victoria. Some provisions of the
:Locai Government Act are also velevant. Under the Littér Act, litter is
defined as a bottle, tin, carton, package, paper, glass,.good-or other
refuse_or rubbish. Under both Aéts fhe maximum_penaity_is $200.00 and
.under the Litter Act, imprisonmment for 1 month can be imposed in addition
'6r as an alternative. There is'élso provisdion to compel the offender to
clean up the litter. Councils can apply for the power to issue on-the~spot
_tickets to litter offenders., - The fing under this categoryﬁis $£5.00. .
139, {iii) Queensland _

' The Litter Act 1971 is the major Queensland legislation,
. providing for penalties for littering ranging from $10.00 as an on-the-spot
- fine to $300.00 if the litter includes brdken glass or a similarly dangerous
substance, or if the court thinks the amouﬁt of litter is substantial. .

The offender may also be ordered to pay to have his litter removed,

tho. - . ' Litter in Queensland is defined as something which could
‘defile or deface the envirooment and if an offender challenges an on-the-
spot fine in court, he is unlikely to be convicted because of difficulty
in proving that a littered cigarette packet, for example, was something

- that would defile or deface the environment.

i, | The aifficulty_of apprehending offendérs in the act of littering
and of securing convictions has meant that very few local councils have
enforced ekisting litter laws. Those organisations and individuals who
have urged étronger litter laws and theilr more rigorous enforcement seem

" to be dgnoring these diffiCulties. The Committee was frequently told

that fines for littering should e much higher but it was not explained

how higher penalties would enable more efficient enforcement,
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"'Estlmates of Futurc Beverage Contaxner thteang

1&2 - The Broken Hlll Proprletary Co._Ltd' (B H P ) suggested to

-:.the Commlttee Lhat progectlons based on current estlmates of beverage

'-contalner 11tter1ng 1nd1cated there could be 179 2 mllllon bottleb and

Ccans llttered 1n 1982 83._ leen that cans are galnlng an 1ncrea51ng
share of the market at the expense of returnable bottles and that cans
are littered proportionately more than bqttles, the flgure could be

higher.




- 35 -

VI ENERGY AND RESOURCES

General

th3. Slnce the Inqulry commenced in August 1973, the dependence
-of 1ndustrlallsed countrles on energy resources has been demonstrated
and has helghtened communlty awareneSS of that dependence. “The. need
Tor ratlonal ard efflclent management and use of resources is an. 1ssue

“which cannot ‘be - 1gn0red 1n aeseselng tho 1mpllcat10ns of a- dep051t

system on beverage contalnere.

_'1&&.; A dep051i or tax System could produce changes in consumer
purchdsang patterne affectlng the consumptlon of reoources in the
'iorms of raw materlals and fuel or energy sources. The de51rable aim
of resource usage pollcy, whether for beverage contalners ‘ot other
'products, 15 to uee those raw materlals which are most abundant whlch
_1mpose mlnlmum demands on energy resaurces and thoee whlch are most

-sultable for.m—uee or recycllng. o

1%5 ‘_ A non-returnable, nonmrecyclable contalner is wastoful 1n
©terms of the raw materlals and the energy expended Jn its productlon.
If:a contalner can be both:e«ueed and recycled, its drain on resources
is COHSlderably reduced The effect of the number ofle-uses (or
'trlppage’) on resources and energy use lS demonstrated by flguree
:-prOVlded in a study by the Mldwest Reeearch AInstitutes _'

o Comparlson of five dlfferent 12 az, contalners for dellverles

1 ODO gallons of Beer

_ 15 Trap " F Sl T fdmin
: : o s Returnable - ALL Bi-metal . One-way wdium -
EnV1ronmental Impact o ablass Stesl Can Glass Can
Energy (10 BTUY . . A5 35 B4 63 - 89
Virgin Raw Materials (1bs) - 920 1800 ~ .1700 7700 = 580
Water Volume (1000 gals) -~ 10 - . 3h 3k 28 17
Waterborne westes_ilbs).j" -d L o 210 - f55Q 120 :_5300
:Atmospheri¢de@missibnsd(1bs) 70 130 - meo. . 260 360
: Post~consemer solid Qaetes(cd.ft.} 3 e 3 .' '3 B 30 R B 3
‘Industrial solid waste {lbs) 420 %900 4600 2500 1500

'*_There is uncertainty over the number of times containers are returned

to be -refilied. - An average of 30 trips has been estimated in South

S Australia for 10 and 13 f1. oz. soft drink botiles.,  Milk boitles average
L5 refills, large soft drink bottles 12 %o 15, and beer bottles 6 to 7.
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146, "The table shows that the returnable glass contalner is
_preferable to other containers currently in use in energy and resource
_usage terms. The alumlnlum can is advantageous in terms of gquantity
-.of v1rg1n raw materiels censumed but is wasteful in terms of _energy
_resources. ‘The raw materlals used 1n the manufacture of glass are
less expenslve and far more readlly avallable than those used 1n .

alumlnlum.

i147. i _The ektent of reserves_bf.the wofld;s nétmr&l:reéources.is
-ﬁﬁe_subjeet of considerable discussion and doubt.end'the'impiication

of finite reserves (and their'management) are particularly cententious.
The Commlttee recognlses the need for the greatest posslble ratlonallsatlen
of the use .of raw materlals and belleves that those responslble Tor _
resource management cannot ignore the 10ng—term 1mpllcatlons of resource_
'wastage.. The fact that adequate reserves of a certaln element are
avallable 1n Australla to last for a glven perlod and that further
discoveries are prpbable does not in any wey.guetlfy the use_of that
maﬁerial for a purpose where it could'econoﬁically be replaced by a

'more plentlful or a renewable materlal. Thls prmncaple of resource
conservatlon 1s recognlsed by senlor executlves of the packaglng

1ndustry 1tself as is indicated in the statement made by Mr R.S. Gedsden

- when launching a steel cail recycllng program. Mr Gadsden stated that
'can makers ‘had an obllgatlon to recover metals even though 1t was

uneconom1o to do s0 at current prices'

'_148 As$001ated w1th the utlllsatlon of flnlte resources is the
'questlon of the env1ronmenta1 effect of thelr extraction, processing

Cand eventual dlspOsal “The public 15 becomlng 1ncrea51ng1y aware_of

.the env1ronmental 1mpact of mlnlng in its various forme, of weter _.
.storage for hydr0~electr1c power and of forestry operatlons and publlc
pressure is mounting agalnst numerous energy and resource related schemes
both in Australia and overseas. Wlthout guestioning the need or the .
value of these activities in our socxety it is recognlsed from an .
environmental point of view energy and resource use 15 a nece551ty

and should be approprlately managed
Resources

.1&9. .> The Comnittee was provided with various figures on reserves
of resources related _to the productlon of beverage contalners. “These
'flgures are questlonable because of unannounced dmscoverles, extensxve

‘deposits of low grade material which are not usually included in reserves
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. end because companies may'hot_wish to reveal the fﬁll extent of'the;p -
'deposits._ The Committee has not attempted to draw conclusions on the
remaining supplies-ef faw.ﬁateriais as to do so'requires spebuletion _
on the rate of ubage, technical advances in mlnlng and separatlon
processes and on technolog:cal changes in 1ndustry. The Commlttee, ‘in
‘arr1v1ng at 1ts recommendaiions,. was . prlmarlly concerned with the
relatlve &V&llabllltles of materials, and the env1ronmental 1mpact of

thelr extracilon and processlng.

Energy

_150.:' . Increase 1n demand for energy 15 dlrectly related to 1ndustr1al
fdevelopment and consumptlon of energy in Australla is currently the
flfth_hlghest in the world on a per capita ba51s, behlnd the U.S.A.,.
.Canada, Sweden and'Switzerland. “Over the.pasﬁ 10 vears oﬁr demand for
energy has.increased at an aVerege of 5.8 percent per anﬁum,_the

'_most significant growth sector for prlmary energy consumptlon belng

in the generatlon of electrlclty,
Glass

C151. Glass is produced from silica (72 percent), soda ash (12 percent);
-limestone {13 percent) and feldspar u51ng energy derived from the

-burning of. fuel 0il. None of the raw materlals used are rare although

.they are non—renewable and the mlnlng of 11mestone, in partlcular,

“has ralsed con51derable opposmtlon Trom ecology actlon groups 1n certaln  .

. areas, Long—term Supplles and the prlce of iuel oil are in doubt

.J52. . Glass_ls used ln_beverage eontalners in the form of returnable_
-and non-returnable bottles, the latter being thinner in structure., Tt

has been celculated taklng into account all aspects of Tesource extraction,
*manufacturing,_dlstrlbutlon and collectlon, and re~use in the case of
'returnable bottles, that non—returnable bottlee use 4.4 times the amount

_of energy of returnable bottles._ This assumes that these achleve a

ftrlppage rate of 15 before recycling.

153. Large gquantities of water and labour are requlred for the
-.transport waehlng .and handling of returnable bottles but these factors
‘are not elgn*jlcant when eompared wlth the flnlte .resources in the form
of energy fuels and raw materlals used 1n 1n1t1al productlon. It has_'
been estimated that if non-returnable glass containers completely replace
returnables, Victoria alone w;ll have to_dlspose of an extra 660,000 tons.

of glass per annam,.
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. Steel Cans

.15h. . Steel cans are predomlnantly produced from 1ron ore, fiﬂ

-_and lead uslng energy derlved from the burning of coal. Aium¢ﬂium.

s also belng used lncreasmngly in steel cans 1n “the form of ‘easy-open’
ends, . The manufacture of beverage contalner cans accounted for 1. percent
_of total Aubtrallan steel productlon 1n 1972 73. Of the 364, OOO tons

of tlnplate used “in 1972- 73‘for the manufacture_of cans 61,090 tons

went into the manufacture of beer and soft drink cans producing APPIOx=

U imately -5 billion non—returnable cans. The environmental impact of

the dlsposai of steel cang is greater than productlon percentageq would
lndlcate and B. H P. states that the blggest area of growth in the use__

.of cans 15 in beer and soft drlnke.

155. : As-discuseed earlier,'an dccurate estlmate of the life of

©-world diron ore, tin and lead reserves s not p0551ble. Tln lb,

however, in short supply and annual world consumptlon,averaged 183,000 tons
between 1968 and 1973 with half the tin prqduoed used in cans, Approx—
Zimately.15 percent or 27, k50 tons Cof total produetion is used to

make non-returnable beverage contaznefg, Utilisation of one of the

'Zworld‘s most pr801ous metals cannot ba Justlfled on the greunds of

- consumer convenience if economlc alternablvos exlst

156 '.:. The Commlttee was 1nformod that chromlum was an alternaﬁlve
to tln in the platzng of steel The Britigsh Steel Corporatlon by :
1980 expects to be u51ng 1t for 20 percent of Lts productlon destlned o
for beverage contalners. “Australia has mno reserves of chromlum and '
its Admport for steel platlng would appear to be uneuonomlc &nd is

1n short supply.

_157 _. Exp101table reserves of lead are llm¢ted and although other
minerals used 1n the manuiacture of tlnplate such as 1ron ore and |
'ljmestcne are considered abundant, there is uncertaznty about the

quality of lead dep051ts and factors which may make mining of some of

" the reserVes uneconomic.

.158 L The consumption of coal to produce steel for beverage

_'contalners is appr0x1ma+ely'53 000 tons pex annum and 1t has been
claimed that 1f:5teel cans were replaced by returnable glass bettles{

~energy savings of 350 percent could be achieved. R
Plastics

159. .. Petroleum and natural gas are the basic resources used for
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the manufacture. of plastics and it has been estimated that 1 to 1%
percent of the world‘s.ennual.petroleum pfoduetion is-uged in the
production of plastlcs.: A,C.I. stated there ie a shortage_of_raw
materlals fox ylastlcs in Australia but say it -is 'noi significant?.

“Phe Commlttee coﬁsmdere that Australla E] dependence as an Andustrzallsed

- country. on. continuous sup@lles of petroleum products has ‘been .demonstrated

.by 1nternat10nal events of the past elghteen months and the need to

.congerve Australla's awn praductlon of these materlals 15 dpparent

160 The Ausﬁrallan consumptlon of plastlcs in 1973 was aﬂ__e'

.'estlmated 458,000 tonnes of which 16 percent was used for packdglng..

