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Introduction:
The New South Wales (NSW) Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) has called for responses from interested parties in relation to the ‘Consultation Paper: Extended Producer Responsibility Priority Statement’ which was released earlier this year.

Accordingly the Northern Inland Regional Waste (NIRW) which is a voluntary local government networking group formed to specifically address waste management issues on a regional level, provides the following responses / comments. Additionally, this document provides confirmation of the NIRW’s ‘in principle’ acceptance of the perceived benefits of the NSW EPA’s moves to implement Extended Producer Responsibility schemes.

Responses:

Responses to the specific questions raised in the Consultation Paper are as follows:

EPA Question 1: ‘Are the wastes identified as being of concern appropriate? Are there other wastes that should also be considered?’
NIRW: 
In a wider context, the wastes identified are considered appropriate in light of current or reasonably foreseeable trends in waste generation. The wastes identified form a sound basis for commencement of an EPR program and at this point, additional waste types can be added in future when identified.
EPA Question 2:‘Are the wastes that the EPA intends to focus on as a priority appropriate? Are there other materials that you consider more appropriate?’
NIRW: 
The wastes identified by the EPA as ‘priority’ are considered appropriate. However, it should be recognized that given the rural nature of the NIRW member Councils, the priority wastes are suggested as follows:
· Used Tyres
· Agricultural/veterinary chemicals

· Household Hazardous Wastes

· Refrigerant Gases
· Packaging Wastes
It is also recognized that some of the wastes identified fall under existing industry / management programs. Our group feels that some of these programs have had limited success to date.
EPA Question 3: ‘Is the method used by the EPA to identify possible wastes of concern suitable, as set out in the list of assessment criteria and the supporting fact sheets? Are there other important factors that the EPA should consider?’
NIRW: 
Notwithstanding comments of Question 2, NIRW believes that the assessment methods described in the paper are appropriate in the broader context. 

However, NIRW also raises that when assessing wastes, existing disposal / reuse / reprocessing options and infrastructure, or lack thereof, particularly in regional areas should be considered. Issues of collection / transportation logistics, accessibility, collection locations etc are all important factors whilst the objectives for change resulting from EPR begin to take effect.
EPA Question 4: ’Is there additional data that would help the EPA identify wastes as being of concern or which would indicate that the identified wastes are not a concern?’
NIRW: 
It is understandable that quantifiable data is important in establishing and monitoring EPR initiative successes / ineffectiveness.  At present, the data used appears to support common perceptions in relation to wastes of concern (in the broad sense). Accordingly, as EPR schemes begin, re-use activities, etc may also commence which may reduce the ‘concern’ status of specific wastes. EPA needs to be aware that in removing / changing waste “status” in future, manufacturers may ‘revert’ to former practices. Agreement (voluntary or legislative) will need to be put in place to avoid such practices.

Additional information will also come with time. As EPR schemes in other countries has shown, initial stages of EPR (voluntary or legislative) result in alternate resource usage and often changes waste streams being generated as manufacturers tend to seek different components which may or may not be less problematic. Thus EPA must be able to identify waste generation ‘trends’ and adapt / expand EPR policy to meet these changes.
EPA Question 5: ‘Is EPR the most effective tool for addressing the wastes included in this statement?
NIRW:  
NIRW supports the general notion that EPR is the most effective method (currently available) to address the wastes of concern listed in the paper.


NIRW also agrees that the actual design of EPR policy and stewardship programs must reflect factors such as regional and local circumstances, the precise materials and products being addressed, and the overall objectives for the program (product redesign, waste diversion, etc.) The EPR policies must also be structured in such a way that encourages business, but also encourages consumers where necessary.


Given the lessons learnt from previous EPR attempts around the world (e.g. Belgium Denmark, France Germany, Canada, New Zealand etc), the EPA is in good stead to follow a more informed pathway when considering / implementing EPR initiatives and not repeat the same mistakes of the aforementioned countries.
EPA Question 6: ‘What criteria should the EPA use to evaluate whether future actions taken by industry to reduce the impacts or volume of waste are sufficient to preclude any regulatory intervention by government?’
NIRW: 
NIRW believes that that a combined approach of voluntary / regulatory systems is required. It is recognized that some of the voluntary industry programs have not been successful in reducing the impacts of specific wastes.


Voluntary covenants can be a way of making compliance attractive to industry and allow members to have influence in developing rules (self regulation) and flexibility in application, including freedom to prioritize actions in the most cost-effective way and takes into account market positioning.

Legislation approaches provide decisive, strong leadership leaving all stakeholders with a dear understanding of directions and can include milestones/targets, flexibility in how targets are achieved and protection against ‘free-riders’.

The key to both voluntary and legislative approaches is determining achievable targets and the ability to measure progress against those targets.

Summary:
The consultation paper has addressed the key issues pertaining to EPR generally. The NIRW Group, whilst having concerns with particular aspects at the local level, are supportive of a move toward EPR policies, with particular reference to those which alleviate the waste management imposts historically lumbered upon local government. 
NIRW also believes the EPA should undertake studies of the possible social, economic and environmental impacts of introducing EPR policies, not only in urban or semi urban regions but also in isolated rural communities, prior to introducing those policies.

