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Abstract
The National Packaging Covenant is a self-regulatory agreement
between industries in the packaging chain and all spheres of
government for the management of packaging waste. The aim of
this study is to determine whether the Covenant has the capacity
to achieve the environmental objectives of the government in its
application to the packaging of fruit and vegetables in Western
Australia. This resolves into two major questions, whether selfregulation is the appropriate policy instrument and whether the
Covenant can achieve the environmental objectives of the
government.
The analysis proceeds as follows. A literature review of selfregulation and its relationship to Public Choice Theory to establish
the theoretical foundations of the Covenant.
A study of the
implementation of voluntary agreements in Europe to determine
alternative models and policies. A survey of growers in Western
Australia to establish the extent of knowledge of the Covenant and
support for its principles. An analysis of the Action Plans of
Covenant signatories within the industry and an assessment of the
response to the Covenant by Federal, State and Local
Governments.
Policy recommendations and suggestions for
further research conclude the thesis.
The research establishes that the structure of the industry involves
a majority of stakeholders (mainly growers) without effective
representation, together with small well organised and dominant
groups (mainly manufacturers and supermarkets). The Covenant
has had little impact, has failed to engage the majority of
stakeholders and is characterised by a general lack of commitment
by dominant firms within the industry. This analysis supports the
public choice explanation and the multi-dimensional approach to
the research has produced consistent results.
The major finding of the research is that an effective voluntary
agreement requires carefully targeted objectives, negotiations with
all stakeholders, incentives for innovation and the certainty of
penalties for non-compliance. Application of these key features to
the fruit and vegetable industry in Western Australia may provide
the model for the industry in Australia and a model for other
industries.
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CHAPTER 1
1.1

THE ISSUE

Introduction

In Hobart, at the Seventeenth Meeting of the Australian and New Zealand
Environment and Conservation Council (ANZECC) on 2nd July 1999, agreement was
reached to continue to work co-operatively on environment and conservation issues
of national and trans-Tasman importance (ANZECC, 1999ba). In one of the key
areas, waste management, ANZECC agreed to the introduction of a National
Packaging Covenant and described the Covenant as
heralding the beginning of unprecedented co-operation between all sectors of
the packaging chain to minimise the environmental impacts of consumer
packaging waste, to close the recycling loop and to develop economically
viable and sustainable recycling collection systems.
ANZECC;1999a, p. 3
The Covenant is intended to be the lead instrument for managing consumer
packaging waste and is based on the premise that environmental objectives can be
achieved through self-regulation.1

In this instance, the federal government,

representing the Australian, State and Local Governments, has negotiated with
representatives of some of the industry bodies in the packaging chain to voluntarily
adopt measures to meet the environmental objectives proposed by the Federal
Government and agreed by the State Governments and by the representatives of
Local Governments.

The aim of the thesis is to determine whether the Covenant has the capacity to
achieve the environmental objectives of the Government with regard to the
packaging of fruit and vegetables in Western Australia.

This involves two

fundamental questions of whether self-regulation is the appropriate policy instrument

1

The Department of Environment and Heritage maintains a National Packaging Covenant Home Page web site
at http://www.environment.gov.au/epg/covenant/. See Background.
1

for this industry and whether the Covenant will achieve the environmental
objectives.

The study involves testing the extent of the achievement of the aim by examining
the impact of the Covenant, conceptually and at all stages in the packaging chain.
First, a theoretical analysis examines whether the application of the Covenant is
supported by Public Choice Theory.

Secondly, there is an examination of the

application or self-regulation or other voluntary codes of conduct to fruit and
vegetable packaging in other countries. Thirdly, the conduct a mail survey of the
fruit and vegetable industry to explore the support for the principles of the Covenant
among growers, wholesalers and independent retailers. Next, a determination of
the impact of the Covenant on the operation of supermarket chains and carton
manufacturers by an analysis of their Action Plans and by interview with those
responsible for fruit and vegetable departments.

Lastly, the undertaking of an

analysis of the support given by all tiers of Government in the provision of regulatory
backing to the Covenant by a review of the legislation or regulations introduced as a
result of the Covenant.

This chapter introduces the Covenant and describes the background to the fruit and
vegetable industry in Western Australia. Particular reference is made to the role of
packaging and to the manner in which development of packaging in the industry has
been unique in Western Australia. The analysis of the industry suggests that a
significant amount of packaging is used and that the whole industry needs to be
conscious of and support the aims of the Covenant.

1.2

The National Packaging Covenant

2

ANZECC is made up of those Ministers responsible for the environmental portfolios
in the National and State Governments.

In 1991, ANZECC developed a set of

national packaging guidelines that set targets for long-term reductions in the amount
of materials sent to landfill.

Targets for the end of 1993 were a reduction of

10kilograms per capita of domestic packaging waste, using 1991 as a base, with a
further reduction of 50kilograms per capita by the end of 2000.

For industrial

packaging waste, the target was a 10% reduction by the end of 1994 and 50% by
the end of 2000.

These targets apply to packaging as a total – bottles, steel cans, aluminium cans,
polyethylenetetrachloride (PET) containers, styrene, paper and paperboard.

In

1992-93, paperboard manufacturers reported that 35% of paperboard was recycled,
with this material recovered principally from corrugated board cartons.