161 ) '  A study by the Stanford Research Instltute reveals that
plastics requlre lese energy per kllogram of productlon than steel or

- aluminium but more than glass Whlch can be re~used and recycled . This
-1s not the case Wlth plastlcs at the present tlme. The strongest o .
arguments agalnst the use of plastlcs for beverage contalners are
'pollutlon created 1n productlon and problems assoclated w1th the

'dlsposal of the used product.

162, _: Piastles can be burned to produce heat energy in the form
‘of electr1c1ty or.steam but it WE.S polnted out by the &ydney Conservatlon
-5001ety that there is no fea51ble substitute for coal and oil for use
.1n Australla s chemical lndustry. Increasing usage of plastlcs in the.
packaging 1ndustry could place the future supply of raw materlal for
other 1mportanﬁ 1ndustr1es in Jeopardy.' '
'Alumlnlum .
1613, . ~Production of aluminium involves the mining of bauxite, refining
the ore Wlth a caustic bleach and a process of crystallasatlon and -
'ealc;natzon to produce commerc1ally pure aluminium, using hydro- electx1c1ty
“as the source of energy. In 1969 beverage cans accounted for 5.6 percent
~of the total Australian aluminiuvm preduction and the proportien would

qbe substantially greater now considering that the aluminium can was

only introduced inte Australia during that year.

164, -Estimates of the life of the world's reserves of bauxite
vary from 30 vears to an indefinite period calculated on estimated
.reserves of 7,000 million tons. This does not include deposits which
‘are toc low in grade for present use or which are in reﬁote areas or at
&epths too great for profitable mining, These additional deposits have

been estimated at a further 10 miliion tons.
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..165. N dan be'seen fr6mlthQ table aﬁ_paragﬁaph 145 that the
.alumigium can is extremely éxpensive'to produce in térms of'ene:gy
cdnsumption using apprdximately:6 times the amounf 6f energy that
is_ﬁsed for returnable glass_conﬁainefs_and 2.6 tlmes the amount for
lstgei bang. The Cpmmitteé wés:informed by Alcoa of Australla Limited -
:(Aicoa)that alumiﬁium'pfoduction accounts for 2 perpent_of Australlafs
_total energy usage. : : e o .

166. . Alumlqlum.céné'éfe.recyéléble alfhoﬁgh thére'éré disa&vantages
-'1n the procesEIWith reépect to pollﬁtion, Recycllng of alumlnlum :

_15 dlscussed at some length in the next’ chapter.
- Fuels
167, o Demand for the major 1nd1v1dual fuels 18 determlned by
'ﬁrice, efflclency, avallablllty, ‘cleanliness and convenLence. In
- 1961 coal Was the source of 53 percent of total Australlan eﬂergy
.:consumed w1th petroleum prov1d1ng 39 percent and hydro electrlclty

‘2 percent., Since then, coal has declined to 40 percent wlth fuel

oil and natural gas taklng over 1n,some tradltlonal coal markets.

168, _' Australla has substantlal reserves of coal and natural gas

while the only energy base likely to cause supply problems for Australia
in the near future is 011. Domestlc il productlon prov1des approx1mately
:70 percent of current requlrements. However, proven reserves ;n_
.relation to longer term needs are 1na§equate.._lt has beeh eétima%ed

‘that if no more deposits were discovered Austraiia:coﬁld facé a domestic
production deflClt of around 7 billion barrels of crude 011 by the.w“' '
year 2000 :




: YII RECYCLING
~General

169. 3 : The Commlttee has accepted the deflnltlon of recycllng

as being 'the dellberate return of an artlcle to an earller state

'-:of the orlglnal manufacturlng cycle s0 that it can be reprocessed

into a further supply of that, or- slmllar artlcles' The obgect1Ve
- of recycllng is to reduce the quantlty of natural resources drawn from
.'nature ts finite supply. Forx recycllng to be benef1c1al it must be
ﬁfeconomlcally and commer01ally v1able w1th the net gain in resource.

jand energy sav1ng belng greater than the losses 1nvolved ln,recycllng._

170 ' The sultablllty of products for recycllng varles con51derably
dependlng on the complex1ty of the materlals, the capltal and operatlng
[.costs of equlpment, facilities for transport, sortlng and storage and
the net value of the materials whlch are produced at the end ‘of the
process._ Glass 1s currently recycled ‘at the rate of U5 percent of C
total productlon and it is clalmed that thls could rise to 635 percent,

- The ;evel of aiuminium recycling is about 25 percent and 1ncrea51ng.,_lf

- wWas sfated in evidence that B,H.P. claim a serap fec&ciing'raté of o
over 25 percent of total steel production_buﬁ 85 percent of this is
'sqrap'creéted in - the prbduction process and only 15 percent is returned
scrap. Used plastlcs and plastlc—coated cardboard cartons cannot be

recycled
:GlaSS

171, 0f the beverage containers in use today, only glass containers .
are both recyclable and re- usablé._ The Australian Coun01l of Soft o

. Drlnk Manufacturers estlmated the flgures for re-uqe at°

26 oz. bottle 12

750 ec’ om Ce S
‘.6% oz. " T : 14

10 om. oM 19

250 co oo 1t
32 oz, M. ..: : 8
_h2 oz, M : _: ' o 9

The Committee was advised that in 1967, 100 million dozen bottles
ﬁere_returned_in Victoria for re-use in beer, soft drinks and milk.
“The re-use of returned bottles has fallen off_significantly in recent
years with the advent of non-returnable containers and the {hinner non-

-returnable,bottle.
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172, ' Broken glass known as ’cullet' plays a valuable role in the

'manufacture ol new glass as it Jowers the meltlng temperature of the
batch resuitlng in lewer production costs through fuel savings as well

‘as rcducing the amount of raw materiais fequiréd .A C i claima that:.

W_currently ior every ?OO tonnes of glass yroéuced over 40 tonnes of '
'recycled glass are added to AustfalLa Glass Manufaaturers‘ furnaces; .

- ‘The Commlttee was told that a U. S.A flrm'(McCarthy & Co. ) “used up .

to 53 percent cullet 1n each batch due to 1mproved technoiogaes and

:they expect thls to 1ncrease._ '

173._l ' Research is b91ng conducted 1nto other uses for broken glasa
and practical applzcatlons 1nclude the productlon of ’glasphalt’
roadmaklng material and an lnsulatlng materlal &1m11ar to flbreglaas
and buliding biocks.' Glass beads are also used as Teiectcrs in road

'marklng palnt

17# : The manufacture of returnable glass bottles An preference to

' non—returnable bottles and ihe use -of reburnable bottles as, culiet in
glass productlon and in other manufacturlng processes at. the - end of
“thedr effectlve 1ife would ke an .economic and envz:onmentally acceptable

i use. of resources and energy
Steel

175 '._: Steel cans ourrently in use con51st of tlnplate with a 1ead
'5oldered seam and frequmntly an alumlnlum top. “The cans are goaﬁed
.1n51de_w1th a thin layer of plastic and.palnted and lacquereq on the
outside. Its varied composition makes it difficuit'to recycle and
although_this is p0551b1e 1n Australla with the development of de-tinning
plants; it is uneconomic, De~t1nn1ng uses large quantltles of . caustlc_
soda {whose production gemerates mercury wastes) and for every tonne of

steel cans processed only 3 kg of tin are recovered, .

176. .:De—tinning is necessary before scrap cans may be used in the
'Basic_OXygen processes which account for 66 percent of Australian steel
preoduction as a tinplate scrap component of greater than 3 percent means

that the steel produced is brittie and the furnaces are damaged.

177 .Significant problems are involved with the coi;eetibh;
aeparation and volume reduction of used_steal cans, Research has been
undertalken -into the development of maghétic'reéévéry plants at municipal
dumps and suggestiohs'have been made that a tax be placed on metal

" containers with the'révenue being distributed to idcai councils to spend
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on solld waste dlsposal ahd.sdrting eqﬁipment including magnetic
_separators. De—tlnn1ng is rendered 1neffect1ve if steel cans are -
compressed Therefore,”transport costs for the empty cans to be returned_

to the factory are very hlgh

1178. C o In response to pubilc crjtlclsm of the waste dlspoeal and
.lltter problems caused by, steel Lans the Steel Can Plan was 1nstztuted

_by a group of manufacturers of steel cans, The Plan lnvolveé the

- establlshment of can collectlon centres and the recycllng of collected

cans. The short- term aims of the Plan were the 'cqqeervatlon of_:eseurces
and the reductlon of solld waste and lltter, and;providing'a supply of

cans for technlcal research'

h 1?9. : The Steel Can Plan has been crltlclsed by env1ronmental actlon:
.groups whlch clalm there was no attempt to recycle ‘cans on a significant
scale and that most cans obtalned were “in fact dumped. The truth or
Otherw1se of these allegatlons has littie real impact on the 51tuat10n
51nce the recycllng of steel cans ‘has been shown to be uneconomzc and
.1mpract1cal under present condltlons. The Amerlcan Natlcnal centre
for Resource Recovery stated that in terms of energy consumptlon,
'recycllng of tmnplate consumes almost as much energy as does production
. of the can from v1rg1n materlals’ 'Steel scrap is Qurrenﬁly valued at

eround $20 per-ﬁoﬂnﬁ

180 . Research is belng conducted 1nto alternatlve uses for used
steel cans and pOSSlbllltleS 1nclude constructlon appllcatlons 1n roads
and concrete structures, draln llners and harhour reclamatlon. De tlnned.
'steel cans are being used exten51vely in the U S. A as prec1p1tat10n .
diron 16 recover copper from low-grade orTe in a process which produces

15 percent of the U.S.A. copper oufput. Steel can serap is also used

‘in the productzon of ferro- alloys and as feedstock in furnaces without

”bejng de-tinned,

181 "U. 1t ‘is technically p0551ble to recycle steel cans although the
gprocess is complex. 1t is not economlcally Vlable and the beneflts

in terms of resource and eqergy conservatlon are negllglble.
' Plastics

182, : The Plastlcs Instltute of Australla 1nformed the Committee
:that plastlc beverage Contalners cannot at present or in the foreseeable
-future be economically re-used or recycled!. A representatlve of the

) ;Insfitute told the Committee that even if recycling of plastics became
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"technically possible, a greater amount of energy would be consumed 1n

,recycllng than 15 used 1n,the mdnufacture of the 1n1t1dl product

:}83. ' The plastic—coated cardboard contalner is w1dely used 1n_"”
Australia partlcuiarly for milk and frult Julces.' At present no tech-
:nology exmsts to -enable . these contalners to be recycled or renused

_The plastlc ooatlng is oneuthousandth of .an 1nch thlck and belﬂg made
'_from pelyethylene is degradable in sunlight although sultable condltlons

for 1ts decomp051t10n seldom occur in our Solld waste dlsposal system.

18h e { In the T, S A, attempts are belng made to prevent ‘the non-

']Lblodegradable contalners enterlng the solid waste &tream by convertlng

‘them 1nt0 re-usable products wusually of a much lower value. Examples
of its juses are - ~the making of a compound materlal for bulldlng bricks
and road metal the grinding of plastlc boﬁtles to replace sand 1n_ '

:concrete and as an 1ngred1ent in asphalt and wallboard.
Alumlnlum

185 o Representatlves of Comdlco lelted (Oomalco) told the Commlttee
“that aluminium had '1nherent and demonstrable beneflts whlch underllne .

_the natlonal reclamatlon programme‘

_186. R There are no technlcal problems invelved -in the repycling Qf
aluminium cans although the recycling process can causo serious environ-
.mental damage in the form of air poilutlon through ihe dlspersal of
gases from the 0115, palnts and 1acquers on the canb ~and the productlon
of alumlnlum chlorzde and alumlnium fluorlde. Emlsblon control equlp-
ment is essentlal at alumlnlum recycllng plantﬁ to prevent nox1ous gases

entering the atmosphere.

