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1. Executive Summary

AgStewardship Australia Limited welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the
Draft National Waste Reduction Framework (“the Framework”).

AgStewardship Australia is a newly established not-for-profit company that will develop and
implement stewardship programs through the agricultural and agvet chemical chain from
product to disposal. Formed by chemical producers, resellers, farmers and local government,
AgStewardship Australia will extend the work of AgSafe Ltd to enhance the safe and responsible
recycling and disposal of agricultural chemicals containers. It also aims to build Australia’s
reputation as a responsible, clean provider of products in domestic and international markets,
and in the longer term identify new stewardship opportunities in the agribusiness sector.

AgStewardship Australia supports the Framework’s focus on “taking responsibility" and the role
stewardship has in contributing to the formation of the National Waste Policy. The Framework and
ultimately the policy should promote supply-chain ownership over reliance on regulatory
intervention, maintain flexibility towards different stewardship/EPR approaches, play a supportive
and assisting role rather than being prescriptive and model a facilitating and coordinating role of
government in assisting business, end users and the community in embracing product stewardship.
Our assessment of the draft framework is summarised as follows:

e Ownership and responsibility of product life-cycle issues are key success factors in voluntary
stewardship programs. AgStewardship considers voluntary participation in stewardship as an
important model for the National Waste Policy to embrace and foster.

e |tis recognised that where there is sustained resistance by the supply-chain to take
responsibility in product stewardship matters and where there is considerable health, social
amenity or environmental risk to the community, a regulatory response may be warranted.
However, such intervention should not negatively impact on effective voluntary programs.

e Flexibility is a key principle that should inform all aspects of the framework, including how it
responds to different types of stewardship models, governance structures and the nature
of regulation it may propose.

e AgStewardship Australia agrees that the National Waste Policy should aim have a level playing
field for all manufacturers, importers and consumers. However the cost/benefit of legislation to
underpin this should be assessed in relation to non regulatory tools that can capture the cost
advantage free-riders attain in not participating in stewardship schemes. This is particularly so
in stewardship schemes where there is a high rate of industry membership, as the cost of
implementing a regulatory response may outstrip the benefits achievable due to a small
proportion of companies and materials that remain outside of the scheme.

e The Framework should facilitate and coordinate stewardship support and assistance on an
inter and intra-jurisdictional basis. It should focus on furthering the consistency and
seamlessness between jurisdictions and fostering whole-of-government approaches to
waste management in operations and policy development.

e It also has a useful role in identifying common areas of benefit between different
stewardship/ERP activities and facilitating research into these areas and providing
assistance through seed-funding support of innovation in new areas of stewardship.
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2. About AgStewardship Australia

In 2008 a review was commissioned by Agsafe Limited to determine the most appropriate
and cost effective business model for the Industry Waste Reduction Scheme (IWRS), which
instigated and implemented the drumMUSTER® and ChemClear® programs. The formation of
AgStewardship Australia Limited was in response to the reviews findings, enabling membership
to be drawn from a wider range of key stakeholders and provide greater strategic impetus to
managing these programs.

AgStewardship’s membership consists of the National Farmers’ Federation, the Animal
Health Alliance (Australia), Veterinary Manufacturers and Distributors Association, CropLife
Australia and the Australian Local Government Association.

AgStewardship Australia also manages the levies collected under the IWRS and will work
with governments, farmer groups, chemical industry, the community, local government and
regulatory authorities involved in the waste disposal of agricultural and veterinary chemicals
and containers to further expand on the success of the drumMUSTER® and ChemClear®
programs. These programs provide for the collection and recycling of empty agricultural and
veterinary chemical containers and the safe collection and disposal of old, unregistered and
unwanted agricultural and veterinary chemicals.

DrumMuster® is celebrating its 10™ anniversary in 2009, collecting over 13 million chemical
containers Australia-wide, diverting around 18,000 tonnes of material from landfill. ChemClear® was
established in 2003 to address the further appearance of unwanted chemicals after the one-off state
and federally funded ChemCollect program that ran between 2000 and 2002. Since that time it has
collected over 145,000It/kg of unwanted agricultural and veterinary chemicals. AgStewardship
Australia has contracted Agsafe Limited to continue to deliver these programs on its behalf.