In 1997, ANZECC endorsed the development of a National Packaging Covenant
and directed the Standing Committee on Environmental Protection (SCEP) to
commence negotiations on a draft agreement intended to encompass all parts of the
packaging

chain.

These

negotiations

have

been

carried

out

between

representatives of SCEP, the Australian Local Government Association (ALGA), the
Packaging Council of Australia (PCA). the Beverage Industry Environment Council
(BIEC), the Plastic and Chemicals Industry of Australia (PACIA), the Grocery
Manufacturers Association (GMA) and the Australian Supermarket Institute. The
Draft National Packaging Covenant is dated June 1998 and the final National
Packaging Covenant was accepted at the Seventeenth Meeting of ANZECC on 2nd
July 1999, and was signed in August 1999.

3

The Covenant describes itself as “the lead instrument for managing packaging
waste in Australia” and as the umbrella document establishing the policy and
implementation framework. The Preface of the Covenant states:
•
•
•

it establishes a collaborative approach between all sectors of the packaging
supply chain and all spheres of government – Commonwealth, State/Territory
and Local.
it is a self-regulatory Agreement based on the principles of product
stewardship and shared responsibility.
it establishes a framework for the effective life cycle management of
packaging and paper products.
ANZECC, 1999b, Preface

Information Bulletin No 1 issued by Environment Australia Online2 notes the items of
significance. First, it describes the entire packaging supply chain as consisting of
raw material suppliers, packaging manufacturers, packaging users/fillers and
retailers. Secondly, it notes that it is a voluntary agreement and that companies are
not obligated to sign. The qualification is that having signed or contributed to an
industry understanding, the signatory accepts a number of obligations. However, in
enlarging on these obligations, the Bulletin points out that the Covenant is not
prescriptive, as it does not tell companies how to make their packaging or what type
of packaging to use, but provides guidelines for choosing packaging. The Covenant
provides guidelines, codes of conduct and options, but does not provide actual
targets or objectives.

The Covenant is supplemented by the National Environment Protection Measure
(NEPM), which is intended to ensure that there are no ‘free riders’ (ANZECC,
1999b, p7).

This calls for States and Territories to create nationally consistent

legislative measures to ensure compliance from those not willing or unable to
become signatories to the Covenant (National Environment Protection Council,
2

Environment Australia is the name used by the Australian Government’s Department of the Environment and
Heritage. Environment Australia Online is the web page of the Department.
4

1999, p5). The objective of the NEPM is to support the Covenant in order that
Covenant signatories are not disadvantaged in the market place and to encourage
membership of the Covenant.

In Section 5, the Covenant lists the obligations on all parties - signatories, Federal,
State and local Governments and the packaging supply chain. For the packaging
supply chain, the roles and obligations are summarised as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

implement product stewardship policies and practices,
implement National and State waste reduction plans,
provide financial support for kerbside recycling systems,
design packaging so that the use of material is minimised;
develop and use packaging that consistent with the concerns for public
health, safety and the environment,
promote product stewardship, and
encourage use of the Environmental Code of Practice for Packaging.
ANZECC, 1999b, p7.

As these are established as basic requirements for the whole packaging chain,
these obligations are imposed on growers, wholesalers and retailers. As the fillers
of packaging, the understanding and support of growers is necessary to support the
self-regulatory approach. A mail survey to test the knowledge of the Covenant,
understanding of the Covenant and support for these obligations is the subject of
Chapter 6.

For signatories to the Covenant, their roles and obligations are separately defined,
but should be read as being in addition to the roles and obligations placed on all
members of the packaging chain. These particular obligations are summarised as:
•
•
•
•

to produce ‘Action Plans’ for evaluating and improving environmental
outcomes;
adopt ‘product stewardship’ policies and contribute to the effective
environmental management of packaging throughout its life cycle;
apply the principles of the Covenant in their own operations;
work co-operatively to develop best practice systems,
5

•
•
•

promote the adoption of the Covenant principles,
co-ordinate education and promotion programmes to facilitate the collection
and dissemination of information,
provide annual performance reviews.
ANZECC, 1999b, p5.

The signatories involved in the fruit and vegetable packaging chain are the
manufacturers of packaging and the supermarkets. Their response to the roles and
obligations is contained in the Action Plan that is a condition of being a signatory to
the Covenant. The Action Plan indicates the degree of acceptance of commitment
to the Covenant, while the implementation of the Action Plan demonstrates the level
of commitment and the effect on the operations of the signatory. These issues are
explored in Chapter 9 by an examination of the match between the Action Plan and
the requirements of the Covenant, followed by interviews with those responsible for
the implementation of the Covenant in the fruit and vegetable areas.

The obligations of Commonwealth, State, Territory and Local Governments are
specified in three sections.

First, the obligations to all of these categories.

Secondly, the obligations specific to the Commonwealth and State Governments,
with a third set of obligations specific to Local Government. These are summarised
as:
General obligations.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

establish a State Recycling Group consisting of a cross section of
stakeholders;
match industry funds for the three year transition period;
implement regulations to enforce the NEPM;
assist in the development of recycling strategies;
collect and interpret data on the performance of kerbside recycling systems
and littering;
identify and seek to remove barriers to the purchase of recycled goods and
services; and
promote and support market development initiatives.