:187 . Recycllng of aluminium cans is .costly and the assoelated
problems of collectlon, transport, storage and po;lutlon emission have
not yet been satisfactorily overcome although research is being conducted
: 1nt0 can crushers and other technology that wxll a581st in thelr pr00955w
_1ng. Alumlnlum cans can be crushed and balod by portable crushlng .
'maohlnes whzch can reduce 400 cans to a volume of 1 cubic Toot compared
W1th-the uncrushed ratio of 35 cans to the oublc foot without detrimental
effeof on the cans for recycling. .
'-188._.1-"A1uminium ocrap was vaiued_at $224 per ton in 1973 or_ép?rox~
imately 0.5 cents.per_cah which does not_appear fo provido:soffioient
incéntive for'the average consumer to roturh_them_to ooilectioﬁ‘centreé.
This is indicated by the 1972 return rate of 11 percent of total production,

‘Although Comalco estimate thet 2% percent of aluminium cans will be
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.reeycled by the end af 1975,.they stete'that unlimited quantities
-of scrap aluminium cans can be recycled and that at $22h per ton
it dis an economlc proposltlon 1f the energy consumptlon for recycllng
equlvalent to 5 percent of the energy needed to produce the orlglnal-.

e-:metal 15 taken into. account

'_189 _ _. Scrap aluminium is remelteé re-— elloyed'and cast dnto

'secondary ingots which represented 15 percent of Australlan alumlnlum

. congumption 1n_19?h. There are approxlmately 150 dlecasters and foundrles
in.Adstraiia-reqﬁiring seconda:y aluminium 1ngots-and the market is

growing at.?_percent_per.annum.
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. VITI OVERSEAS EXPERIENCE WITH BEVERAGE
DEPOSTITS AND TAXATION LEGISLATION -

‘General

 590 ? Throughout the Inquiry witnesses direcféd.ihe Cﬁmmiﬁteé‘s”
attenilon to the effects of varlous formb of depoqit 1eg151at10n in
.areas of the T.S.A.,° Canada and ScandlnaV1a.. Proponenbs of a dep031t
system pclnted fo the benef1c1al effects of .the- schemes whlch 1ncluded-
.the reductlon of the beverage contalner componeﬂt of lltter, the economic
use of natural resources and the xncreased publlc avwareness of envxronm_"“
‘mental 1ssue5. Opponents of the dep051b System genera]ly argued that

 a1th0ugh some limited degree of success might have been achleved 1n _
these_areas, the cost -in terms of dlsruptlon to xndustry and lnvestment

: ﬁmémploymeﬁt, loss of consumer .convenience and 1ncreased retall prlces,

. outwelghed the advantages of the depoglt 88 tem.-

}91.[; : The Committee has been reluctaﬁt to rely too heavily on the
" results of overseas deposit systems és it considers thét insufficient
 t1me has elapsed 51nce the 1ntroduct10n of the systems for suff1c1ent1y
detalled and accurate a55@ssmentﬁ to be made of theilr effects on the
'lbeverage 1ndustrles, on consumer acceptance or :eaqtlon and on litter

and solid waste,

19& f. Although there is a considerable amount to be learnt from
the study. of overseas depos;t and litter control legislation, the Committee i
is prlmarlly con51der1ng the need for a uniform substantial deposit on e
- beverage containers which would apply in all States and.Territories_of
'Australia, whereas the deposit systems which. were moét frequently dis—
cussed in ev1dence were measures taken by individual States and Prowlnces
"of the U.8.4A, and Canada respectlvely. The only exceptlons to this
o were the tax systems of Norway and Sweden and the ;ltte:_control_$chemé

of Singapore which are discussed below,

i973. s The effects of the wvarious and widely differing approaches
toldebosit systems in the U.S5.A. and Canada were studied by the Committee
fo the extent permitted by the reljiable documentation and analysis _ :
'aﬁaiiabie at the time. It was conciuded that the degree of effeptivehess
. of tﬁe syéfems varied according to a number of factors which include&:
{a) the fundamental aim of the legislation which could be
to reduce the gquantity of litter generally and reduce

" the beverage container component of litter, to reallocate
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'and conserve natural resources or to empha51ee recycllng
Df beverage contalners rather than thelr re-— uee,
{p) the exlstlng structure of the beverage market in terms
' .0of the extent to whlch non-returnable contalnere has
.taken over. from . the orlglnal returnebie contalnere*
f{(e) 'the extent to whlch contalners were preduced w1th1n
. ":the area covered by the legzslatlen and the consequent :
.effects on employment 1nvestmeet and_re«equlpplng_of
'_1ndustry, : L T PR :
jkd) the extent bo whlch beverages consumed in the dep051t
. system area were produced thhln that area by 1ocal
'companles or weie 1mported from 1nterstate sources'
(e) 'the proximity of alternatlve purcha51ng centres in
. -enelghbourlng States where a dep031t system dld not
o _operate* ' ) ) ) S '
'{f)._the dlstance whlch the full contalners needed to bhe )
transported from the manufacturer and filler to the peiht
S of sale and the dlstances for return of empiles for,
“recyclzng or - refllllng, and ' S
(g} . the degree of sophistlcatlon of the purcha51ng publlc'

-_and their williingness- to accept the loss of some degree

of convenlence “and perhaps marginal price rlsee in ordexr

 %0 reduce the- volume Jof un51ghtly litter and. solld waete.

United Stated of Amerlca and Canada

19@. - 5 The deposlt systems operatlng in the U S. A end Cenada are
in thelr 1nfancy and eubJect to revmew and amendment ‘The British

.Co]umbla thter Act 1970 was amended to strengthen 1t5 prov15lons early

- 1n 197ﬁ brlnglng it 1nt0 llne w1th the Oregon Beverage Contalner Act 1971

.or 'Bottle Bill! as it is popularly known. “The Oregon leglslatlon became
effectlve in chober 1973 1m9051ng the most comprehenszve deposit System
for beverage centalners epexatlng ontheAmerlcanCOﬂilnent and 4t is
understandable that the Oregon experleﬁce has become the most pub11c1eed
and eontentlcue, hav1ng noew surv1ved a challenge in the Lourte and a
subsequent appeal agalnst the Court = rullng in favour of the leglslatlon.
.The ‘Act reguires a minimam 2 cent refund on the return of 'certlfled'
-conta;ners_of”heer, malt beverages and carbonated soft drinks and a 5
‘cent refund_oﬁ the return of all other Dbeverage containers., . A beverage

container is certified it it is re-usable by more than one manufacturer.
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The Act forbids the sale of 'any metal heverage container so designed
and constructed that a part of the container is detachable in opening

-~ the container_without the aid-df;a can opener!,. ..

"Report onVOreéonfs 1Bottle Bill' -

“195. o 1he 'Betfie Biil' provldes that prlor to 1 Jaﬂuary 1975

-the Leglslatlve F1s0a1 Commlttee of . the Leglslatlve Assembly ‘shall

report on the flndlngs of a study on the operatlon of the leglsiatlon.
:_The report, prepared by a firm of consultants and as yet to be accepted
by the Assembly, WaAS released 1n September 19?4 It has been criticised
‘'as being 1nconclu51ve but the report 1ndlcatee that the 1eg151at10n has
achleved 1ts prlmary obJectlves whlch were to reduce the beverage contalner
) component of 11tter and to 1ncrease usage of returnabie bottles. The
report concludes that durlng the 11 months after the 1aw went 1nto effect,
. ‘beverage contalner lltter decllned by 66 percent compared to the prev1ous
'year and can manufacturers lost approxlmately 83 percent of thelr

. beverage can sales 1n the Oregon market

196, A consumer opinion, survey revealed that 91 percent of those
.inte:viewed 1n_$eptember 1973 approyed_of the depos;t scheme and only.
5 percenﬁ disapproved despite'higher.prices;for beverages estimafed at
6.7 fo 8.9 cents per six—pack_ef_beer_and.5_cents per_six~peck of eoft
drinks.during the second yeaf_of.operation_accprding to the reporf,
eOver 80 percent of. consumere interviewed indicated they wefe willing
Cto! pay ‘sllghtly' higher prlces for beveragee if 1t would lead to a

reductlon in lltter.

'197 : The report has been crltlcmsed for 1ts fallure to clearly _
'assess the costs 1ncurred by the 5 1ndustr1es 1nvolved in the beverage
_1ndustry, the 3oft drlnk producers, brewers, beer wholesalers and
dlstrlbutors, can manufacturers and.glass bottle manufacturers who
experlenced 1ncreased costs and/or decreased proflts in the flrst year of
the law's operatlon. On 1nformat10n avallable to the Commlttee, lt_

was not clear whether thls was an 1n1t1al effect only of the 1eg131at10n _
.as much of the expendlture incurred by the 1ndustr1es was 1nvestment in :-

re-equipping to ‘the demands of the new system.

" “The . Consumer and the Can

_i98 T 'The aim of the 'Bottle ﬁill' was to reduce the beverage'
contalner component of litter in a State which is renowned for its

scenic beauty and attracts a large number of tourists. It was only. after
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the enactment of the 1eglslat10n that the issues of resources and o )
energy conservatlon were taken up by cbservers aof the Oregon experlence
Jand this has resulted dn . some valuable and. controversaal research belng

conducted. The Committee was particularly interested in two aspects of

.U.the Oregon-situation. the enthusiastic acceptance of the legislatiqﬁ

Iby consumers and the fact that desplte the Jban on r1ng~pull cans,_the
can 1ndustry remalned in the beverage contalner market and is now, with
the 1ntroduct10n of non-detachable Tpop- toP! cans, inereasing 1its reduced

share of the market

199 ) : On 1nformat10n avallable to the Commlttee dep051t schemes_

: operatlng not only in Oregon but 1n British Columbla, Alberta and
ESaskatchewan are strongly supported by the majority. of consumers.J.This
c.ls desplte some price rlses and the loss of convenience which is used
by the contalner 1ndustry_tozjust1fy the_use of metal cans as_beveyage -
:containers and said fo bP‘SO impertant to the consumer. 'Figures giveh
in ev1dence on the 1ncrea51ng market share of 'pdp.top‘ cans .in Oregon
from less than 1 percent to 2.8 percent 1n September 1973 and ﬁ 5 percent"
.1n February 197h nndlcate that the consumer who values the convenlence
- of a metal beverage contalner will contlnue to purchase that contalner

under 8 dep051t syetem.
.Alberta

200.'_ Although 1L is not 1ntended to dlscuss all the dep031t systems
! examlned by  the Commlttee, it is worth con31der1ng the Alberta system '
to 1llustrate the dlfferences in Clrcumstance and approach,to the system

operatlng in Oregon.

201, .;-; The Alberta Beverage Container Act 1971 took effect on 1 January
1072 defining a beverage for. the purposes of  the Act as fcarbonated or -
uncarbonated soft drinks’ aﬁd 'liquor‘ ﬁncarbonated soft drinks are
oxempted by the Regulatlons to the Act as . are beer and malt beverages_
‘which were SpEle:cally covered by the Oregon leglslatlon.  Beer is .
exempt because it is not s0ld.in cans An Alberta and an efficient deposxtn

IeLurn system for beer bettlee is operated by ‘the breweries.

202. . The Regulatlcns to the Act prov1de for a minimum dep051t equal
to the manufacturers' dep051t of 2 cents per coﬁtalner for soft drlnks
.and 5 cents for wane and llquor contalners. In thls system the retajler
pays the dep051t to the manufacturer for contalners delzvered and passes
this charge on. to the consumer. On the return of the empty contalner .

the retaller refunds the dep051t to the consumer and receives from the
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 manufacturer the orlg1nal dep031t in the case of non—reflllable conta:ﬂers:'

only._ For each reflllable container collected the manufacturer must

' -pay to the retaller the orlglnal dep051t plus a premlum of 1 eent

Collection Depcts

i-203._ _-. In Oregon and the other States and Provinces where dep031t
.schemes are. in operatlon, the relevant Acts. provmde for the establlsh—_.
: ment of contalner collection depots by prlvate 1ndustry._u1t_ls_pnly
“in Alberta that collectlon depots are operatlng, although Britiéh.
o Columbla had a collectlon depot system whlch proved to be non—v1able

and subsequent]y closed.

20&. i-t . The Alberta depots, operated Ty ContalnmA-Way Ltd., operate
"on a drlve-ln, drive~out absembly llne arrangement w1th the depot operator

'refundlng the standard dep051t to the consumer and recelv1ng from the

manufacturer the dep051t plus 1 cent for. all beverage containers. collected=

_'whether reflllable or nonureflllable. In August 1973 ‘there were approx—
 1mately 160 depots operatlng in Alberta with 21 1n the. two major urban

S areas. _At that time, the largest depot was handllng over. 1, OOG 0G0,
'_centalnere_cer_month. ”The_operators ‘have stated_that the system was
:made viable by the.turnover of wine'and spirit bottles and because. of a

't'proportlon of unclaimed dep051ts.'

