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Introduction 
Over the past decade there have been significant developments in waste policy in response to the 

growing environmental problems of waste management in Australia and internationally. In recent 

years there has been increased pressure for governments to take an active role in reducing waste, 

developing resilient reuse markets, and moving our waste sector away from the traditional linear 

(take, make, dispose) economy and towards a circular economy that keeps resources in 

circulation rather than buried in landfill. 

In 2019 the Tasmanian government identified several waste management priorities. Along with key 

strategies and principles from the National Waste Policy 20181, this formed the basis of the 

Tasmanian Draft Waste Action Plan2 (WAP). This plan sets out a broad framework for waste 

management and resource recovery in Tasmania and sets out key actions and targets, which 

include: 

• Ensuring 100% of packaging is reusable, recyclable, or compostable by 2025; 

• Reduce waste generated in Tasmania by 5% per person by 2025 and 10% by 2030; 

• Achieve a 40% average recovery rate from all waste streams by 2025 and 80% by 2030; 

• Have the lowest incidence of littering in the country by 2023; 

• Work at the national level and with local government and businesses in Tasmania to phase 

out problematic and unnecessary plastics by 20253; 

• Reduce the volume of organic waste sent to landfill by 25% by 2025 and 50% by 2030. 

The Tasmanian Government have a number of strategies progressing to achieve these targets, 

including the introduction of a Container Refund Scheme, the development of an organics strategy, 

and the phase out of problematic and unnecessary plastics. For these programs to be successful 

there needs to be a significant shift in Tasmania’s attitude to waste. Most of the waste in Tasmania 

is disposed of at landfill – 67% of the waste generated, equating to around 500,000 tonnes per 

annum.  

A large part of this is because disposal to landfill is often more economic than sorting, processing, 

recycling, and reusing that waste. This stifles the resource recovery industry; restricting its 

capacity to expand and be profitable. Many existing recovery activities in Tasmania operate at a 

loss, subsidised by ratepayers, government grants or are ancillary to profitable material recovery. 

To change this behaviour and make the recovery of resources from waste more competitive the 

Tasmanian Government has committed to introducing a statewide compulsory waste levy. Waste 

levies have been used in other jurisdictions in Australia for many years to successfully drive the 

development of the resource recovery industry and to raise funding to invest in waste 

management programs and infrastructure.  

 
1
 https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-policy-2018 See also the National 

Waste Policy Action Plan 2019 https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-policy-
action-plan 
2
 https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-action-plan 

3
 Note that this was modified from the original 2030 date by the national target of 2025 that was agreed after the 

WAP had been released. 

https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-policy-2018
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-action-plan
https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-policy-2018
https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-policy-action-plan
https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-policy-action-plan
https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-policy-action-plan
https://www.environment.gov.au/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-policy-action-plan
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-action-plan
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The Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and the Environment (DPIPWE) conducted 

targeted consultation with local government, Regional Waste Management Groups, and waste 

industry to develop a levy scheme that would best serve the Tasmanian community. A Tasmanian 

Waste Impact Study was conducted with an economic analysis of the impact of the waste levy was 

also conducted to identify the optimal waste levy rate that will maximise diversion of waste 

without causing unnecessary cost to local government, ratepayers, and businesses4. 

As a result of this consultation and analysis, the Waste and Resource Recovery Bill 20215 (the Bill) 

was drafted. The Bill is the legislative mechanism for the introduction of the levy. It also addresses 

the governance of the waste levy funds by establishing the Tasmanian Waste and Resource 

Recovery Board (the Board) who will be responsible for the strategic planning of waste 

management in Tasmania and the disbursement of levy funds. 

Unique in Australia, the Bill will require all levy money collected to be deposited into a special 

purpose account (separate from consolidated revenue), to be used to meet the administrative and 

compliance costs of the waste levy, and to otherwise be reinvested into resource recovery and 

waste management infrastructure, education, research, and programs. 

The Bill was released to the public for general consultation on 9 February 2021 and the 

consultation period ran until 12 March 2021. The supporting materials released with the Bill 

include an Explanatory Paper6 describing how the provisions of the Bill will operate. DPIPWE 

officers also conducted forums with local government and targeted stakeholders to discuss the 

impact of the Bill. 