Local Government is obliged to:

6

•
•
•

deliver a materials collection service to agreed standards of efficiency and
effectiveness;
apply transparency to municipal budgets and rates so that financial aspects
associated with waste disposal and kerbside collection are available; and
apply variable rate charging to domestic waste collection with users charged
by volume or weight of waste collected for disposal;

As its contribution to the Covenant, “industry” will provide up to $17.45M over a
three year transition period and which is contingent on the offer being matched by
States and Territories. The expected result is the establishment of a sustainable
market based kerbside recycling system.

1.3

The First Action Plan

On 15th June 2000, the National Packaging Covenant Council3 issued a media
release to announce the first Action Plan had been developed. Of the signatories,
eight represent the Australian Government and the State and Territory
Governments.

At the Local Government level only the local government

associations of Victoria and Queensland have signed.

Two regional waste

management groups have signed, representing Victorian regions and the Hunter
area. Thirteen Industry Associations were signatories in addition to 56 individual
companies.

1.4

A Cause for Concern

Since the 1950s, the fruit and vegetable industry in Western Australia has used a
system of hired reusable/returnable containers which has the acceptance of all
stakeholders in the distribution chain – growers, wholesalers, agents and retailers.
Being available in a range of capacities, these re-usable containers may be used for
all fruit and vegetables.

At the same time, cardboard cartons have been used

extensively for fruit, with many designs all based on a similar carrying capacity.
3

The Covenant web page is at www.environment.gov.au/epg/covenant/. An officer of Environment Australia is
the Chairman of the National Packaging Covenant Council and the Covenant Council Secretariat is provided by
Environment Australia.
7

Growers have had the choice of using these reusable containers or cardboard
cartons in which to market their produce, with both containers equally acceptable to
the marketing chain. This dual system is uniquely Western Australian. In other
States, some private use is made of re-usable containers, but there is no publicly
available hire system.

Western Australia provides significant quantities of fruit and vegetable exports and,
at the same time, imports significant quantities from both other Australian States and
from overseas. Apples, cauliflowers, carrots and tomatoes provide the bulk of the
exports, with bananas and citrus being the dominant imports.

For imports and

exports, cardboard cartons are the accepted packaging and a preliminary estimate4
indicates a local usage of 5.5 to 6 million cartons for fruit alone. For the marketing
of tomatoes and rockmelons, a significant use is made of cartons and the
preliminary estimate is for a combined total of 2.5 million cartons.

Apart from

tomatoes, vegetables are usually marketed in reusable containers.

The evolution of the marketing of fruit and vegetables in Western Australia has seen
the demise of the corner fruit shop and the domination of the industry by the
supermarket chains (Coles Myer Limited, Woolworths Limited, Foodland Associated
Limited). At the same time, the role of the Metropolitan Markets as the key link in
the distribution chain has been diminished by the supermarket chains providing their
own receival centres and by direct purchases from growers.

Industry sources

indicate that the supermarket chains now have a market share of at least 60% of the
market for fresh fruit and vegetables (Mercer,2000).

In 1996, the supermarket

chains announced in a circular letter to all fruit growers, that fruit would only be
4

Based on Australian Bureau of Statistics Agricultural Commodities Report 1998-99. The assessment is made
by calculating the reported production tonnage against average package weights.
8

accepted in cardboard cartons. This unilateral action was taken without consultation
with any of the grower organisations, with any of the individual growers or with the
companies involved in the hiring of containers. On the other hand, no ultimatum
was issued to vegetable growers, who continue to supply vegetables in reusable
containers.

These same supermarket chains have, through their own corporate head offices and
the Australian Supermarket Institute, subscribed to the Covenant and thereby
committed themselves to the objectives of the Covenant. It is also noted that each
of the individual supermarket stores, are not individual signatories to the Covenant.
The position adopted by the supermarket chains appears to be inconsistent with the
spirit and aims of the negotiations resulting in the Covenant and appears not to
recognise environmental targets in place since 1991.

As already stated, the

introduction of the Covenant was described as:
“heralding the beginning of unprecedented co-operation between all sectors
of the packaging chain ….”,
ANZECC, 1999b, p3
and therefore, the action of the supermarket chains does not appear to indicate
commitment or co-operation.

1.5

Private or Social Interests

In asserting that regulation meets private, and not social interests, Public Choice
Theory offers the opportunity to examine the conflict of profit maximisation and the
wider community social responsibility; the use of rent-seeking to gain special
treatment at the expense of others or other groups in the community and the use of
coercive or economic power to impose non-optimal conditions on other members of
the community or other businesses.5 Non-government signatories to the National
5

Fuller and more detailed discussion of the relevant theory is contained in Chapter 3.
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Packaging Covenant are the peak bodies involved in the manufacture of packaging
materials, beverage producers and the retail and supermarket associations. Users
of packaging, such as those in fruit and vegetable packing, transportation and
distribution, have either been excluded as signatories or at least, not been included
in the consultation process and are faced with the prospect of explicit regulation
(NEPM) to force their participation. The assumption of a collaborative approach by
all members of the fruit and vegetable supply chain needs to be tested and
examined in this context.

Stigler provides the basis for the analysis of self-regulation. In particular, Stigler
identifies the potential for the use of the resources and powers of the state to
improve the economic status of interest groups and the characteristics of the
political process that allows relatively small groups to obtain regulation. The central
thesis of his paper is described as:
‘that, as a rule, regulation is acquired by the industry and is designed and
operated primarily for its benefit.’
Stigler, 1971, p3
In proposing a theory of economic regulation, the central tasks are listed as an
explanation of who will receive the benefits or burdens of regulation, what form
regulation will take and the effects of regulation on the allocation of resources.