205._] A report on the effects of the dep051t scheme prepared by the
'Pollutlon Control D1v1510n of the Alberta Envxronmental Protectlon_‘

SEI‘VJ.CES ccncluded H

!As a 11tter control measure, the public have reported practicaL

tellmlnatlon of litter by beverage ccntainers.:'As far aé public
7contact.iq concerned, the Beverage. Container Act-is perhaps
" the most well known and supported of any recently enacted

leglslatlon'

-Washingtoﬁ — thter Control

206._ _ The Commlttee also con51dered the approach taken to the lltter
problem in the Sitate of Washlngton through the Model Litter Control Act
'1971. The leglslatlon establlshed a gtate-wide total lltter control

program that 15 flnanced through a 015 percent tax on thlrteen categorles

of flrms whose products were assessed as contrlbuting to the lltter

'problem. The tax is 1ev¢ed agalnst valuo of products manufactured in the

State 1n the case of manufacturers and on gross sales proceeds in the case-'

of wholesalers and retallers. Of 1nterest to the Commlttee was the fact
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that of the thirteen categories under ﬁax,.aix are'relaﬁed to'the
'beverage 1ndustry. They are, s0ft drlnks and carbonated waters, beer i
and other malt beverages,_w1ne, glass contalners, metal contalners and -

plastlc or fibre contalners made of synthetlc materlal

207. . The Act allows for the 1mp051t10n of flnes for v101at10ns. 
thter bags are 1ssued to:all owners of . motor vehicles and boats at .
;the tlme of annual reglstartlon and to- all vehlcles and boats enterlng

the State. It is an offence under the Act not to use the lltter bags.

208._ .l All tax_assessments,'flnes, ball:forfeltures and_other funda
collected br‘reccived in relaficn tc the Act are paid infc.the'Litter
gControl Account from whlch the Department of Ecology annually allocates_ .
'funds for the study cf avallable research and development in the fleld

:of 11tter control

lgNatlonal Systems - Scandinavia

209, _"'.The only natlon—WLde beverage contalner control schemes con51der—
ed by the Commlttee are those operatlng 1n Norway and Swaden. In that
_they are natlonal schemes, they have the advantage of 1nternal consastency
_whlch 15 laoklng 1n the Amerlcan and Canadlan systems. It is known that
in Alberta, for example, a consmderable degree of prefiteering was
Cdndulged in at the CQmmencement of their scheme by people who dmported
contalners from adJ01n1ng Prov1nces where no dep051t scheme was operatlng
~and clalmed the deposit from the Alberta contalner collection depcts.

ThlS type of exp101tat10n of a deposit system is not pOSSlbl@ between

countrles with customs controls.

210. o The Swedlsh leglslatlon whlch became effectlve on 1. March 1973
- provides for a taxatlon surcharge of about 2 cents L to be. 1evelled on
both re»usable ‘and nonwreusable contalners of Julces, uncarbonated beverages,
scft drlnks, malt 11quor,_w1nes and splrlts. The surcharge is payable

by the contalner manufacturer or by those who sell or use contalners wblch
are acqulred w1thout surcharge from the manufacturer or whlch are 1mported
1nto the country.' It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that the leglslatlon dellber-
'ately imposed the tax on returnable contalners as an extra 1ncent1ve'

for the industry to re-use the container, A returnable contalner used
'ohly_cgce:and discarded or evcn.rQCYCled'costs the manufacturer_or filler

"2 cents whereas if it is re-used 10 times the tax is reduced to .2 cents

Calculated on exchange1rates current in October 1974,
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per use. . A nonnreturnable contdlner incurs the full 2 cents tax on -

praductloﬂ and no. con095510n is made for recycllng.

:”211 E It is noteworthy,.that in addltlon to the tax surcharge, a
voluntary dep051t eystem operates on returnable contalners and ‘the level
:of deposit was raised after the enactment of the tax leglslatlon to o
L about 4.3 cents to encourage coneumers to return empty bottles., - Presum-
cably, this measure was teken by the manufacturer to achieve the greateet

. possible economies on the tax surchdrge.

212, “:"_The Swedish 'system allows for the import of eOntainers and
fhe tax surcharge is collected with-the eugtomé‘duty. The reteilere
-withlh_éwedéh can_also_elect to import contaihers-without tax and bay
ﬁhe surcharge at'fhe'point of sale. On ~the export of the empty contalner,.

:.90 percent of the original tax surcharge is rebated

:_213 ' In Norway an 11 cent ! fee is imposed on the-menufacture of__.
a beverage container can and thls has resulted in the ellmlnatlon of

the metal can from the beverage contazner market . Norweglan gonsumers
.are not prepared to pay the addltlonal and substant1al fee for the
convenlence of canned beverages and apparently con51der that the measure

is worthwhzle 1n that 1t contrlbutes to the reductlon,of lltter.

21%, . The fee dis pald into a separate fund and not to the general

.revenue as a tax.

SlnEanre_'

215 -Singapére was Irequently cited to the Committee as an example
of an area where educatlon and enforcement of lltteT laws had effectlvely

controlled the litter problem.

f216 o The 1mpact of the antl lltter drive on usage patternﬁ of

beverage contalners has been dlfflcult o assess from avallable 1nf0rmat10n.
The Commlttee was informed by the Mlnlstry of’ the Env1ronment of Slngapore
lthat beverage contalners had not constltuted a smgnlflcant proportlon

of lltter before the lntroéuctlon of litter laws. The deposit system
wags and remains ;n_operatlan and empty containers were returned_tc the
manufaeturer_via.refail outlets, . . U s

R17. . For this teason it is difficult to form conclusions about

the impact of the anti-litter program in Singapore on heverage container

ﬁsege'and to make ﬁorthwhile'comparisons with the Australian situation.

Calculated on exchange rates current in Cctober 1974,
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218. . . Both béer_and soft£drink.aré cénnédﬁlocally;iﬁ é 12 o=z, can
'ﬁhich does not darry a deposit However, fhe price of beverage in a

can 15 hlgher than that of a bottle which makes canned products relatlvely
unattrdctlve to the Jocal consumey. More than 95 percent of canned

Vbeer and soft drlnk is- exported and the small local market is prov1ded :

;prlmarlly by expatridtes and Tourists,

.3219,_ ' Although it is not dlsputed that the anti- Jltter campalgn'
has been_succebsful it ds doubtful if the harsh system_of_penalt;es
.6n which the Siﬁgapbre-system depends for ité.effectivenéés wbuld be
acceptable in Australia. By.contrast-with:Australia,:Singapore‘is a
émall dgnsgly popuiated country where control measures-and education

reach the whole population and can be uniformly applied.
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UIX COSTS AND BENEFITS OF A COMPULSORY DEPOSIT SCHEME -
General
'_220.- ':' The Commlttee requested its technical adVLSers on economlc
.matters to prepare a paper. outllnlng llkely 1mpllcat10ns for a unlform o
;substantlal dep051t on beverage contalners. .This was “to be besed on'
”the ev1dence and other materlal prcvzded to the Commlttee durlng the
'course of dts publlc hearlnge._ ‘The Commlttee accepted that any study
'whlch attempts to quentlfy costs and benefits requ¢res a consmstent

conceptual framework that in ordex to CaArry out 5uch an - assessment ‘a-

number of assumptlone have o be made..-

221, . This sectloﬂ incorpoxates the finéieés and conelusieﬁs reached

in the advisers‘ baper as the Committee understands them. ~The paper was

s presented to the Commities in September 197&._

22z, .'.Eeverages are packeged in returnable eﬁd.nonmreturnabie conteinere.
':Two systems for the retrleval of the former are in operatlon' the _ o
refundable~deposzt system, din which consumers return containers to manu-
__facturers via retailers; and the spec1alletucollector system, in wh;ch
bottle merchants, marine dealers, ‘scouts and other groups collect botiles
and resell them to the manufacturer or his agent, fNon—:eturnable containers
. are usually collected and disposed ‘of via the garbage disposal system. A
supplementary collection system involving collection centres egtablished
_and operated by the container manufacfurer, is used to a llmlted extent.

In both systems contalners may be dumped or reclazmed as scrap or cullet

'223. i Contalners are. also disposed of by dzscardlng as litter in publlc
and private places. A proportlon of returnable contalners enters ~the solid

‘waste disposal system, including litter.

22&, ‘ These systems interact in various ways, Returnablie bottles
discerded as solid waste by consumers are frequently salvaged by garbage
collectors and diverted into the speciaiist—collecfor eystem. If non-
‘returnable containers were compulsorily brought under a refundable deposit
‘system, they would nevertheless sventually be disposed of as waste, scrap
of cullet. Much litter is eventually cieaned up and processed through

one of the other systems,

225. - - If all beverage containers carried a deposit, this would resuli
in expanded usage of the refundable deposit system and reduced usage of
the other systems, including the 'litter system'. If the mix of containers

in use remained unchanged, the effect of the legislation would
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- be te 1ntreduce an element of doubieuhandllng 1nto the dlspoeal of cans
'.and non—returnable bottles' a proportlon of these would be returned to
-retailers or collectlon,centres for collectlon of refunded deposlts,
':ibefore they were conslgned to the Solld-waste dlsposal svstem, ' The cost :
Qof thms dOuble~hand11ng would be borne largely by consumers.: The system .
: would 1mpose a money cost on lltterers equal to the value of the depoelt
.per container dlscarded As a result, lltter would be reduced -Voluntary
-:lltter clean-up - would also be encouraged as scavengers collected: .
: conta1ners for thelr refund value._ A cost equal to the depesit would
_also ‘be imposed on consumers who consxgned containers dlrectiy te the
'solld—waste dlspoeal system, but this.cost weuld be wholly or partlally
.offset by a beneflt to beverage manufacturers in the form-of. unclalmed :
'dQPOSLts._ The same 15 true of - the costs 1mposed on lltterers. These
_galns te manufacturers may well - be paseed on To consumers im. the form :
of 1ower beverage prlces.- if this occurs,  the refunds foregone by '
lxtterers and those who put thelr containers directly into: the .garbage
'VW111 accrue to beverage consumers generally.: A transfer would also_
.occur 1f one pexeon dlscardod a contalner that WAS, salvaged for 1t5 dep051t

:_value by anether persoe.

_226 co Thus, w1th an unchaﬁged.eontainer mix, the pr1nc1pal beneflt

of the. 1eglslatlon would be a reduction, in the contalner Content of
1litter. The costs would be thoee as5001ated with the return to pelnts
_ef sele, or to - collectlon centres,_of contalners that are not re«usable.
:A_suﬁeidla:y beneflt which ‘would exist if it were'economle to :ecycle;
the_ﬁefel_amd glaes_contenf.ef.the nonureturnable”cohtaine@s_is the sort- -

'ihg'bf the_reeyeleble material achieved by its return.to collection pqinte.

227 - However, 1t is unllkely that the Contalner mix w1ll remaln _
unchaﬂged At the present tlme, the recommendeé retd:l price of drlnks
in non—returnable contalners generally exceeds the net prlce of the

drink in a retgrqable eenta;ner of the same size by 3 cents, and a large
and growing number qf_eonsumers are willing to pay this price premium
presumably for the cenvenience of the disposable container, - The conven-
.1ence conszsts of not hav1ng to return the container and, in the case,

Tof cans,_thelr llghtness, lack oI bulk and guick-~chilling and easy-~opening
pre?er#ies, as compared w1th bottles. If a compulsory deposit of 5 cents
were edded to the prlce of a non—returnable container, the convenience
_premlum would rise to 8 cents, assuming the net price differential remained

at 3 cents._ Consumors could obtaln the convenience of non—return at a
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cost of 5 cents by purchasing returnable bottles and.discarding them.