  

 
4
 see the Tasmanian waste levy impact study – Urban EP report (September 2020) available on the DPIPWE website 

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill 
5
 https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill 

6
 https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill 

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/environmental-management/waste-and-resource-recovery-bill
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Executive Summary 
There were 31 formal submissions received as part of the public consultation process for the Bill, 

encompassing the views of local government, regional groups, industry representatives, waste and 

recovery businesses, commercial and not for profit organisations, and individuals in respect of the 

proposed legislation.  

Overwhelmingly there is support for the introduction of a waste levy in Tasmania and approval for 

the scheme as drafted. Only two submissions stated that they did not support a waste levy at all – 

and this related to concerns about the impact of the cost of the levy rather than the overall policy. 

There is a general theme of acknowledgement that the waste levy will form part of a greater 

system for the management of waste in Tasmania, forming a statewide comprehensive framework 

to reduce waste and better manage it. 

It was also generally accepted that the increased cost to businesses and individuals is necessary to 

reflect the true cost of waste on our environment and society and is offset by ensuring that the 

levy funds are injected back into the community to stimulate the resource recovery sector, 

providing opportunities for economic growth and employment. 

However, some submissions also expressed concern relating to some of the detail of the Bill, 

confusion where aspects of the regulatory framework have not yet been developed, and caution in 

respect of potential adverse impacts.  

Concerns raised in the responses mainly related to: 

• Timing of the commencement of the levy; 

• Membership and powers of the Board; 

• Potential for increased illegal dumping of waste; and 

• Impact on remote communities. 

Detailed analysis of the feedback received is summarised below. 

Many of the submissions also made comment about the government’s waste policies and other 

waste initiatives. This was valuable feedback and contributes to the overall understanding of 

community expectations surrounding waste management. It will be passed on to officers involved 

in that work, but not elaborated on in this paper, where the focus is the Bill itself. 
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The Tasmanian Waste and Resource 

Recovery Board 

Structure and Appointments 

The Bill establishes the Board as a statutory entity of 5-7 members who are appointed by the 

Minister. Members must have skill or experience in a waste management or other areas relevant 

to the functions of the Board. One of the members must be a representative nominated by the 

Local Government Association of Tasmania (LGAT). Members are appointed for not more than 4 

years and not for more than 2 consecutive terms.  

Generally, the proposed Board structure was met with approval, although two submissions 

expressed concern that the appointment of members to the Board will be politicised as they are 

ministerial appointments. Alternatives offered were an independent appointment process 

(although just how independence would be achieved was not elaborated on) or a department-led 

management of waste levy funding. 

Some concern was expressed regarding the cost to maintain the Board. One recommendation 

was that an advisory group would be less expensive. Another suggestion was that staff for the 

Board could be drawn directly from local government. There were several comments to the effect 

that the costs of the Board should be kept to a minimum or capped so as not to drain funds 

available for waste infrastructure and programs. One submission questioned whether a Board was 

necessary. 

Selection of Board members was considered important to its success, with some 

recommendations that the skillset of the Board needs to be expanded to emphasize: 

• Re-use of waste (specifically the landfill re-use sector); 

• Circular economy; 

• Representation from “the breadth of experience in the sector”; 

• Start-ups and innovative projects (not just the established industry); and 

• Remote area and regional representation. 

There were strong representations from local government that the membership of the Board 

should have a larger local government presence to ensure that “as the principal waste 

management and resource recovery provider,” they are not dominated by the interests of industry 

players. It was suggested that a minimum of two members should be nominated by local 

government and further, that the Minister should consult with LGAT on all member appointments. 

Powers and Functions 

Under the Bill, the Board is required to prepare a 3-year waste strategy to identify objectives to 

maximise resource recovery and improve waste management practices and identify programs and 

projects to achieve those objectives. The requirements for the strategy should be read in 

conjunction with the overall functions of the Board; which include providing advice on waste 

issues to the Minister, promoting waste reduction and resource recovery, supporting State waste 

policies, coordinating with local authorities and industry, and promoting market development and 

infrastructure for resource recovery. 
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In respect of the waste strategy there was some criticism that a 3-year period is too short. It was 

suggested that a 5-year period should be used to give the strategy a better long-term focus and to 

enable more effective analysis of the gains and shortcomings of the initiatives that were adopted. 

A few submissions wanted a greater focus on the circular economy, suggesting that the scope of 

the strategy should be broadened to include coordinated action taken throughout the lifecycle of 

products, and promoting design and uptake of products that produce less waste to better capture 

the role of production and consumption in a circular economy system. 