The link between Public Choice Theory and regulation is made more explicit by
Pincus and Withers (1983) and Pincus (1988). The theme of a private interests
approach to regulation is developed in both of these papers, by linking the selfinterest of individual behaviour and the self-interest of the group. Pincus asserts
that ‘the real purpose and explanation of regulation is the furthering of identifiable
private interests’ (Pincus, 1988, p16).
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As the National Packaging Covenant is based on the premise that environmental
objectives can be achieved through self-regulation, emphasis is placed on the role
of product stewardship, which is defined as an ethic of shared responsibility with the
Government having a role as a facilitator. But the role of facilitator involves ensuring
that the appropriate legislation, policies and strategies are in place and this
necessity for involving the government raises the question of whether these
government actions are better directed to explicit regulation.

In this research, two fundamental questions are proposed and answered by a review
of Public Choice Theory. -

1. Will self-regulation work?

Does the Covenant meet the needs of

particular interest groups and not the interests of the packaging industry,
the packaging chain or the community?
2. Can the Covenant achieve the environmental objectives of the
Government?

1.6

Lessons from Irish Waste Management Regulations

In 1997, the Irish Government enacted the Waste Management (Packaging
Regulations) Act 1996. The objective of this legislation is described as “to assist
and promote the recycling of packaging waste, and to facilitate waste recovery
targets laid down (in the European Union Commission Directive on packaging
waste).

Although the implementation of the Australian and Irish schemes is

different, they are based on a number of common principles. First, the agreement is
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made between the government and representatives of businesses in the packaging
chain. Secondly, the agreement has been negotiated to meet the packaging waste
targets set by, or agreed to by the government. Thirdly, by joining in the agreement,
firms are granted a degree of autonomy in their participation in recycling and waste
recovery.

Fourthly, a legal framework to ensure that those participating in the

agreement are not placed at a competitive disadvantage by their contribution and to
discourage freeloaders backs the voluntary agreement by penalties or more
stringent conditions. The sixth point of common agreement is the necessity for the
industry to contribute substantially to the waste management research and
initiatives.

Lastly, the packaging industry agrees to co-operate in packaging

initiatives to reduce the amount of material used, to enhance recycling and to
increase the usage of recycled input.

To relate this to the Covenant, the three stated principles are first, the collaborative
approach between all sectors of the industry and all spheres of government,
secondly, product stewardship and shared responsibility and thirdly, a frame work
for effective life cycle management of packaging.

At the University of Ghent

(Belgium) in 1998, in a paper presented to a Conference conducted by the
European Research Network on Voluntary Approaches, the authors propose a
series of questions to examine the implementation of packaging waste measures in
Ireland (Cunningham, Convery & Joyce, 1998, p17). As the Irish study relates to a
scheme with almost identical principles, use of the methodology of this study should
be appropriate to the evaluation of the Covenant.

The questions used are:

12

a. Is there evidence that the Covenant is a potential stimulus for anticompetitive behaviour?
b. Is there evidence of strategic behaviour, of participants hiding their true
preferences in the hope that this will reduce the burden of compliance free riding?
c. Is it valid that the more firms there are, the less likely the action?
d. If one or more firms in a group or sector will benefit greatly from collective
action, they may be willing to incur the costs of achieving that action exploitation of the big by the small.
e. Is there availability of selective incentives which encourage and facilitate
the achievement of collective goals?
f. Do the incentive signals encourage action in the private and collective
interest?
g. Is dynamic efficiency likely to emerge - stimulate efficiency for productivity
gains?
h. Is static efficiency likely to be achieved - maximising net benefits and
minimising net costs using existing technology?
i.

Will the voluntary agreements be environmentally efficient - achieve the
environmental targets?

j. Are the institutional arrangements conducive to effective performance?
k. Does the Covenant meet the criteria of the template proposed for
voluntary approaches by Lévêque? (1998, p11)

In the Cunningham, Convery & Joyce study, only preliminary results were available,
but the results give useful pointers for the current study (Cunningham et al, 1998,
p34). The final results have not been published.
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1.7

Conclusion

As a significant user of packaging, it should have been expected that the fruit and
vegetable industry in Australia would have had some input into the National
Packaging Covenant. If collaboration and co-operation throughout the packaging
chain are to be the key words of self-regulation, then this needs to be tested against
the principles of the Covenant to determine the influence of self-interest.

The

features of the industry in Western Australia provide the opportunity to test the
capacity of the Covenant to achieve the objectives for which it was introduced.
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CHAPTER 2

2.1

BACKGROUND

Introduction

Packaging has a vital role in distribution. One of the characteristics of packaging is
to be highly visible and it is the same characteristic that allows packaging to be a
highly visible part of the waste stream. When the emphasis is placed on waste as a
result of packaging, the role of packaging itself tends to be ignored, or at least,
obscured. Achieving the environmental objective of a reduction of packaging waste
and maintaining the function of packaging requires a careful consideration of both
the packaging used and the distribution system within which the packaging is used.
Static efficiency is described as maximising net benefits and minimising net costs
using existing technology. Providing the most effective package using the existing
technology and materials provides both an objective and a limit for the packaging
under the existing system. At the same time, the challenge of dynamic efficiency is
to improve the handling system and provide a distribution system that achieves
waste minimisation through improved handling procedures and alternatives to the
existing packaging.