" The technlcal advxsers concluded from the foregolng that nonmreturnable

bottles would dlsappear from the market but some  copnsumers would be
__prepared to pay 3 or k conts for ihe convenlent handlzng and storlng
qualities of the can so that 1t is not clear that the can would be

ellmlnated by ‘the 1mp051t10n of compulsory dep051ts. :

'228' “honTo the extent that compu]sory dep051t leglslatlon 1nduced _

a Shlft in the - contalner mix away Trom non—returnabie botties and Cans

" and 1n favour .of returnable bottles, addltzonal benefits would accrue' 
and additlonal costs be 1ncurr9d The ben@flts would conslst ‘of reduced
total expendlture on. the manufacture of new contalners dnd a reduced-_

: quantzty of discarded containers enterlng the soclid waste dlsposal-'

_system. The costs would consist of 1ncreased expendlturcs on the sortlng,'

assembllng and washing :of - empty bottles, and interest on the - 1nventory
Cof returnable-bottles."Also, ‘bottles are more expen51ve than cans to

£i11, store and transport

T 229, o Tt is p0551ble that a reduction in the proport$0n of cans

in the contalnsr miix would by ltself, result in some further reductlon
_1n litter 1f_people are more promne to throw away a can than a bottle.

The caﬁ, on account of its portability, is particularly attractive to
picnickers and motorists.and dif eliminated from the market, there might be
ia reduction in the guantity of beverage éonsumed in the quantity of
‘beverage -consumed in ﬁhblic.places, and perhaps a blgger reduction in

the number of contalners purchased for thls purpose."

'230. . The technlcal adv;sers summarlsed the magor costs and benerlts :

of a compulsory dep051t scheme for beverage contalners as follOWS.

1. Direct’ effects of the d99051t (1 a. effects that are 1ndependent of

any resultlng change in the container mlx)

Beneflts 5 ©© 70 {4i) “Reduction in lltter'
' ' '(ii) Possible beneflt from segregatlon

T of recyclable materials,

Costs S o (d) 'Increased expenditure by retal]ers.

and beyerage manufactursrs_on
'bollecting and disposing of empty
.'containéfs, collectlng and refundm

1ng ‘depositsy o

(ii) -Inconvenlence experzenced by con-~

.sumers in returnlng contalners and

collectlng refunds.
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2., Indirect effects, arising from a change in the container mix induced':f

by the increased relative price of beverages in non-returnable cone

———.—.—.......tainers‘ o . : AT o : .
. : 'Benefite L _._.'}: “(i)' Sav1ng of resources used in conf
' - : _'tdlner manufacture° :
'(ii) eSaV1ngs 1n costs of SOlld waste
o disposals; :
(iii)_;Posﬁlble further reductlon in
' _lltter.:' o ‘
~Costs -~ - T-V”'." _:. (1) -Increased expendlture by beverage

'-manufdetqrers on processing ref
turned'confainers'ahd on filling, .
‘storing an& transperting coetainers;

'(ii)e Incenveﬂience_caueed to consumers
b by substitution.of bottles for cans,
Soft Drinks

S 231.. : If the contalnor mix remalned unchangod beverage manufacturere

would Ancur .added costs -in collectlng returned empty cans and non-

: returnable bottles from retallere and/or collectlon centres end refundlng
dep081ts to retallers. Each retaller B return would have to be checked

“to determlne the due refund and the contalners dlsposed of in such a way
“that they could not ea51ly be salvaged by scavengers and re~presented
for a further refund. Manufacturers would beneflt from unclalmed refunds

'and from 1nterest earned on dep051ts held pendlng refund

'232. ; 1' if consumers substltuted returnable contalners for non—returnable'
Contalners, addltlonal collection costs would be 1ncurred Instead of
'.belng dlsposed of -as waste or scrap, the returned contalners would be
sorted and waehed prlor to re-use. Manufacturers would also experlenee
cost 1ncreases becauee of the greater weight and bulklness of bottles
1ead1ng to higher transport and warehou51ng costs and the apparent hlgher
cost of operating bottling plants. _However, they would make substantlal
savings in expenditure on new containers, ' BERT

233 L Rétailers"cosfs wbﬁld rise becaese edditional transactions in
.empty eontalners would be made afid the contalners would be handled " sorted

and stored.

23&. o The approach adopted by the adv1sers to estzmate the llkely

magnitudes of these eosL ;ncreases.and cost savings was to aseume, 1n1t1ally,
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) thet the prlce dlfference between beverages in non—returnable and
eturnable contalners reflects the net | cost dlfference._ The two maJor
'_Components of thls net cost dlfference would be the sav1ng 1n contalner

'costs proper assoelated w1th a swztch 1nto returnable containers and
:the 1ncreaee in collectlon and processzng coets._ The 1atter is further
subdlv1ded 1nto costs 1ncurred by retallers and those 1ncurred by manu-

_facturers.

'The Net Cost Advantage of Return&ble Contalners_

235 -___ The recommended retall prices and actual retall prlces of
"soft drinks in non-returnable eontainers generally exceed those of
'drlnks in returnable ‘bottles by 3 cents, except in theecaee of_the

-standard nonmrlng—pull can, where the @ifference is‘2 cehts._ This is
' the dlfference between the prlce of the non—returnable package and the
B net price ‘of the returnable package. However, since a prqportlon_of_

': returnable contalners is not returned, the. price reeeived by beverage
manufaeturers 15 a welghted average of the net prlce and the gross price
'representlng net prlce plus deposlt Assumlng a 90 percent return rate
asg belng typacal of soft drlnks and a 5 cent depoelt operates,:the'_
.average prlce recelved for returnable packages 15 the net price plus’
©,5 cents. The average dlfference 1n prlce recelved at the retall level

for non~r eturnable and returnable packages is about 2 5 cents.

236.; : If 1t is aesumed that the retall prlces of dlfferent contaaner

.types reflect their costs of manufacture and dlstrlbutlon, 1t follows 4

that beverages 1n non—returnable contalnere coet approxlmately 2.5 cents .
"more per unit than beverages in returnable contalners. For every non~ '

returnable conta;ner replaced by a returnable contalner,:a 2.5 cent

-sav1ng in real resource costs would be made. Thls sav1ng is a net’ amount,'

'fmade up of & 1arger savlng 1n the costs of contalners, partlally offset_ﬁ

by the 1ncreaeed handlmng and processlng coets a55001ated with return&ble

contalners.

.Contalner Costs

237. O Table T Shows the welghted average prlce (welghts egual to each
container!? s share of the non~returnable container market for .soft drlnks)

per non-returnable container on the basis of indusiry progectlone ef_the

contalner mix for 1973~ 7% Alternative pficee ef 6.25 cents and b7 cents

- for cans are included. The first flgure comes from ‘the Report prepared

 by W.D.chtt and Co. for_the Packaging industry Env;ronment_Counc1l, while
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Lhe lat1er WaAS quoted in ev1dence before the Committee by representdblves

. of Inited Package% Ltd Tha dlfference may be explalned 1f the 6. 25 .cents

reiers to a ring- pull cdn, whereab the ﬂ.? cents i an average price of
'ﬁall Lans, 1nclud1ng plain cans and 250 ml cans. (The flgure of h cents

j_for 250 ml Cdnb in the Tlret price column is an estxmate) .

TAB[.J}—\ _{
.-Assumed Container .
L : _ Price (cents)
_ Container Type g : % 1o 2
“Can 250 ml P A 7 ! ) EEOY
‘370 ml . - . _ 69.7 . .- 6.25 .
:Lon—returnable Bottle 10 oz, ' ._9.H_ 3.5 - 3.5
' 26 oz, .. 14 6.75 6.75
Weighted Averase Piice - - R B 5,92 o RIS
238, it is assumed non~returnable convainers would be replaced by

" returnables of similar sizé_and-the weilghted avérage price for these

“is given in Table II.

TABLE IT

Market . . )
. o ) _ . ) Share Assumed Container
_ . Container Type . C IR o Price {cents)
fﬂqturnable'ﬂoftles - Small . L ol 7.5
S = 26 oz. I 1 s o : 10.0
© Weighted Average Price A .. o ©7.85
239. v The average cost for ruturnable contalners per. use depends

on the proportion that are returned. At the assumed return rate of 90
percent the average container cost per use 15@,783 cents. Comparing the
‘per use costs of non—returnable and returnable confaingrs indicates
~savings for returnable boettles ranging from 4,008 to'5.135 Eents. .Interest
on the invéntory of réturnable bottles should be deducted from this
difference to give a true ComparlSOH but no data on the average time a

- bottle take% to make 3ts trlp has been pTOVlded to the Commlttee._

Processing Costs

240, S OF the -difference in container costs proper in favour of
returnable bottles, which is estimated to lie in the range 4.0935 to 5.135

cents, approximately 2.5 cents is passed on to the consumer in the form
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of lowéf rétail prices.' The rémajnder that is not paésed on presumably
-_reflects the addltlonal prcce551ng costs a55001ated w1th returnnble.l
-:bottlES and is between 1.595 and 2 635 cents, ' Part of this cost is
-'accounted for by the highex marglns taken by, fetallers on returnable.

' botﬁles. “Taking the Schweppes przce 1lst as regresentatlve, the foilowing

margin dlfferencesex1st-

Retail Margin o  Difference

Contéiner.: SRR o {Cents } _ : . [(Cents )
750 ml returnable bottle - S 8,167 I ETUER
750 ml non-veturnable bottle . 7.167 1o
370 ﬁl fetﬁfﬁable bottle ; : 5f6 . ' _ - .
370 ml riog-pull can - - - . 5,25 R L
370 ml standard can  . . 5.125 . ' '0.475
1_2&1 o Thésé margins are for small shopkeeperé° supermarket margln

and the marg1n differences would be approximately half the above._ On

- this assumption, the welghted average margin dlfference Tor dlsposable

containers dsi.456 cents, calculatcd as Tfollows: .

Share of U Difference

Type of Container . Type of Quibiet . hMarketg%) jin Margin{cCents)
Can . . - 8mall Traders * b5 o 375 '
: ) Supermarkets 25 - o < 187
fNonéreturnabie bqtfle.'Small Tradérs * ) . 18 S 1.QOO .. “
: o ' Supermarkets S Az . .s00
- Weighted éverage margin difference: . 456

Including hotel and liquor stores

abka, ... Bubtracting this figure of B, 456 cents from the container cost
savings not passed on to the_consumef_leaves_an amount ranging from .1.139
to 2,179 cents. . .

243, . LIf pfipe differences'associated with container type reflect
cost differences, a switeh from nonureturnable to returhable containers

would effect a net cost sav1ng of about 2. 5 cents per beverage fllllng.

24k, : The sav1ng in Contalner costs proper depends onn the przces

of returnable and non—returnable containers of similar size and on the
return rate or trippage achleved with returnable containers. . Verified
data on either of these items is not available but from information in
the evidence, it is estimated that the gaving would be in the rénge.ﬁ.OQS

to 5.135 cents per filiing.
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.245.  o The dlfference between the Sav1ng in contalner Costb propex.

and the net savxng representb the costs of collectlng and processing

empty bottles. It is assumed thls cost would be fxom 1. 59) to “.635
 cént5 per filling.- If_reta11 margin d;fferences aasoglated_wlth_cqntainer
type reflect retazl cost élfferences, the.édditional retail_costs_of_. _..
handi}ng returnabie contalners amounis, "on avérage,:fo about 0. M56 cents
" per contalner sold Thls leaves from 1.139 to 2. 179 cents as additional

costs 1ncurred by'mdﬁufacturers..

.2&6. . The estlmates made depend crltlcaliy on a number of abbumntlons,
it would be surprlslng it there were marked dliferences 1n the profltab:llty
of canned and returnable bottled soft drlnks. If such dlfferenceq dld_.
“arise 1t could be expected that beverage manufacturers would promote '
 sales of the more profltable type of contalner by prlce reductlons and/or
advertlslng, or by ralslng ‘the prlces of the iess profmtable contalnels'
:.and-ln the process tend ta restore “the balance of profitability. The . .
_fact'ﬁhai sales-of canned drlnks have been grow1ng r&pldly 15 coﬁ51stent
:with.fhe fiew'fhat proflﬁ marglns may be hlgher for ‘cans. © The Scott
.Report states that ton the ba51s of dlscuss:ons ‘with lnéuetry and returns
 obta1ned it was estzmated that there may be 36 cents per case difference
in prof;t contribution in favour of canned soft drlnks’ CUXIf this is
accurate, then the retail price difierence between cans and bottles would
'ovefsfate the net cost difference by 1. 2) cents, assuming thdt tcase’
.référs fo.a 2 dozen case and the net cost dlfference would be halved
'_from 2.5 to 1,25 cents. “The statement 1n the Scott Report is put forward
in a rather tentatlve manner. Second, and more 1mportdnt, it is mot
.clear what is meant by”dlfference in ﬁrofit coﬁtributidn‘ ‘For example,
proflt contrlbutlon may mean the difference between unlt prlce and unlt'
dlrect costs of 1ab0ur and materlalq but’ 1f Cannlng were more capital _
,1nten51ve than bottllng ‘then part of this proflt_conmrlbuthn would Te-
-:present a cost of capltal Fér these reasons it is doubtful whefher _
a pure proflt dlfferentlal ‘as high as 1.25 cents pér fililing in favour
of cans exzsts but it would not be surprising if there'is‘some differential
in favour of cans.' If there is, then the calculations are biased in
the dlrectlon of OVeTr=a stlmatlng the savmngs associated with the use of

returnable containers.,

._2M7 R 'The assumptlon that container prices reflect their costs may
.also be 1naccurate. Glass manufaeture in Australia 15 vlrtually monou_

pollsed by one flrm and only a few firms are engaged in can manufacture.