The proposed powers and functions of the Board were generally considered appropriate, but 

there were some recommendations for additional functions of the Board, including: 

• A focus on Materials Recovery Facilities to ensure they are utilising the latest technology, 

industry trends and best environmental practice initiatives; 

• Emphasis on educational programs for the community regarding the proper sorting of 

waste to prevent contamination and allow for quality recycled product to be generated. 

• Identification of developing markets with holistic consideration for waste generation 

(throughout the lifecycle of the product); 

• Establish local industries and markets where they do not already exist, e.g., statewide 

organics processing. 
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The Waste Levy 

The Scheme Design 

The waste levy is designed to be applied at the landfill gate and paid by the landfill operator for 

each tonne of waste received. This will provide a financial incentive to divert waste prior to 

sending it to landfill. To encourage a final sorting of waste there is a rebate offered to landfill 

operators for each tonne of waste that they recover from landfill and take to a resource recovery 

facility. EPA Tasmania will be responsible for enforcing compliance with the levy requirements. 

Most responders supported the design as well as the intent and objects of the waste levy scheme. 

Some limitations of waste levy systems generally were noted in various submissions, including: 

• Waste levies are not a silver bullet; they must be part of a broader policy for waste and 

resource recovery that supports the waste management hierarchy and waste industry; 

• The success of the scheme depends on robust regulatory and policy settings; and 

• Levies can be a blunt policy instrument – given they are weight based they naturally achieve 

greatest results for heavier more homogenous materials and less optimal results for lighter 

complex materials. 

• A levy may only be partially effective in supporting kerbside recycling due to comingling and 

higher levels of contamination. 

These were expressed as issues for consideration to ensure the effectiveness of the levy design, 

and not problems that detract from the need for introducing a waste levy system in Tasmania. 

There were some suggestions for the definition of ‘resource recovery’. One was whether it could 

be clarified to ensure it covers the repair of disposed or donated items and the breakdown of 

those goods to salvage useable parts. Another was whether the recovery of energy from waste is 

a legitimate resource recovery activity that should be promoted by the Bill.  

A few submissions specifically suggested that biogas should be excluded as a recovery activity. 

Biogas occurs from the natural breakdown of organic matter within landfills and Australia wide is 

the largest existing source of energy from waste. Biogas is an important form of carbon abatement 

and accounts for nearly a third of avoided emissions. It is therefore important for landfill 

management, but a few respondents suggested it should not be considered a recovery activity in 

itself. Conversely, another respondent suggested that incentives should be offered for landfills who 

are proactive in the use of best practice environmental technologies, such as biogas, by offering 

them a reduction in the levy amount. 

Some responses requested more attention on waste generators (rather than focus on disposal 

only). As framed, the Bill places all the onus on landfill operators and it was suggested there could 

be obligations on producers to emphasise waste reduction (e.g. by reducing packaging). 

One submission argued that waste transfer stations are better placed to collect the levy than 

landfills. They expressed concern about the operational expenses of waste transfer stations as 

consumers learn to adapt their behaviour and accept increased costs of managing their waste. 

Another submission questioned the need for a rebate system for landfill operators to claim waste 

recovered from landfill and sent to a resource recovery site. They suggested that the focus should 
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be on only diverting waste from landfill in the first place, as a rebate could be abused by operators 

who stockpile waste at an alternative facility. 

Timing and Implementation 

There were several submissions, particularly from local government, expressing significant concern 

with the proposed 1 November 2021 commencement date for levy collection. 

It was submitted that this is insufficient time to facilitate the changes necessary to apply the levy to 

council operations and kerbside waste collection. The proposed commencement date does not fit 

in with council budget cycles. Commencing the levy in the middle of the financial year means the 

added cost of waste disposal has not been accounted for in rates notices and will need to be 

absorbed by council budgets – likely seeing a deferral of council waste programs, such as 

introducing kerbside FOGO (food organics and garden organics) collection. 

Further, there are details for the operation of the levy that need to be finalised in the regulations, 

such as waste exemptions and the data required for the waste return. Until the regulations are 

passed there will be uncertainty about the actions required to implement the levy, and a short 

turn around between the legislation being passed and the commencement of levy liability leaves 

little time to make the necessary administrative, software, staffing and infrastructure changes. 