It is also charged with building new opportunities in agricultural stewardship. In this regard
its vision is to play an ongoing role in invigorating leadership within the Agribusiness sector to
ensure responsibility is taken by all parts of the supply chain in safely managing products
through their life cycle.

AgStewardship Australia welcomes the development of a national waste policy framework that
sets a clear direction for businesses, industry, government and the community, which has the
flexibility to encompass different models of stewardship without impeding their effectiveness or
adding unnecessary costs and facilitates coordination at the local, state and federal level. The
drumMuster® and ChemClear® programs are insightful case studies from which the Framework can
draw, particularly in the benefits of a voluntary approach to product stewardship.



3. Comments on the Draft Framework

3.1 Points of Clarification: Product Stewardship

AgStewardship considers that the Framework should aim to facilitate, assist and actively
encourage stewardship schemes, rather than be prescriptive on scheme models or operations.
It should recognise the maturity and efficacy of schemes and offer assistance where outcomes
may fall short due to resource or market failures or regulatory impediments. In cases where
stewardship is emerging or immature a role exists for the Framework to foster and facilitate
bringing together stakeholders, offering them best practice guidance in establishing schemes.
Regulatory or co-regulatory schemes should apply where there is continued failure by the
industry to adopt responsibility for the product’s life-cycle, and such behaviour results in
demonstrated serious costs or risks to the community.

To this end, AgStewardship Australia endorses the findings of the Productivity Commission’s
(2006) preferred approach to determine whether government should intervene in stewardship
schemes. This involves using timely, rigorous processes for identifying where intervention is
justified, ensuring that the focus is on health, environment and social amenity issues and for
government to give closer consideration of other non-regulatory approaches.

The Framework suggests the use of an “opt-in” accreditation mechanism. AgStewardship
recognises that this could provide useful consumer information when faced with a range of
products participating in different stewardship schemes, enabling confidence in purchasing
decisions based on the extent and quality of industry responsibility with product life-cycle.

However, further information on what the accreditation process involves, how it would be
implemented and the expertise required to accredit organisations would be required before any
further assessment of the impact and effectiveness of such a program and the extent to which it
may encourage or discourage industries to participate in stewardship schemes.

For example, while appropriate governance structures are necessary for successful and
sustainable stewardship programs, the governance arrangements encompassed in the Framework
would need to be flexible to the different models of stewardship, from an individual organisation or
EPR, to an industry-wide scheme or a community run initiative. Other considerations would be
demonstration of the risk or cost to be managed, the intent of the scheme, whether it has
transparent and measurable objectives and its performance in meeting these.

The Framework should also play a coordinating role, enabling the identification of
opportunities for beneficial cooperation across stewardship schemes and in facilitating a whole
of government approach at the Federal level.

Different stewardship schemes may have beneficial areas of cooperation, such as transport
distribution routes, collection points and recycling markets or disposal infrastructure (in the case of
hazardous chemicals). The Framework could provide a mechanism for seed-funding and initiating or
brokering research for and with interested parties into the feasibility of sharing infrastructure and
logistics to reduce costs, risks, duplication and increase convenience to the end user.



The Framework seeks to allow business/sectors to implement stewardship schemes that
best suit their needs, which is endorsed by AgStewardship Australia. However, this raises the
issue of how industry or the community would initiate product stewardship. Government
supporting innovation in stewardship schemes would be a valuable mechanism to include in the
Framework. This is because schemes may have limited resources to devote to research and
development, either through the amount available or due to industry agreements/regulatory
arrangements that stipulate particular use of funds precluding investigation of new areas. Seed-
funding for this purpose would give direct support to stewardship programs in identifying and
validating new product life-cycle issues where stewardship is warranted.

AgStewardship Australia is a case in point, where its charter includes identifying and
researching new areas of stewardship within the agribusiness sector, such as plastic grain
storage bags, yet its funding is collected for subsidising the collection of agvet chemical
containers and unwanted chemicals. In this example AgStewardship Australia would need to
seek new stakeholder partners and find alternative funding sources to fulfil this aspect of its
charter. Initial funding assistance would facilitate defining the problem, identifying risks,
whether a stewardship program is warranted and if so, and the most appropriate model to
adopt. The ability to apply this research early in the process would life the efficiency in
achieving the Framework’s intention for stewardship to be adopted by business and community.