'.Tq_ﬁhe extent that they imclude monopely profits, containef-pficés will '
overstate theixr real costs of . productlon. 'Furthérmore, considerations
_of market strategy may induce contalner manufacturers to take: above—-

' average proflt marglns on some of thelr produczs dnd below—average proflt

'_marglns o others; hence, relatlve prlces may not be a certaln gulde

_ta relatlwe ‘costs. 1n,the abbence of detalled 1nformat10n -on, these -

matters, these p0551ble sources of blas are s;mply noted

.Retailers' Costs

'.:2ﬂ8 . Ti it is dSSUNPd that retdll margln dlfferenceu reflect rPta11

cost dlfference%, the costs to retallera of handllng returnable contalners

exceeds that of handllng non-returnable oontalners by O ﬁ56 cents per '

contazner.: ' i o

 =249.:'-: -The Scott Report adopts_a éyntheﬁic_qo?ting app:oach in o
estimating increased costs impoéed on retailers, Aésumpﬁions gfe ﬁade
i regarding the additional physical inputs and wofking capital reéuired

to handle empty centainers and regarding the costs oi Lhese inputs, An

'-addltlonal assumptlon made in, the Report 13 that as sales volume decllneq,

iost net revenue will be recouped by 1ncredscd margins on the lower volume
of trade. This seems an objectionable a%%umptlon, principally because

At dignores the fact that reduced sales of soft drinkg_may_well be offset

":by increased . sales'of other Ffood pIoductS. The reduced sales volume

is postulated to stem from the 1oss of Convenlence a55001atcd w1th Lhe
Zélimlnation of_the_can, not from an_lnqreabe_;n the price of soft-drlnks.
'Hemée, the Scott Repoxt esﬁimates_based on. the:agéumption.bf shqpkeeperé
maintaining their.net revenues are not accepted,‘wThosg.estimates_which_
ér@ based oh.the asgﬁmption that the voiume and mix of containers remain -
‘unchanged contain no elamont of lost. revenue recoupment -since revenue
remains unchanged and hence, are Valld estlmates. -The additional costs
lnvulrcd by retailers amount to 0.57 cents per addltlonal roturnable con~
'tdxner handled, ior small tradcrs, and O 58 cents, for supermarkeLs and

:liccnbed outlcts._

230 ':-_ A study of the economic :mpact of compulsory deposit legislaticn
in the state of Oregon J-ehtimates that grocers! sorting and handling
costs for returnable containers are approximately 1 cent (U,S.) per

container, At the current exchange rate (August 1974) this is equivalent

! Charles M. Gudger and Jack C.'Bailes, The Economic Impact of Oregoﬁ's
Bottle Bill, (Oregon State Unlversity Press, 19?&}'(mimeographed).
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to O. 67 cents, With a 20 percent return rate, the'ccet per ‘container
'sold would amount to 0.6 cente._' ' ' '
.:251 . These three estlmates do not dlffer by very much " The cost

“to retallere of handling returnable 1nstead off non—returnable containers

:'woqu appear to be in the v101n1ty of half 2 cent per contalner.,

'Manuiacturers‘ Cost

252, | Estlmatcs of the addltlonal costs 1ncurred by manufacturers
“in COllectlng dnd pr006551ng empty'bott]ee and in operatlng_bottllng

: rather than cannlng p]ants,'ls from 1.14 to 2. 18 cents per ccntainer.

_253._ Accordlng to the. Oregon study 01ted above, the replacement
of 93 mlllaon nonmreturnable containers per year by returnable bottles

has affected soft drink bottlers!' annual Costs as follows.-

' Cost per

_ us § . us ¢ Aust ¢
Increased warehouse labour_." :' . -zj 230,000 -5 T 4
_Increaeed truck driver labour 'e- R ,h99,000: : s o ..36
Tnereased space costs o S e 152,000 . w16 I
Increased.productlon 1ab0ur costs . . - 440,000 SR ; .32

'Total _ 4,321,000 . 1.h2 .96
'”254. . The Oregon figure ie thus'lower than the advieers"lowest

estimate. 'Such a difference, if real would indicate greater efflclency

. 1n dlstrlbutlon and pr0C9651ng in Oregon. =

253. . 'The figure of 2.5 cents, represents the net cost sav1ng to

i manufacturers and retallers from using returnable rather than non~returnable
containers and can be given with greater confidence than_can estimates of
the various componente underiying this net figure, in so far as compul-
sory deposit leglslatlon would iead to a switch from non—returﬁable to
returnable containers, it is only necessary to know the net flgure in

order to calculate the met sav1ng in rescurces used in the manufacturlng

and retailing sectors.

255 j' The estimate of the costs to retallers and manufacturﬁr% of
collecting and processing returnable containers 1nelud1ng any add:tlonal
filiing, storage and transpcrt costs a55001ated with returnables ranges
from 1.6 to a.6ﬁ cents per container. The cest of cvollecting and dispos-

ing of as scrap or as waste non-returnable containers would be less than
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.this: Lhey would not have ‘to be Cleaned and none Of the addltlonai
ccosts mentlaned would be 1ncurred. The adv1sers used the flgure of

& cent per contalner and regard this as belng on the low side.

"Houbehold Sector

'.437 1-  Consumers currently purchdSLng beverages 1n returnable contaln-
.:efé would not be directly affected by a compulsory dep051t scheme, ;?
.thé dppDQ1t remalned unchanged. They would be affecbed 1nd1rect1y if
cthe net prlce of beveragee rose or fell as a result of the scheme. -if
thé compulqory deposlt were hlgher than Lhe exzstlng éep051t they would
‘be ‘adversely affected through hav1ng extrd funds in unrefunded depos:ts

and anreased Lasseb through 1nadvortenf fa¢lure to return containers.

258, . Consumers who presently-purchase beverages irn non—returnable
ccntalners and dlsoard Lbe containers would have the choch, undef_a .
_mandatory dep051t scheme, of returnlng the conta;ners and collectiﬁg
the_refunds or discarding the éentainers and forfeiting the refunds.
'Eifher_w#y, they would be.wérse_off. In this section an attempt to
.gunétify the cost imposed on such consumers is made. -

. 259. . .Typically,_soft drinks in non-returnable containérs retail
'for 3 cents per container more fhan‘tﬁe net price (i.e. priée without
deposzt) of a r@turnable container of similar size. ! Consumers who

pay thls prlce premlum mist value ‘the convenience of the non-returnable
contalner at a mlnlmum of- 3 cents otherwise, llke thousands of others
(1nclad1ng themselves on other occa810ns), they would purchase returnable

‘containers instead. The principal element of convenience is probably

" Some recommended retall prxces ior small shopkeepers.
Schwappes Drinks S ' : _ ' '
270 ml returnable bottle L -17¢ + 5¢ deposzt

- 370 mi ring-puil IR . R0¢
370 ml standard can o | o 10¢ ‘ . )
750 ml returnable bottle . 25¢ + 5¢ deposit
750 ml nom~returnable bottle - "28¢ : B
Tarax Drinks ' _ ) '
750 ml returnable bottle . 25¢ + k¢ deposit
750 mi non-returnable boitle | - 25¢ i
225 ml returnable bottle . o 12¢ + 2¢ deposit
225 mi ring-pull can - i15¢ : .

‘Source: The_Milijaf, Decembex T973_an@_3qne 197k,
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:the fact that the contalner does not have to be returned for a refund
However, cans in partlcular have other convenlent attrlbutes as well-
théf_are llghter, less bulky, Chlll more qulckly ‘and, if of the rlng pull
'fype, eésy*to.bpén. Non—returnable bottles also have the first three
fof these qualltles, ‘though to a lesser degree.__(The Commlttee noted .

‘that bottles may also have rlngmpull tops)

'260 R If consumers are deIHg only for dlspouabljlty, thegﬁ oent'
'3prem1um sets a lower llmlt to the cost of returnlng an empty oontainef,'.
;as thls cost .is percelved by those who currently purchase non-returnable_

contalners.-

261 : . Under a mandatory dep051t scheme, the purcha%er of non—returnable
contalners w1ll be forced to pay,_lnltlally, at least the gross prlce ' '
;of a returnable.oontalner. j If he returns the contalner, the refund
'reduces the net prlce he pays to 3 cents lesS than the price he prev1ously
:pald for nonmreturnable containers. If the dlsutlllty of returnlng the
_conpalner is-3 cents, he breaks even: 1f L cents, he incurs a net cost_
of 1 oent; if_5 cents, he incurs a mnet cost of 2 cents; il greatex than

S cenfs; hefdiscards the container, forfeiting thé refund énd incurs

a net cost éf 2 Cénts, the dlfﬁerenoe between the Zross prlce of a

returnable container and the price of a nonwreturnable contalner.

262. f- It can be concluded that on the assumptlons made above, present
C purechasers of cans and non-returnable bottles who switch to returnable
;bottles.on the 1mpo$1tlon“of_a 5 cent deposit on_all_contalners_Wlll

inour net costs of ffom .Zero to 2 cents ﬁer oontajner; It dis 1mportant

to note that for those who return the container this net cost is composed
of two eiements* first, a. grosa .cost related to. the dlsutlllty of -
returnxng the container, ranglng from 3 to 5 cents, and seoond}.a price
reduction_for the container contents of 3 cents. . The disutility is

a real cost, consisting of the incenvenience of having to store, handie

! If non-returnable containérb.remain on the market, carrying the uniform
mandatory deposit, this price will presumably exceed that of a refurnable
~container, The consumer may continue to purchase this type of container

JAf -he values sufficiently highliy its quallt;es other than its dlsposablllty.

A similar analysis can be carried out fer higher depcsits. For example,
if the deposit were 10 cents, all consumers for whom the perceived cost

of retufning the container. was less than 10 cents would return the con-
teiner, gaining the 3 cent net price advantage and 1ncurr1ng costs ’

ranglng from zero to 7 cents per container.
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cand tran5port empty containers and conduct refund transactions. It dis -
Cjust as real as the Slmllar money cosis 1ncurred by retallers and manu-

.facturers An procebsxng ompLy contalnere.-

263, - } If we do not assume that consumers Value only the diSpOSdblllty

of cans. and malke allowance for the convenlence olement as well 'the_

masximun dlquﬁJILtY 1mposed on consumers who sw1tch to returnabie bott]es

and return them_ls 8 cents, glv1ng a net lose of 5 cente after allow1ng

for the 3 cent price reduction, . Those who sw1tch buat dlscard the returnable

ontalners may also be up to 5 cents worse off,-loszng_é cents ;n_the_

”fqrm o’ money costs and 3 cents worth of lost cenvendence. ~If cans -
Tremain on the market consumers who value their convenience by_more than
3 cents W1il contlnue to buy them and w:ll incur net 1osees, either in=

terms of money or ut&llty of up to 5 cente._ 1f cang are not avallable

onL the market, thls latter category of _consumer cou*d 1ncur hlgher net

losses.

'26k ..., Thus, some previous consumers of cans would ot be affected

whllc others would be uap te 5 Cents wWOrse . Off as a result of compulsory

deposit leglslablon.

_265. 'When & consumer_switches'from cans to boLtles and saves 3 cente

“din money terms, he loses at least 3 cents in disutlllty. The 3 ceni money

gain comes ultimately from the savings in resource costs made possible.