Concern was also expressed that there would be insufficient time to renegotiating contracts for 

kerbside collection where councils have contracted out this work. Also, that there would be 

insufficient time for the market to respond and transition to the new regulatory environment.  

It was strongly argued that the good intentions of the Bill may be compromised if implementation 

is rushed. 

Local government advocate to commence the levy on 1 July 2022 with staged increases also 

scheduled to align with the start of the financial year. 

The Levy Rate 

The levy rate will be set in the regulations. The intention for a staged introduction of the levy, 

starting at $20 per tonne of waste disposed of to landfill and increasing to $60 per tonne over 4 

years, was described in the Explanatory Paper to invite submission on this important issue. 

Responses were strongly in favour of staggering the amount of the levy in its introduction. This 

was expressed as necessary to allow time to make changes to waste management and disposal 

behaviour before the rate of the levy becomes more costly. Benefits to this strategy were noted, 

including: 

• Allowing time for individuals, businesses, and the community to adjust to the new 

regulations; 

• Providing clear projections for the pricing structure, giving certainty to the waste industry, 

and informing decision making; and 

• Giving the resource recovery sector time to expand and improve infrastructure ahead of 

the anticipated increase in demand. 

Only one submission suggested an alternative staged progression - by increasing the levy at a rate 

of $10 per tonne annually with the same start and end rate. 
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Most submissions supported the proposed levy rates or offered no objection to them. Although a 

number expressed concern that the levy should not become a mere revenue raising exercise for 

the government. 

Two responses expressed concern that the $20 per tonne starting point will be insufficient to 

change disposal behaviours. One response strongly argued that the starting rate is “wholly 

inadequate given it will do little to enable resource recovery infrastructure investment in 

Tasmania” and will “fail to shift the dial on greater diversion nor boost local economies and jobs.” 

This respondent suggested that the Tasmanian Government should consider raising the starting to 

point to at least $70 per tonne. 

No other responder supported such a high levy rate, with most conscious of the price shock to 

businesses and ratepayers by jumping straight to a higher rate. It should also be noted that the 

modelling in the levy impact study found that $60 per tonne is the optimal levy rate, and the point 

at which most people will change their waste disposal practices. A higher levy rate is projected to 

make little to no difference in diversion rates. 

Landfill Operator Obligations 

Some useful practical issues were raised by responders involved in landfilling activities, which will 

help inform some of the detail of the Bill and the regulations. For instance, there was criticism of 

the requirement to provide a levy return and make payment within 10 days of the end of the 

month. It was suggested that this will advantage sites that accept cash at the gate and be 

detrimental to those that are automated or have customer accounts. Many presently accept waste 

on 30-day accounts. A 10 day return means they may not have been paid themselves at the time 

the levy is due, and will be at significant financial risk should the customer default on their debt or 

become insolvent. A 30-day levy return was recommended by some responses, with one asking 

for a 60-day levy return. 

A number of submissions demanded urgent clarity on what details and data would be required for 

the waste levy return. This information will affect what administration and software upgrades 

facilities require to be compliant with the regulations and ready to collect the levy when it 

commences. A related concern is transparency for how facilities will pass on the levy, with some 

responses calling for requirements for landfill operators to state the levy component on receipts 

and invoices for their fees. 

Another issue is how facilities can distinguish landfill from recovery works at the same facility. Also 

referred to as multi-use sites, they recover waste disposed of to landfill and process it themselves 

on-site as part of the same permit area. This creates the potential for confusion regarding what 

waste attracts the levy and what may be rebateable – making fraudulent behaviour difficult to 

detect and compliance an onerous task. DPIPWE officers have discussed with some local 

governments and stakeholders the use of Waste Levy Compliance Management Plans in lieu of 

prescriptive regulations to ensure that landfilling activities are kept separate and that all waste to 

landfill is weighed. This would see EPA Tasmania working with operators to develop a workable 

arrangement for the needs of that site. So far there has been support for this approach, but 

further development is needed on the details. 

Some submissions advocated for the compulsory use of weighbridges. It was argued that 

weighbridges are the only reliable way to track waste, and the accurate and timely recording of 
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waste data will be essential for future planning and the work of the Board. However, other 

responses cautioned that making weighbridges compulsory would be disastrous for smaller 

facilities who don’t already have one and are not planning for this infrastructure. They may be 

forced to close or convert to a Waste Transfer Station if allowance is not made for their 

circumstances. 