To fully appreciate the importance of packaging in the fruit and vegetable industry, it
is first necessary to review the role of the packaging and then to explore the history
of packaging over the last 50 years. This is to show the development of both static
and dynamic efficiency and the capacity of the industry to generate as well as
accept change.

The industry acceptance of carton packaging and re-usable

packaging as alternative forms of packaging is unique to Western Australia and this
important distinction is underlined.
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Over the same period of 50 years, the nature of fruit and vegetable marketing has
changed and, as these changes have resulted in shifts in market power, an
overview of fruit and vegetable marketing is given. This illustrates the concentration
of power, particularly at the retail level, as a background to determining the
opportunities for or likelihood of collective action.

2.2

The Role of Packaging

Packaging is not designed to be waste, litter or landfill. First, packaging is needed
to contain products during the distribution process. In an industrialised society, the
point of production is often geographically separated from the point of consumption
with the potential for long distribution chains. Mass production or specialisation
requires an advanced physical distribution system to cope with the demands of this
geographical separation, but also to provide a means of efficient containment for
warehousing, stockpiling or storage. Without packaging to contain products, it may
be practically impossible to move goods from the farm or factory and it is suggested
that by the time customers make their purchasing decisions, packaging has fulfilled
much of its essential role of containment (Packaging Council of Australia, 1997, pp16).

The second role is protection. Preservation of food, in Australia, accounts for 60%
of total packaging consumption. Food preservation requires packaging to cope with
a variety of characteristics and requirements. To prevent spoilage, packaging must
cope with such requirements as allowing live products to respire, keeping dry foods
dry, products containing water from dehydrating and products containing fat from
absorbing oxygen and becoming rancid.

Protection requires packaging to have

barrier properties to either permit or exclude the passage of water vapour, or carbon
dioxide or oxygen. Packaging in contact with food is required to be chemically inert
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and not allow any incidental odours or flavours and at the same time maintain the
food’s flavours, nutrients and colours. Improvements in protection from spoilage,
together with hygienic packaging have reduced the incidence of food poisoning in
the forms of botulism and salmonella. To maintain the integrity of the package, the
packaging needs to be puncture proof and finally needs to be robust enough to cope
with normal handling and the requirements of printing or product identification. In
developing countries, it is estimated that food spoilage destroys up to 50% of the
harvest due to inadequate packaging and ineffective distribution systems. Thirdly,
physical protection to protect the contents under normal conditions of climate,
handling, distribution, retailing and subsequent use. Much emphasis is placed on
food packaging, but packaging is necessary for items such as electrical appliances,
electronic components, glass, and crockery. Adequate packaging ensures that the
goods are protected from mechanical damage and the customer can expect to
receive goods that are sound and not broken, cracked, scratched, dented, chipped,
in an unsafe condition, water damaged, heat affected or spoiled by animals, insects
or micro-organisms.

Apart from these measures to contain the product, packaging has two other principal
functions. The first is to convey information. In a general sense, the package is
required by law to stipulate the contents in terms of either ingredients or active
ingredient. Where the package contains a product of a hazardous nature, a warning
label is required to indicate the level of hazard and the requirements for safe
handling. Flammability labelling, poison warning labels and cigarette packets are
typical examples. The package may have instructions for opening in the form of
directing attention to perforations, seals, safety closures or cut points. Once used,
the packaging may have instructions for disposal, either due to a need for some
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form of safe disposal, or to direct the attention of the consumer to the recycling
potential by the use of recycling logos. The Food Standards Code took effect on
20th December 2002 and requires packaging labels to include nutritional panels,
ingredient lists, information for allergy sufferers and enhanced date marking.
Ingredient lists are intended to provide information not only on the food, but also
show fillers, colouring and preservatives, while the nutritional value of the contents is
expressed as an amount per serving or per 100 grammes. This is important not just
for dietary purposes or religious purposes in the case of Halal or Kosher foods, but
in catering for the requirements of those with medical intolerances or conditions.
These lists amount to warnings of the presence of nuts, eggs, gluten, fats, sugars or
shellfish for those with problems such as those involving cholesterol, diabetes,
celiac, lactose intolerance or shellfish allergy.

Prepared foods are required to

include a ‘use by’ date. Finally, the food packaging might give instructions for use or
recommendations for alternative uses.

The second principal function is to advertise and promote the goods. To provide a
platform for branding and to use form and function to meet the needs and wants of
consumers. It is probably the same visual effect by which attention is drawn to the
package in the retail market that makes the packaging waste and litter such a visible
part of the waste stream.

With the trend towards consumer convenience packs in fruit and vegetables, the
packaging used has to be cognisant of many of these requirements. Examples of
packs variously described as minimally prepared, partly prepared or pre-prepared
include soup packs, salad mixes, fruit salad, fruit platters, sliced onions, pumpkin
pieces, broccoli pieces, cauliflower florets, potato pieces or sliced beans. This is in
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addition to the consumer packs of tomatoes, carrots, oranges, apples, celery sticks,
cherry tomatoes, sprouts or stone fruit packed in plastic bags or overwrapped on
foam trays, plastic trays, moulded fibre trays or punnets.