An example where this has applied in the past has been with the formation of ChemClear®
program post the ChemCollect initiative, where addressing Group 2 chemicals has been
subsidised by State Governments. This is discussed in more detail in section 3.4 of this
submission, where AgStewardship Australia considers there is a beneficial opportunity to
reinvigorate this partnership.

AgStewardship Australia also considers there is a role for the Framework to facilitate
consistent whole-of-government responses to stewardship issues. For example, stewardship
programs may have to deal with different areas of policy: such as environment, transport,
industry, waste management, competition. A Framework that coordinates the different policy
areas would enable more aligned outcomes and efficiencies when interacting with the different
agencies. Another role it could play is in raising whole-of-government awareness in the various
stewardship models, which may result in new and innovative approaches to policy or as
suggested in the Discussion Paper (Section 6.5.4) by incorporating procurement requirements
for participation in stewardship schemes or EPRs.
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AgStewardship Australia overall supports the Draft Framework’s vision, principles and
themes as the basis for developing key strategies and actions in managing waste in Australia,
and encourages the need for flexibility in dealing with industry stewardship, combined with a
coordinated approach across jurisdictions and within government at all levels. However the
following further details AgStewardship’s position on specific aspects of the Framework.



3.3 Taking Responsibility

The drumMuster® and ChemClear® are examples of stewardship schemes that enjoy wide
recognition in the community and demonstrate the capability of industry stakeholders to
voluntarily work together to take responsibility for the life-cycle impacts of agricultural and
veterinary chemical containers and unwanted chemicals. It has been our experience that
voluntary schemes are better able to adapt to changes in business, technology and consumer
needs due to the integration arising from stakeholder ownership and their proximity to where
product life-cycle issues occur.

Based on this example of sustained commitment and participation of its members and
supporting stakeholders such as local government, distributers and end-users, AgStewardship
Australia considers voluntary schemes as the most effective model of addressing product life-
cycle and supply chain issues. As such the National Waste Policy Framework should prioritise
the promotion of this model if it is to achieve its vision of product stewardship/EPR to be
adopted for business operations.

Regulatory mechanisms may not foster a sense of ownership as effectively, and could arguably
encourage a hands-off approach by businesses through the perception that it is a “government
responsibility” driven by the imposition of regulatory mechanisms. AgStewardship Australia has
noted the effectiveness of consumer expectations to motivate industry to adopt stewardship
models. It is AgStewardship’s view that consumer expectations of product responsibility are and
will become increasingly pervasive. Organisations that fail to meet these expectations could not
afford to not change their behaviour or else face the prospect of a loss of sales.

While AgStewardship Australia recognises the equity issues of free rider organisations and
supports the principle of a level playing field for all industry participants, it is our concern that using
regulatory tools to address free riders may result in negative outcomes for successful voluntary
schemes, such as drumMuster® and ChemClear®, that have achieved a high level of participation
from industry players. These problems include an increase in administration costs (either to the
scheme or to the tax payer), diminished sense of ownership of product life-cycle issues and no
guarantee of compliance with the legislative requirements. Depending on how a national legislative
approach to free riders would operate, in the specific case of AgStewardship Australia, it is not clear
that the benefits would outweigh the costs of addressing the issue legislatively.

AgStewardship Australia considers that there are other non-regulatory options that could
be effective in increasing industry participation in stewardship schemes, such as marketing and
promotion of responsible companies and the identification of non-participating manufacturers
and cost penalties for non participating companies when their products are dealt with by the
stewardship scheme. This latter mechanism would give a cost incentive for such companies to
join the scheme, while ensuring the scheme is not unfairly carrying the cost of free-riders.

Issues that need to be considered if free-rider legislation were to be adopted include the impact
on existing stewardship schemes in terms of their capacity to process additional material, the
collection of revenues from the charges applied, penalties that apply with non-compliance of the
legislation and the Government agency charged with the responsibility of enforcement.