If weighbridges are not made compulsory (or if they are phased in over time) volumetric 

conversion guidelines will need to be adopted for consistency of data recording. It was 

recommended that the details of such a guide be released as soon as possible to assist with fee 

scheduling and budgeting. One response recommended adopting the conversion model used in 

Western Australia.  

Volumetric surveys are generally accepted as a means of checking and investigating the waste data 

provided by operators and they are often required under existing landfill permit conditions. 

However, the permit-required surveys may not coincide with the timeframe for annual surveys 

under the Bill. Some submissions queried whether existing surveys would suffice, or if the Bill 

requires separate and additional volumetric surveys? One suggested means to address this may be 

to grant the EPA Director the power to waive volumetric survey requirements under the Bill 

where appropriate. 

Exempt Facilities 

The Tasmanian Minerals, Manufacturing & Energy Council (TMEC) noted several instances where activities 

of its members may be inadvertently captured by the definition of landfill under the Bill, and thereby be 

subject to the obligations of the levy. Specific examples of exemptions sought include: 

• Residual aggregate which is separated from the desired ore and stored on the Approved Mining 

Lease or an associated entity; 

• Clean fill and other materials used in the rehabilitation of minerals sites; 

• Placement of tailings and waste rock as approved by the mining lease and EPA. 

It is also expected that agricultural facilities will be inadvertently impacted by the Bill, from bio spreading or 

other disposal of waste to land. The Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association (TFGA) indicated their 

concern about the impact of the levy on their members but did not suggest specific exemptions that they 

would seek. Further consultation on exempt facilities is required. 

Exempt Wastes 

Submissions supported the exemptions in the Bill for asbestos and illegally dumped waste 

collected by a public authority, but there was some concern that loads may be deliberately 

contaminated with a small amount of asbestos just to secure an exemption. There was also 

concern surrounding the workability of the term ‘illegally dumped waste’ and how could this be 

claimed where there is a mixed load of council collected waste, or where the waste is disposed of 

a waste transfer station instead directly to a landfill. In addition, it was questioned whether 

‘collection by a public authority’ could include contractors. Stakeholder discussion on these points 

during the consultation period suggested that these exemptions may be better placed in the 

regulations where greater detail and conditions can be included. 

Illegal dumping of waste is also a problem for private businesses and landowners. Some 

submissions recommended that waste from illegal dumping should be exempt from the levy for 
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everyone, so as not to increase the burden of cleaning up other people’s waste. It was also 

suggested that the Board could operate a program to compensate for illegal dumping broadly 

instead of just for charities. 

One submission indicated that the residential construction sector should be exempt from the levy 

as it may impact on business viability and housing affordability if not exempted or at least given a 

longer phase in time to adjust. 

Various responses noted that waste levies are a “mixed blessing” for recyclers – they promote 

diversion and greater volumes to resource recovery, but recyclers themselves dispose of 

substantial amounts of waste to landfill in the form of residual waste, sometimes referred to as 

shredder floc. This impact on recyclers could undermine the intent of the levy if allowance isn’t 

made in the legislation. Some responses noted that any exemption for residuals should be 

balanced, to reflect legitimate residuals from recycling operations with appropriate controls such 

as residuals that cannot be recycled with best practices and have no alternative but disposal.  

Discussion with landfill operators has highlighted a need to adequately provide for landfill 

engineering and operating materials. Landfills use waste materials such as clean fill for daily cover, 

rehabilitation works and construction. Some of this material is brought onto the site for an 

operational purpose (never intended for disposal), others may be recovered from the landfill itself. 

It would be unfair to charge a landfill the levy for waste that is being used for a legitimate purpose 

or is a requirement of their permit – this is a kind of resource recovery after all. The issue is how 

to account for it in a way that is workable for sites but isn’t open to misuse and compliance 

concerns. 

One suggestion is to offer every landfill a flat exemption amount (such as 10% of waste received) 

to account for waste materials used for operational uses. Another is to tie the exemption to the 

requirements of their permit conditions. Apart from noting that something needs to be done to 

account for operational materials no preferences for how this is done was offered in the 

submissions. 

Adverse Impacts 

A few submissions reflected on the risk of stockpiling from: 

• Landfill operators stockpiling recoverable waste to obtain a higher rebate amount at 

scheduled increases; 

• Resource recovery sites stockpiling waste due to an inability to process the volume of 

demand, or waiting for the market price of the recovered material to rise; and 

• Illegal stockpiling/dumping, e.g. from waste transporters looking to avoid paying the levy. 