2.3

Packaging as an Energy Saver

In addition to cataloguing the benefits of the characteristics of packaging, the
Packaging Council of Australia (PCA) contends that packaging is not a significant
user of resources and gives examples where waste management is improved
through consumer waste prevention (Watts, 1993, p10). The PCA suggests that
packaging helps to conserve energy (Watts, 1993, p5).

This may occur where

packaging influences the manner in which food is processed, transported, stored,
retailed and eventually used in the preparation of meals.

For example, as

packaging technology has provided a means to allow the development of foods with
an extended shelf life, energy is saved by removing the requirement for refrigeration
in processing, transport, cold stores, retail cold cabinets and in consumer
refrigerators or chillers. Where a food item is placed in different packaging that uses
less mass or less weight, there is the potential for similar savings in the reduction of
energy required to move the product through the distribution chain. In a similar vein,
reference is made to a UK study that showed that 15.8 megajoules of energy are
required in the production of a 1 Kilograms loaf of bread. This total is derived from
the fuel, heat, power and refrigeration required to grow, process, distribute and retail
that loaf. On the other hand, the polythene bag used to package the loaf costs 1.4
megajoules of energy and this figure is seen as not excessive in relation to the total
energy consumption.

In defence of the use of resources, the PCA claims that

plastics packaging accounts for less than 0.5% of the annual oil and gas
consumption in Australia and compares this with the 95% used for transport and
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heating. The claim is also made that of the wood products used in the manufacture
of paper, 80% is waste timber in the form of pulpwood and sawmill residue.

2.4

Preventing Waste through Packaging

The economic impact of packaging is considered as two principal areas. Under the
heading of ‘packaging prevents infinitely more waste than it creates’, the PCA points
out that large scale processing of food allows the recovery of waste that would
otherwise go to landfill. An example of this is the processing of fresh orange juice.
A two litre container requires the juice of twenty oranges. To juice twenty oranges at
the consumer level requires first that the distribution chain must deliver the oranges
to the consumer, and these oranges will generate waste in the form of discarded
peel of approximately two kilogrammes.

Therefore, excluding packing, the

distribution chain has transported an additional two kilogrammes to the consumer
and, unless the consumer undertakes domestic composting, two kilogrammes of
waste require transport to landfill. At a processing works, the waste can be used for
cattle feed and is not only kept out of the waste stream, but has an economic value.

Examples of the use of waste from primary products are given in Table 1.
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Table 1 Typical by products created from processing and/or packaging of
food
Food
Category
Fruit
Vegetables

Processed
Product
Orange Juice
Corncanned/frozen
Frozen peas
Beef - Vacuum
packed

Waste
Generated
Peel
Husks, cob

Waste
Application
Cattle feed
Cattle feed

Pods, stalks
Trimmings
Viscera
Blood

Fish

Frozen fillets

Poultry

Frozen
chickens

Nuts

Peanuts

Heads
Viscera
Heads
Feet
Feathers
Shells

Fertiliser
Hamburger
Pie
Pet food
Fertiliser
Fishing bait
Pet food
Poultry feed
Gelatine
Doona filling
Mulch
Fertiliser

Meat

From The Essential Package, Packaging Council of Australia Inc., 1990.
In the marketing of fresh produce, one of the functions of packaging is waste
prevention or at least waste minimisation. For the majority of fruit and vegetables,
only the mature fruit is sent to the market. The quality of the protection offered by
the packaging is a factor in determining the actual level of maturity of the fruit as it
enters the distribution chain. For example, fully tree ripened stone fruit requires
packaging that cushions the fruit and prevents the fruit from bruising from the
package or from each other. Without this protection, the fruit is marketed at a less
mature stage where the fruit is not as susceptible to bruising. Bruised and damaged
fruit becomes waste at the point of sale. A number of vegetables may become
damaged without the protection of outer leaves and these leaves are normally not
part of the edible portion of the vegetable. Particular examples are cauliflower,
lettuce, cabage and broccoli where the volume of produce marketed is significant.
Therefore, the removal of outer leaves reduces the amount of waste, with the
consequent energy savings from the reduction in transport volume. The additional
advantage is that the outer leaves are retained for composting and not an added
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burden on the waste stream, but this is only possible through packaging. Similarly,
the packaging of root vegetables has resulted in a significant reduction in waste as,
without packaging, the only convenient method of handling these vegetables is to
bundle the crop into bunches by tying the tops together. The leaves of carrots,
parsnips, onions, beet, turnips and swedes are not considered to have a great
nutritional value, but do have significant bulk that is better left at source, on the farm.

In any discussion on consumer packaging, the question of the appropriate amount
of packaging arises, usually in relation to whether a particular product is perceived
to be ‘overpackaged’ or excessively packaged. One suggestion often made is that
staples should be handled in bulk or in larger quantities during the distribution chain
until the retail point and then packaged into consumer portions. Preferably, the
customer should supply their own packaging for refilling. Although this has been a
practice in the past for many of the grocery lines, there do not appear to be
significant advantages. A package has to be provided regardless of whether it is
provided by the retail outlet as a single use item or by the customer as a multiple
use item. Few shops now have the facilities for bulk storage and the necessary
equipment for weighing, filling and packaging.