'by his switeh of_containers.;

‘R66., "~ When a consumer makes a money loss through failing to collect.

his refund, the uncollected refund is the beverage manufaciurer 8 galn.

Ultimately, this gain would probably e passed on to consumers as a group.

But whatever happens, the dep051t forfelter's loss is someone elset s_"'

.gain, so there is rio net cost.

'26? o Tt follows that all consumers' money galns and losseb resultlng
Ffrom the d99031t 1eg151atlon can be dlsregarded, either because they
reflect veal sav1ngs_already counted, or because they represent transfer

payments, not real costs, Hence, the only real coets arising from con-

sumers' reactions LO compulbory deposit 1eglsiatlon are the dlsutllltles

associdted with bottle return and loss of the convenlence of the can,

268, 7.'f_?f the consumer assesses the probablllty of hls collectlng
'the refund as U 9 which LOIIESPOndS with the assumption that 90 percent

-of bottles are rveiturned, then the expected money cost saving through

buying bottles rather than cans is 2.5 cents.
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269. 5 The lnss of utlllty experlenced by a consumer who continﬁes

to purchase oanS and returns them ranges Ffrom zero to: b cents or to

- L, 5 cents 1f .90 percent of c&ns are returned a flgure of 3. 8 cents

per contalner for these consumers would be a reasonable'estlmate.'

.:l Magor Costs for Soft Drlnks

";2?0.'  ."Whenever a ncn—returnable contalner 1s replaced by a returnable
lcontalner subJect ‘to a dep051t there 1s a. net’ SaV1ng in resource use_

“dn the manufacturlng and dlstrlbutlon sectors of the economy taken_3-_'
:_together., This net effect is the result of a. release of resources from’
-contaiﬁér manufacture -and an 1nflow of resources 1nto retalllng and 1nto o

.:used-contalner proce351ng by beverage manufacturers._ The net effect .

'is a savmng 1n resources of about 2. 5 oents. '

271 i_f At the ‘same tlme consumers give up & contalner, the dlsposablllty
and convenlence of wh1ch they value at a mmnlmum of 2 8 cents as
'.1nd1cated by thelr present choxces. Whlle 1t is 1mp0551ble to quantlfy
”pr601sely the cost of effort 1nvolved in returnlng empty bottles and:
collecting refunds or. the value of the convenlence lost 1t is not _
:unreasonable to suggest that they may ‘amount to 3.6 cents per contalner...
'The resource savings in the market_sector, g;ve' a mnet cost of 1.1 ccnts_.:

'per_container.

'272;. Coar nonureturnable contalners contlnued to “be used when 5ub3ect
:to a deposlt the cost is much hlgher.' There would be no resource sav1ngs
Cin contalner manufacture; but addltlonal resources worth probably at least ;'
.1 cent .would be requ1red in- contalner collectlon by retallers and manu- .

. facturers.c Consumers would not lose the convenlence of the can but would A
: incur the dlsutlllty of returnlng cans and collectlng refunds.- A,low_“ﬁ '
-estlmate of the cost to consumers is 2 cents per: contalner, a figﬁre L
ﬁfwhlch reduces to 1:8 cents when allowance is made for a 90 percent return_

'rate.- Thls gives a total cost of about 2 8 cents per. contalner..

273, o There are some minor: offsets to ‘these costs. Each switch from.
.non—returnable to returnable container means some saving. 1n waste dlsposal :
‘costs, _However, since overhead costs dn: waste dlsposal are hlgh and
mgrginal costs 1ow, thls sav1ng would probably be small, The double-
.handling of nonwfeturnable containers subject to a deposit might result

in more scrap metal and glass belng reclalmed for recycllng but agaln the.

_ value of thls heneflt is’ llkely to be 1ow.'
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: 27&.. S Tctal sales of soft drlnks An non—returnable contalners in
:1973~7h is progected at 1,111 million by the Scott Report If all. of-
these were replaced by sales in returnable bottles, costs and out~put
'1n container manufacture would fall by a figure between $h5 ‘5 m. and ;
r$57 m.; addltlonal costs of &5 m., would be 1ncurred by retallers and
_frcm $!2 7 m. to $25.2 m, by soft drink manufacturers 1n handllng and
.proce531ng empty ccntazners. There would therefore be a net sav1ng zn

the market sector of $27 8 m, Increased effort and 1nconven1ence

. exper1enced by consumers mlght be valued at $k0 m, " The net.cost m;ght :5'

'therefore be of the order of $12 2 m.'T

_275. B o If the ccntalner mlx stayed unchanged but all ccntalners,
- were subject to a deposzt addltlonal costs 1ncurred by retallers and
' beverage manufacturers mlght amount to $11.1 m. and by ccnsumers, $2O m.,

eg1v1ng a’ total cost of $31 1 m.

-276. . __If, for example, two thlrds of non—returnable contalners were

_"replaced by returnables and total sales in all contalners remalned constant

the total cost would he $38 5 m.

”277.”. _ If, when . ccntalner sw1tch1ng takes place, the market seefor‘s_
Lower - costs are passed. on to consumers, the latter's disutility and

"inconvenience costs are partially offset by lower beverage prlces and -

'_the whole net cost is borne by consumers. Iﬁ_;ess_thsn_the whole saving

'_fln the market sector 1s passed on, then the ﬁarket sector“behefifs from

the scheme, whlle consumers bear more than the net costs of the scheme. ‘

,278._] fr If as a result of the loss of convenlence, total beverage

- /'sales . decllne, addltlonal resources would be released_fromrihe market
':sector and thls would represent a sav1ng. However,'coﬂsumerS'wceld;be »
Cdrinking. fewer. beverages and be worse off as a result. The two effects
-_nearly.canoel_out but there:would_be ‘some slight additional cost.

_2?9._ . A,cempulsory'deposit scheme, in'so far as it results.in the
 substitution-cf returnable for ncnureturﬂable containers, saves material
~resources at the expense - of rather extensive use of labour resources,
in both the market and household sectors and would reduce the. volume of
litter. ‘ ' ' | L o '

‘Beer

:280. N : Packaglng pcllczes of brewers dlffer from those of soft drlnk

manufacturers in several respects.
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a) returnable. bottlés do*not-éarry an exblicit deﬁbsif-

'returnable bottles are returned v1a the spec1allst—-
 'collector system, nqt, (in general by backnhaulage from

‘retail - outlets' o : ' ' .T
(é).;cnnsumers of beer in 13 oz.-contalners do not have a choice
T .between lower-prlced returnable contalners and hlgheru
.prlced nonureturnable contalners,_ although one brewer
'-markets beer in returnable 13 0% bottles_pf.a pr;cenf

'_'1dent1ca1 to that of 13 oz, cans,

281, - - Although empty beer bottles commaﬁd a.small price ﬁhen colleqted_
'.from the home or dellvered to bottle merchants, it is reasonable to,
assume that most consumers regard empty beer bottles as a nulsance to
ﬁbe dlsposed of rather than as a. commodlty of value. Most consumers
1therefore respond to the gross price of bottled beer, not the net prlce

'after deduction of the salvage value of the bottle._'

' 282. --_ The percentage mix by gallonage of. packaged beer sales at the

_present time . is approxlmately as f‘ollcn»rs.--1 :
S oL S : : Percent
26 oz. bottles f'_-_ 6640
26 oz, céns '  o ; : _ _. .:2.6_
13 oz. bottles . S
13 Qi. cans1:.3_ . -‘..: R o 2hk.o
:283. :' :The_Qregon:legislation.specifies-a lower debosit foxr beer

cdntainers than for soft drink containers., “The Scott Report. assumes .
that a 1 cent dep051t would be charged for beer. containers - and a 5 cent
) deposlt for soft drink contalners_u although the rationale for thls_

difference is not obv1ous.

:_28&. : It is not certaln that, with the advent of compulsory deposits,
the spec1allst-collector system would continue to operate forx. beer con-
‘tainers or be replaced by direct collection of empty containers bY the -
brewer from retail outlets._ A substantial deposxt is more_llkely to lead.
“to the latter outcome. ' L B

R85, If there was an 1m9051t10n of a 5 cent deposzt on all contalners
‘and the establlshment of a collectlon syst@m through retall outlets,

.beer pricing and contalner collectlon would take on the essential features

Calculated from Table Al Lk, Scott Report.
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7presently or: assumed to become characterlstxc of soft drlnks. The
Iloglcal results would be' {1} brewers would market beer. ln 13 OZ..
:returnable bottles, (id) non—returnable bottles would be - phased out; eﬁd
.(111) cans, 1f they remalned on the market would sell for a prlce .

premlum reflectlng thelr hlgher costs as - compayed w;ih returnable bottles.

.286. R These assumptlons would result in savzngs in oontainer cost.
resultlng from the replacement of cans by returnable bottles of 2.5
cents per can replaced. The estlmate of Lhe costs 1ncurred by retallers
_and beverage manufaeﬁurers in handllng returned cans ‘ot about 1 ceni

::per can would also be applled to: beer.

.257. ".: However, unllke_soft drlnk Lonsumerq;_consumers of beer 1n.
.lj.oz. packages do not at_present have a ch01ce between nonmreturnable...”.
.and returnable contalners'51nce only the former_are avallable.: Introductlon
'of the latter would w1den thelr ‘range of chomce and . in this, respect they
-:would beneflt from the enactment of compulsory depOS1t lcglslatlon. :On
the_other hand,-those who.would opt to ‘buy Cans;or nqn—returnable boftles.
even if feturnabie bottles were-ﬁresehtly:avaiiable.ﬁouldsbe-mede“worse'

off by being forced either to return containers br'forfeit.theirfdeposits.

.288.: R ‘In the case of the soft drink market, at ?resgnt a%oﬁt dne-
sixth {16. 67 percent) of soft drink sales are din Small.(13 oz, or less)
'returnable bottles. Tt 15 assumed that returnable contalners would ‘have

a slmllar share of the beer market if they were anllable. Thls assumptlon
may overestlmate the proportlon of : beer consumers who would prefer )
'_.returnable bottle5° beer . purchasers are exciuslvely adults, whereas-e*.
substantlal porportlon of soft drinks ‘is purchased by chlldxen and the
_'dlsutlllty of effort expended ln returnlng bottles s llkcly to be hlgher
.;for aduits than for chlldren.

:289. } Persons who would choose returnable bottles ‘at a3 cent net
price dlscount as eompared to cans must Value ‘the ‘disutility of: returnlng--

botiles at less than 3 cents. [ A assumed the average value of the

3._dlsutlllty.xs.1.5-cents.and that ‘the average value .of the digutility

incurred by those who switch to returnable bottles enly'because of the
_durese imposed by the compulsory dep051t 1s h cents, The average dis-
ufility_eost involved An the switch from a can t0 a returnable bottle
 Can.be given as 3 575 cents._ If only 90 percent of. bottles were returned

the average disutility costs would be reduced to 3. 218 cents.:
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290, e Meaeured agalnet the 2.5 cents worth of reeources Saved 1n )
- container costs, there is a net loss of 0 718 cents per can ' replaced

f:.by a returnable bottle.'3

:291 : . Ef cans centlnued to be purchased it is estlmated thelr

Lcollectmon costs would be, as 1n the. . case of soft drinks, 1 cent 1ncurred,:

l-by retallers and mannfacturers, plus an average dzsutlllty cost to

'consumers of 1 8 cents, g1Vlng a total cost of 2 8 cents.

292. These conclu51ousapply only to 13 oz. contalners."Large
5{26 0z, ) cans account for a very Small proportlon (2.6 percent) of"
.-packaged beer bales. If these were replaced by returnable bettlee,"'

the - analYSls already made for soft drlnks would probably apply. The

_predomlnant beer contalner is. the 26 oz._returnable bottle whlch accounts_

for 66 percent of packaged beer sales. These bottles are currently N
_retrleved by spe01allst collectors. It thls method of retrleval were:
E'replaced by recovery v1a retallers 1n exchange for deposmt refunds,
there would be several censequences'“ ) :
(i)_'trlppage rates would presumably 1ncrease. Tﬁie wqﬁld

:reduce the contalner cost per bcttle sold"

'(ii) 'costs currently 1ncurred by spec1allst~collectors would

Cbe saved; ) )
'_(lii) collectlon costs would be lncurred by retaxlers and

= _ ”Ubrewers' and _ _ _
(iv) consumers would suffer the dlsutlllty of returnlng

7fempty bottles to retallers.