Conversely one response remarked that the Bill should promote the aggregation of similar waste 

streams to achieve an economic processing scale, and measures to incentivise potential suppliers 

to supply or develop the technology to process the waste stockpile into products or goods. 

Several responses emphasised a need to ensure that the penalty provisions are severe enough to 

deter illegal activity, and ensure a level playing field or neutral competitive impact across all 

landfills. As drafted, the Bill provides penalties for landfill operators who fail to comply with 

requirements under the Bill or as may be prescribed in the regulations. One suggestion that came 
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out of the submissions was to include an offence provision for resource recovery sites to ensure 

that they also comply with regulatory requirements, e.g., for stockpiling. 

The issue of illegally dumped waste was raised in many of the submissions and during various 

forums discussing the Bill. Generally, there is concern that the levy will add further to the cost 

burden for clean-up of illegally dumped waste, penalising businesses, and councils for the cost of 

cleaning up someone else’s waste. There is also concern that the increased cost of waste disposal 

would cause an increase in illegal dumping which will spike at each staged increase of the waste 

levy rate. 

These are problems that have been experienced in other jurisdictions that introduce a waste levy. 

A number of suggestions were made to address it: 

• Targeted monitoring and prevention programs; 

• Robust enforcement controls; 

• Compliance management plans; 

• Ensuring the EPA has sufficient funds for compliance work; 

• Regional illegal dumping programs; 

• Education programs; and 

• Funding for community clean-up activities. 

Another adverse outcome from the levy may be an increase in avoidant behaviour by hiding items 

under other waste (such as green waste) in a load that is presented at landfill or a waste transfer 

station. This behaviour already occurs from customers attempting to avoid higher gate fees for 

things such as tyres and e-waste. It’s suggested that this behaviour may increase – causing a loss 

for the waste transfer station or landfill who fail to account for non-recoverable waste in their 

fees. One suggestion is to have a penalty for individuals who do this. 

Assistance for Charities 

Responses acknowledged the potential impact of the levy on charity organisations that accept 

donations of goods from the public. It is accepted that part of this problem needs to be tackled 

with an education campaign to advise well-meaning people what they should and should not be 

sending to charity. But there will always be residual waste that charities bear the cost of disposal 

for. The Bill proposes to address this by making it part of the functions of the Board to administer 

an assistance program for registered charities. This approach is supported by Charitable Recycling 

Australia who advise that this mechanism provides better certainty and support to charities than 

exemptions that can be difficult to administer and enforce and are often not passed on in full by 

the Waste Transfer Station or landfill due to the opacity in which they structure their fees and the 

co-mingling of wastes (often collected by contractors who collect from various businesses for each 

load of waste). 

One responder expressed concern that small operators may be unable to meet the requirements 

of the definition of ‘charitable recycler’ under the Bill. Responses generally accepted that some 

limitations are needed to ensure that only legitimate charities involved in recovery works receive 

assistance because of the unfair impact of the levy from dumped waste and residual waste from 

their recovery activities – not simply because they are a business that does some charitable work. 
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Some submissions from local government and the waste industry have questioned how this will 

affect the discount or concessions that some councils already offer to charities. There was also 

strong submission that more needs to be done to assist charities to divert as much waste as 

possible from landfill, by sorting their waste and utilising other recovery facilities. 

Education and Community Engagement 

Several representations have been made expressing concern for the safety of frontline staff at 

landfills and Waste Transfer Stations. Front line staff already suffer abuse from customers 

aggrieved by waste fees and charges; increasing operating fees to account for the waste levy is 

likely to exacerbate occurrences of abuse. 

Several strong representations have been made recommending a pro-active and far-reaching 

campaign to educate the community on the ensuing increase to waste fees. For instance, 

something similar to the “No-one Deserves a Serve” campaign run by SDA (the trade union 

representing retail, fast food, and warehouse employees). It is suggested that this should be 

combined with educational messages on the benefits of the levy, and that state government should 

collaborate with local government on a communications strategy.  

Other important areas that could benefit from an educational campaign suggested in the 

submissions include: 

• Illegal dumping education programs; 

• Promotion of the reuse sector; 

• Reduction of contamination and improving sorting of waste; 

• Charity dumping; and 

• Reducing waste. 