These facilities also need a

mechanism or protocols to prevent cross contamination. At the store level, factory
packaging of goods should be expected to be more efficient and less costly than the
low volume operations of the store. At a domestic level, the average dwelling is not
equipped for storage of items in large amounts, and unless the item is a high
demand item, long term storage can lead to quality deterioration and spoilage, in
addition to the sunk cost of holding the item in storage.
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Fruit and vegetables offer the advantages of a supply in bulk system. Fruit and
vegetables are supplied in distribution or bulk packaging to the retail outlet and the
customer has the capacity to select the item, evaluate the quality and determine the
quantity required. The consumer may provide the packaging or more generally, it is
supplied by the retailer. The question is whether there are dynamic efficiencies that
can allow the supply chain to deliver the same fruit and vegetables with no loss of
quality and no lessening of the physical protection currently enjoyed.

2.5

Packaging and the Consumer

At the same time as packaging is responding to environmental challenges, further
challenges arise in the changing demands and requirements of the consumer. The
phenomenon of the ageing population is well documented and, in Australia, the
proportion of the elderly (over 65) is expected to increase to 22% of the total
population early in the 21st Century (Horton, 1998). These ‘elderly’ expect to and
are succeeding in remaining active and healthy further into old age and anticipate
maintaining a household until failing health renders this impractical. This is coupled
with a declining birth-rate, a trend toward smaller families and single parent families.
At the same time, lifestyle choices include two income families, couples who choose
not to have children and those who choose to live alone.

For the elderly, packaging will need to reflect the requirement for smaller portions as
the dietary intake decreases. Re-sealable packaging may be one mechanism to
ensure that the packaged quantity preserves a balance between the amount of
product and the amount of packaging, but this can only be useful for prepared fruit
and vegetables.

The additional robustness of re-sealable packaging has to be

balanced against the specifications of single use packaging and at the same time,
cope with the need for ease of opening for older hands.
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Lifestyle trends such as the two income family normally involve a trade off between
family time and income. As such, the diminution of family time and the possibly
higher disposable income are compensated by the use of prepared or part prepared
meals. This can vary from salad mixes and fruit salad, to vegetables in packs ready
for cooking or the microwave, through to ready to eat meals, already cooked and
only requiring minimal treatment prior to serving.

The range of potato salads,

coleslaw, prepared salads, bean mixes and roast vegetables attests that there is a
clientele for whom the shops are catering, and the variety attests to the tastes of a
changing lifestyle. However, instead of decreasing packaging, this may actually
increase packaging by the requirement for smaller units.

In a paper on waste

management practices in Europe, it was pointed out that the recycling rate for paper
in the 15 EU member states and Norway actually increased from 36% in 1985 to
49% in 1996. Over the same period, there was an increase in the total quantity of
paper and cardboard disposed of by landfill or incineration, due to the growth in the
usage of paper (Jacobsen & Kristoffersen, 2002).

The further benefit of processed products is in the decrease of time required for
shopping and meal preparation and by assigning a value to discretionary time, a
value may be established for the time saved. The PCA suggests that saving meal
preparation time of 30 minutes for 5 meals a week at a modest value of $12.00 per
hour represents a value of $1500.00 per annum and is therefore a greater value
than the cost of the actual packaging.

Using the slogan – reduce, reuse, recycle or in another form avoidance, reduction
and recycling – emphasis is placed on product improvement. It might be argued
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that these are only a means to an end and that end is waste minimisation and more
effective resource management (Watts, 1993). One area of product improvement
has contributed significantly to the goal of waste minimisation is lightweighting of
packaging. Even in 1993, it was reported that
•
•

•
•
•

glass bottles – up to 30% weight reduction over the last 5 years.
steel cans and Drums – an 18% weight reduction to the typical food can
over the last 10 years and a reduction in the mass of the tin coating. The
thickness of the skin of 205 litre steel drums has been reduced by 12.5%
without loss of performance.
aluminium cans – a weight reduction of 20% over 20 years.
plastic bottles – typical reductions of 37% for PET (polyethylene
tetrachloride) and polythene bottles.
paperboard cartons.- since 1970, reduction of 30% in the weight of
cartons used for general grocery items and a 35% reduction in the weight
of moderately heavy duty boxes such as those used in the fruit industry.
Watts, 1993, p10

From an environmental viewpoint achieving these reductions is just as effective as a
recycling rate of equivalent measures but by generating savings at source, there is a
reduced consumption of resources, economies in transport and less weight of solid
waste. The PCA contends that the packaging industry is not a major contributor to
the waste problem but overall, is a net waste reducer (Watts, 1993, p5).

2.6

History of fruit and vegetable packaging

Packaging of fruit and vegetables in Western Australia may be best considered over
three periods, up to the time immediately after the World War, the period prior to the
introduction of plastics and then up to the present day.

For fruit, the industry standard was the ‘bushel', a volumetric measure usually
associated with grain crops, but universally accepted with the container known as ‘a
bushel dump’, or more simply a dump case, and holding approximately 36 pounds of
fruit.

This container was constructed from wood with cases made from jarrah

dominating the market. High quality fruit or high priced fruit might attract the use of
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a white wood case, either pine or wandoo, but these cases were more costly and
the additional cost was only justified for premium items. Top quality and export
apples, pears and citrus were individually wrapped in tissue paper for protection and
appearance. Other grades of fruit would be packed without wraps or with every
second fruit wrapped to protect each fruit from the next. Apples, pears and citrus
were exported in large volumes, particularly to England and considerable attention
was paid to the labels on the ends of these boxes. Striking multicoloured labels
identifying individual exporters and growers were common and although few of the
boxes remain, collections of the labels are considered valuable.