3.4 Reducing Hazards

While AgStewardship Australia supports the adoption of national standards for labelling, it
considers that a review to establish consistency between label instructions, state legislation and
local government regulations is warranted to ensure that the standards address current
impediments to reducing hazardous materials, notwithstanding the adoption of international
standards. Attaining consistency in this regard will further promote the collection and recycling
of agricultural and veterinary chemical containers. An example of inconsistency between
jurisdictions is in the burial of containers. Most jurisdictions ban the burning of containers,
however in some remote areas burial is still permitted where collections are less frequent.

AgStewardship Australia agrees that models for shared investment in hazardous waste
disposal infrastructure and technology are necessary. In addition, the commitment of funding
by the jurisdictions would cement the efficacy of this model in achieving the necessary
outcomes for the handling of hazardous wastes.

Key to developing an approach to managing hazardous substances is to ensure there is not
duplication or contradiction with existing standards and regulatory requirements already in
operation, but also addressing areas where there may be inconsistencies that are impeding the
removal of hazardous waste, as discussed earlier.

As highlighted in previous consultation (CropLife 2009), one area that AgStewardship Australia
through its ChemClear® program could achieve more in reducing hazardous waste is through
increasing collections of Group 2 chemicals, which includes old and unregistered chemicals.

The significance of the risk these chemicals can pose was recognised by the Australian, State
and Territory Governments when they undertook the joint funded $27 million ChemCollect
program between 2000 and 2002, in which over 16,700 people participated (EPCH 2004). Since
that time further Group 2 chemicals have emerged, with ChemClear® now having some
80,000kg/It of Group 2 chemicals registered for collection.

The efficacy of ChemClear® in addressing this pool of chemicals would be greatly enhanced
through an increase in the frequency of collections. Current funding from the States, which
varies considerably across the different jurisdictions, with some subsidy from the IWRS levy
limits the ability for annual or biannual collections in each state or Territory.

Failure of governments to implement constant and reliable programs, or even to complete
them, can lead to disillusionment and disenchantment with regulators, further compounding a
loss of responsibility and ownership within the community and the supply-chain. Where
government is involved it should aim to encourage certainty and therefore confidence.
Supporting or assisting stewardship alliances would help in overcoming these negative
outcomes, which ultimately reduce participation in these programs and therefore their efficacy
in managing the risks posed to the environment or community.



Thus, there is opportunity to reinvigorate the success of the ChemCollect® program through
a coordinated funding effort between Federal, State and Territory governments, which could
attract a higher level of Group 2 chemicals through greater accessibility, convenience and
awareness that would be made possible through the additional funding.

4, Conclusion

Successful stewardship is achieved when all of the supply-chain take ownership for the
outcomes overall. AgStewardship Australia represents an important milestone in the veterinary
and agricultural chemical industry’s journey in managing their product life-cycle, where all the
stakeholders in the supply-chain are now actively involved in achieving a common goal of better
farm and management practices.

AgStewardship Australia supports the introduction of a waste management policy that
centralises the role of stewardship schemes in taking responsibility for the life-cycle of a
product. It endorses the flexible approach proposed in the Framework, but considers that
fostering voluntary participation in stewardship schemes should be a priority over regulatory
measures. This includes addressing free-riders, where in stewardship schemes with high
participation rates the efficacy and cost benefit of legislation needs to be established when
compared to non-regulatory.

AgStewardship Australia views the Framework as an opportunity to set out a valuable role
for the Australian Government to be a facilitator, promoter and coordinator between the
jurisdictions and stewardship programs. It can also provide assistance through funding to
incubate innovation, realise system-wide synergies and benefits within waste management
pathways and supporting existing programs in the removal of hazardous waste, such as in the
case of Group 2 hazardous chemicals continuing to emerge.

Effective stewardship focuses on creating a lasting impact through participants taking a
system-wide view of their responsibility. AgStewardship Australia’s focus is on establishing long
term capability within the agribusiness supply chain, through systematic prevention by taking
proactive responsibility and action to reduce risks to farmers, industry, and the community. We
look forward to working with the Australian Government in developing a National Waste Policy.
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