Educating the community on the importance of reducing contamination of recylate has been 

emphasised many times. Contamination of loads is one of the main reasons waste transfer stations 

and resource recovery facilities are forced to send recoverable material to landfill. 
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Disbursement of Levy Funding 
Although the proposed waste levy received overwhelming support, that support was often 

expressed as conditional on ensuring that the levy funds are fully reinvested for use in waste 

recovery, management, and minimisation. 

As drafted, the Bill allows for set disbursements to be made in the regulations for levy 

administration and compliance costs, and for a regional allocation of levy funds. Several 

submissions want to see capping of the administrative and compliance allocations to maximise the 

amount available for the work of the Board.  

Submissions on the disbursement of funds often expressed concern about the lack of detail in the 

Bill – especially for the amount of financial support to be provided for the work of Regional Waste 

Management Groups (RWMG). There are three RWMG in Tasmania, in the South, North and 

North-West. Not all councils are members of one. They are funded from a voluntary levy applied 

at member council landfills or through an allocation of funds from the budget of member councils. 

They are an important part of waste industry and management in Tasmania – by pooling the funds 

of member councils to strategically invest in better infrastructure, decrease service costs, and run 

education campaigns. The Tasmanian Government has committed to continuing their funding with 

a disbursement from the waste levy. 

A model for determining how much funding RWMG will receive is yet to be determined. One 

submission called for this amount to be set in the Bill as opposed to part of the detail to be set in 

the regulations. Some responders were concerned about what the distribution model will look 

like, suggesting equity of funding should be preferred to simply matching the revenue some 

RWMG currently raise from voluntary waste levies.  

The Local Government Association of Tasmania argued that an equitable disbursement model 

could be based on a population or waste tonnage basis. Another submission from local 

government suggested that the disbursement model could be based on percentage of levy 

collected in the region.  

All respondents commenting on this issue argued that the work of the RWMG must be 

maintained with guaranteed funding. 
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Impact on Remote Areas 

A major concern requiring consideration in the Bill is around the way the waste levy will impact 

remote communities, and also the way the levy can be used to benefit them. 

Advice from local government on remote areas (such as the West Coast, and King and Flinders 

Islands) is that their waste services are run as a community service not a for-profit industry. The 

tyranny of distance and the relatively small and dispersed population makes it difficult to attract 

contractors to service the area, to establish central infrastructure, or to offer the opportunities 

for waste diversion available in metropolitan areas. This means if there is to be any waste service 

at all in these areas, local councils need to operate it themselves, and the service is funded by 

ratepayers (including for industrial and commercial wastes). 

An increase in operational costs from the waste levy means that the council budget takes a direct 

hit. The council will need to reallocate funds from other project areas, delaying plans to improve 

waste infrastructure and operation. Further, remote areas are often at a disadvantage when it 

comes to applying for grant money – they have limited administration support to dedicate to 

complex application processes, and in terms of potential return they cannot compete with larger 

population areas.  

It is not simply a lack of infrastructure and established industry, remote areas have unique 

challenges; such as a limited operating hours and staff for waste collection and landfill facilities, 

existing issues with illegal dumping activity, and daunting transport costs. 

Despite the risk of being disadvantaged by the waste levy, most remote areas (except for Central 

Highlands Council) support its introduction. Tasmania’s remote areas are also some of the most 

environmentally sensitive regions, where good waste management is important for the protection 

of biodiversity, state tourism and Brand Tasmania. They stand to benefit from improving the state 

waste practices across the board, provided they are not left behind in terms of funding and 

overlooked in the waste strategy. 

Several practical suggestions have been made to ensure that remote areas are not disadvantaged 

by the Bill, these include: 

• Exempting remote areas from the Bill or phasing in the levy after infrastructure is 

established; 

• Returning as much of the levy collected in remote areas as possible back to remote 

communities; 

• Providing fair access to funding by having a non-competitive grants process (making the 

priority equity of service rather than profitability); 

• Making equitable provision of waste services to remote areas a priority in the Board’s waste 

strategy; 

• Funding provided on an allocation basis (as applied in the Roads to Recovery funding); 

• Providing a remote area allocation in regional disbursements; and 

• Making funding available for operational costs as well as capital works. 

 



 

 

 

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

Phone: (03) 6165 4599 

Email: WIS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  

www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

mailto:WIS.Enquiries@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
http://www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au/