293. L _'Spec1allst cellectors apparently supply collected and washed
'.beer bottles for 15 cents per dozen oy 1. 25 cents each.A1 The addltlonal
.collectlng, proce551ng ‘and other costs (except contalner costs proper)
:aesociated with retufnable as:compared with nonmrefurneble containers

‘is estimated at 1.6 to 2,64 centsfper'centainef.' This estimate is not

: direetly comparable with the specielist—collector.cost, Ssince it dincliudes
eny addifienal filling,.wafehoﬁsing and transpoftation costs asscciated
ﬁith fhe use of bottles rather than.cans. Hence, we have no firm basis

for deciding whether average cost per container is likely to be higher

“or lower with collection by breweries through retailers or by specialiste

‘collectors.  Assuming.a ¢ost of -1.25 cents per bottle under either

- Scott Report, p.10-
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'collectlon system,:1 the effect of an 1ncrease 1n trlppage rates from

f6 to_TO o on contazner costs would then be as follows‘_

Costs per 100 fllllngs.

St T Return Rate (Trlppage) '

.-Neﬁ bottles - 16,67 @ 7. 83¢ '10 e 7. 83¢
. R ‘= 130.52¢ - o : = 78.3¢
‘Collection 83.3 © 1.25¢ 90 @ 1.25¢
o . = 10k, ihg = 112.5¢
';Total cost _ . : 3,234 68¢ ,f'- L 190.8¢
:Total cost per fllllng .  .".-: 2. 35¢ ; .ff.; -. - - 1.91¢
'29#. B Thus, the hlgher trlppage rates achievable by means of -

Sa dep051t refund system could reduce contalner costs by O hl cents
_pex 26 0F. bottle. ; RE o ' '

_295. T-” Qonsumers who returned beer ﬁottles for dep051t refunds would
_incur'é diéufilify édst of up to 5 cents. If 2 5 cents 15 glven as an o A

'-estlmate of the average_cost of the dlsutllity of effort in returnlng n

a beer bottle and - if 90'percent of bottles are r@turned, the average

'-dlsutlllty cost ber contalner sold is 2 25 cents.

296, - : Estlmates of the total costs of compulsory dep051t leglslatlon ap-
_plqugto beer oontalners therefore can -be glven'.
(1) Assumlng that all cans and nonmreturnable bottles are
' replaced by returnable bottles. L
' : i Per Container

(a) 13 oz, .cans “and non—returnable " Replaced
bottles « o Lo
Resource saving in market sector . 2.5¢
'_ D1sut111ty imposed on consumers 37218¢
‘Net .cost . ._.718¢

~Estimated pumber of 13 oz. con-
talners sold, 1973~ Th

Total Cost

802 8 mllllan
5 5 76H mmlllon

! It is'unfortunaﬁe'that‘it seems'impossible, from'fhe informdtion'
avallable to make judgments about the relative costs of the two collection
methods, since a substantial difference in their costs could slgniflcantly

affect the total cost of the compulsory dep051t scheme.,
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(b) 26 oz. cans -:_: Lo -'._ Per Can Replaced

_Resource sav1ng in market sector _ 2. 5¢
"iDlsutlllty lmposed on. consumers _-3.6¢
Net cost SR '*{*-g' C.tg

Estlmated number of cans sold, ol s
1973—7h Cosb.z 'million

Total Cost . § 0.376 million

'(c) 26 0%, bottles (Deposzt system : -
.Qreplaczng SpeClallSt collectlon) Per Bottle

‘Resource saving in market sector 0. kg
Pisutility imposed on consumers 2.25¢
‘Net cost _ S o ' ' - 1. 81¢

Estlmated number of bottles sold,
. : ©1973-74 8hz.4 million

_Total Cost = § 15.247 million
:Grand Total Cbsf ¢ 21.387 miiliqn

(4i) Assuming that cans and non-returnable bottles are not

replaced. )
'_{a) ALY disposable containers - ‘Per Container
Collection.costé borne by . . -
retailers and brewers L 1.0¢
Disutility imposed on consumers 1.8¢
. . Total Cost 2,8¢

Estlmated number of non-returnable : )
contalners sold, 1973-Th 837 - million

Total Cost $ 23.436 mwillion

{b) 26 oz, bottles - :
Total Cost {(as above) $ 21.387 million

Grand Total Cest . § 44,823 mi Llion

-297. ) The effect of & deposit scheme on soft drink consumers and

producers is different to the way a compulsory deposlt scheme would

affect beer producers and consumers. : I S

298, The consumer costs resulting from a switch-over from 13 oz,
cans to returnable bottles would, on average, be smaller for beer than
for so0ft drinks:; this is because some consumers would gain from beiné

able to choose returnable bottles - a choice not currently available.’
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'299. S Wlth 26 oz. Botties, compulsory dep051t leglslatlon would .
alter the method of collectlon rather than the type of contalner. The
savlngs in contalner costs made by repla01ng the sp901a115t collector
'gsystem by the dep051t refund system would be small relatlve to the
,costs of 1nconven1ence 1mposed upon consumers. The spe01allst collector
”system achieves reasonable economy in the use éf contalners at low '
’cost° the much hlgher costs 1nvolved in the dep051t—refund system are
‘not Justlfled by the addltlonal savmngs in container cost nor does it

: seem llkely that they would be Justlfled by 11tter reduotlon beneflts.
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CONCLUSIONS

‘300, . The Committee coneludes'that aIStudy of problems aeeocieted

8 w1th the dlsposal of beverage contalners 1n 1solat10n from packaglng
-_and solid waste generally 15 unsatlsfactory._ We are consc10us, however,
'that the reference glven the Committee by the Mlnlster for the Env1ronment
jand Conservatlon reflected the wishes of the Australlan Env1ronment‘ - .

j3Counc11 and that the environmental 1mpact of beverage contalners, whlle _7

'only part_of a wider problem, re;ees a number of specific issues.

.301. o Non«returnable beverage contginers for beer and soft drinks

comprlse a hlghly v151ble, readily identifiable and growing proportion

- of lltter.

_302. e The’ cost .to the consumer of - beverages currently m&rketed in
non—returnable contalner51s @nerally 3 cents above the cost of the-:-
same beverage sold in a returnable_depos;tfbearxng container if the
'deﬁosit is redeeﬁed. . SN T :
303, Until'recently, the returneble.glass bottle was ‘the normal
type ‘of container for beer, carbonated soft .drinks and mllk.- The :
packaglng 1ndustry 1ncrea51ngly has replaced these. contalners w1th
non-returnable cans ‘and bottles. This process has 1nv01ved the demise
cof local bottllng and brew1ng flrms and the increasing eonsolldatlon of
rbeverage manufacture 1n the hands of natlonal brand manufacturers._
rEncouragement *o thls trend has been glven by heavy advertlsmng and
promotlon and by the 1ncrea51ng development w1th1n the communlty of

demands for 'convenlence' packaglng.-

.30&._ . The costs to the communlty of thls convenience are summarlsed_-
- as higher costs to the consumer for the actual beverage contents of
non-returnable contazners,'a high and growing component of beverage _
containers in litter; aveidable use of scarce reseurces in the manufacture
of containers for which an alternative reueable_product is.available.and

exacerbation of the growing problems of solid waste disposal

305, . The beverage contalner component of litter is the issue which
has created the greatest public concern and comment.z The scale of the
problem can be illustrated by the fact that of the 3,491 million beverage
containers (bottles and:-cans) filled in 1972-73, it is estimated that

2.6 percent or some 91,1 miliion items_were littered,
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306 i More blgnlilcant 1n Ieai Lerms is that the lnCFOdHLHF huzdvn
'-of costs for litter collact1on dﬂd HOlld waste dlSprdi fails iaxeei\

0Il lccal government authorltles and ullimately on ratepayerw.

1307._ :'f The Commltree regect@d Lhe propObal thdt a small Lax @ whould

be 1mposed on all non- returnable béve;aye couralnerﬁ W1Lh the funda
collected belng u%ud to Elndnce iliter collection. and to 1mp70vv ontmrcem
.ment educatlon an& equapmenb lhis meaau:e would not derLil\ djlect
ﬂ,the level of 11tter credted by beverage contalners buL wouid dpj To .

~allev1ate the problem once 1L has occurred

.308 - The Commattee concludea Lhat 1mpoq1t10n oi a bubstantldl td\
Von beverage contalnera not carrying ‘a d&pOHlL would ha\o the erffect

of dlscouraglng their use by 1nc;eaaLng the coet dajf@rentfal between
:the contents of contaln@rs not carr}jﬂﬁ a depOSLt and ihobe Larr)in?

a dep051t

309._--'. Maﬁﬁfﬁéturérs'of all IIOYEw deposit bearing be\erdge contalners

“.could be expected to react by 1mpeslnw a depoalt on 5uch contd;ner& and
lltterlng of - them would be dlbLouraged by “the moneiary motive for their.
return. In addition, there would ‘be ‘an -incentive for others-toacoliect

-discarded:deposithearihg Contaiﬁersf

310, T The tax ralsed on non—deposjt bearlng centalﬂers would be
‘channelled through 1ocal govcrnment and ofher bodiea roaponblble for
‘iittfer coliectlon and dete dl:pObdl dnd te flnance other antl litter .
'measures such ab publlc educatlon programs, enforcement of Jltter laws

and the prov1slon of lltter blnb and LOllPCthn fac1llt10&.

3. o A tax system ccmblned with dep051ts fer bexerage coﬁtalners
‘used for beer and soft drinks would have the follow1ng results-
(a) consxderably reduce the beverage contalner component
_. 'fof 11tter-. ' _ '
:(b). achleve qubsténfial éa@ings ih fhe uée of resoafces'
.: Lurrently employed in the manufacture of non-returnable
”beverage gontalners* BT _
(¢) contribute te a significant extent to the reduction of
the total volume "of solid waste; '
d) wveduce the costs of litter collectlon-
) 'produce a monetary dincentive for the collectlon of
.11tﬁered-deposlt—bearlng beverage.contalners;‘

{£) provide funds for the collection orf littered containers;




-7 -

](g) create gréater-éwareness of the desirability.of conserviné -
.:flnlte resources and encourage the development of a communlty
phllosophy derCth to this end; - e :
 (h) :reduce other forms of }ittOT as a secondary 1mpact since
lltter is known to encourago iurther 1itter1ng, '

.(i) prov1de an equltable contribution to the beverage contalner.
1litter problem 5Jnce litterers would forteLL th61T deposlts
or pay a tax to be used fer the collection of litters

:(j) Consumers wouid enJoy lower net prices for.beferéges
assumlng a tax and deposlt scheme led Lé_a move away from

nonwreturnabie Contalners.

312, Special factors ex1st in the case of 7“0 ml glabs boor bottles
whlch already have a Very high rate of return w1th0ut a depo%lt through
an efflcmently organlsed and long—standlng scheme operated by mar3ne )
dealers. In the interests of unzformlty and to ensure contlnued re-use -
of thls Evype of contazner, we believe bhat tho same condltlons should

_apply as to other beverage containers.

313, . ' There are dlfflcultles a55001ated with plac;ng a dep031t on
Ari 1tem such as a steel or alumlnlum can which is greater than its 1nherent
: 'value and for that reason the Commlttee rejected a unlform dep051t on

-all contalners as an unsuitable solutlon.

'31ﬁ o E% is.desirable in the Ausiralian con%éxt for an optional
Itaxjéeposit scheme to ‘involve to the maximum extent existing marine
.dealers who have the organisational_structure to operate a syétem of direct

.'purchase of dep091tnbearlm§contalnerb from the publlc and retall outlets.

315. : . The Committee expresses concern at. the expandlng use of plastic
'and coated éardbaard containers for beverages and milk and the resultant
~diitter and waste disposal problems. It will give greater consideration

to this trend in a succeeding report dealing with goiid waste ménagemen§

.generally.

316, " 'The Committee places on record its appreciation of the significant
. contrlbutlon to its work and dedlcatlon of the former Clerk to the Commlttee,

'-Mr T. J.P Rlchmond durlng this and earller 1nqu1r1es.

. . . . oo H.AL JENKENS
- December 1974 . -~ o SR, . Chairman