For stone fruit and tomatoes, a .75 bushel case was the accepted standard. The
advantage here was that the box was of a significantly lower depth, so that these
softer fruits could be packed only two or three layers deep and thereby assist in
minimising bruising. In a number of instances, fruit of high quality was marketed in a
tray, which was basically a .75 bushel box that had been reduced to half height to
accommodate only a single layer of fruit.
contribution.

The banana box made an important

Usually made from pine or some similar light coloured wood;

approximately 1.25 bushels, and made from such light panels, that the boxes
inevitably bulged when filled. Bananas were brought from Indonesia (mostly Timor),
Carnarvon and from northern New South Wales and Queensland.

In this first period, vegetable packaging was a ‘make-do’ approach and although
some containers were an industry norm, it was usually the result of recycling from
another industry. The second hand dump case proved invaluable as a picking box
or storage box, but rarely figured as a container for marketing. Much of the produce
was marketed loose.

Cauliflowers were harvested with all the leaf to serve as
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protection while they were stacked onto trucks, taken to market, and placed in
heaps of twelve on the market floor. Root crops were generally harvested with their
full leaves, bundled into bunches of twelve and stacked on the market floor.
Spinach and celery were treated in a similar fashion, with the exception that celery
was tied in bundles of six. Sugar bags and chaff bags were popular items. Sugar
was supplied to grocers in a tightly woven hessian bag approximately 60cm x 30cm
and containing 25 pounds weight. Chaff (chopped wheat straw) was supplied in
hessian bags of a similar weave and weight but the size is approximately 120cm x
75cm. Crops such as beans and peas used sugar bags, with the opening sewn up,
then cut along the length and, after filling, loosely closed with twine. One advantage
of this packaging was that the hessian could be soaked to assist in cooling. When
sugar bags were in short supply, chaff bags cut in halves or thirds were the
alternative. Chaff bags were the standard container for cabage and, when filled with
cabage and tied across with twine, were particularly heavy and cumbersome loads.
A similar backbreaking load was pumpkin, packed into a standard jute sack bag and
sewn across with twine. The jute sack was the standard sack used for grain,
processed grain such as bran and pollard, and for potatoes. With the widespread
use, availability of empty bags was not normally a problem. The notable exception
to the marketing of items loose or in bags was lettuce. By constructing a light
superstructure to a banana box, lettuce could be reasonably safely transported with
ten or twelve to this container. Watermelons were marketed loose and the markets
provided large crates on wheels in which to stack the melons for sale.

After World War II, an increasing demand for vegetables outstripped the availability
of these recycled containers. In this post war period, a decreasing supply of sugar
bags and a diminished supply of chaff bags resulted in an increasing use of jute
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sack bags for root crops. When used for this purpose, the sack bag was cut in half
and where necessary, the open side stitched to form a bag capable of carrying
approximately 18 Kilograms of produce. A further factor encouraging the use of
sack bags was the new practice of removing tops from root vegetables, which
enabled easy packaging of the vegetables and reduced the volume of leaf and other
residues carted to the markets.

Spurred by a shortage of banana crates for lettuce, partly due to the expansion of
the area cultivated for lettuce, a number of vegetable growers designed a wooden
crate suitable for lettuce. These crates were based on the dimensions of the old
banana box, but were more robust and designed for re-use. This initiative led to the
formation of a grower owned and controlled company, the Standard Crate
Exchange, which could buy and sell new and used crates of this new design, based
on the successful trade in new and used dump cases. Although the company was
created to trade in crates, the opportunity to create a hiring system became obvious
and after negotiations with market agents, the Standard Crate Exchange had a crate
hiring system in place by 1950. The immediate response to this innovation was a
demand for the use of crates for cauliflowers and the development of a slightly
larger crate for this particular purpose. Celery growers then adopted this crate for
celery. Next in the sequence, a robust wooden crate of similar capacity to the
bushel dump was introduced and found favour for tomatoes, cucumbers, rock
melons and for root crops. Now that the removal of the tops of root crops was
established practice, the use of these wooden crates for root crops was quickly
established.

In 1963, a second crate hire company was established, also grower controlled. This
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company, the United Crate Exchange, was structured as a grower co-operative,
while the Standard Crate Exchange used a proprietary company structure. Although
market agents were invited to take up shareholding in the latter, the company
articles ensured that control remained in the hands of grower directors. The system
used in crate hiring was for the grower to pay a per crate deposit when taking the
crates from the hire company.

On delivery of the crate full of produce to the

markets, the deposit was credited to the growers account and a crate hire charge
made to the growers account. When the buyer/reseller took delivery of the produce,
the markets debited the buyer for the crate deposit and made a smaller hire charge
to the buyer.

As a result, the introduction of the crate hire system was very

dependent on co-operation between all sectors of the industry.

After initial

resistance, from both market agents and from resellers, principally over the
mechanisms to transfer the deposits from grower to market to buyer, the system
became accepted, principally due to the benefits of standardised containers.
Markets discovered that there was less debris on the floors and that more produce
could be placed on a given floor space as it could now be stacked. Buyers had the
benefit of better produce protection and efficiencies in transport as produce could
now be stacked on trucks. The introduction of pallets and forklifts became a logical
development rather than another innovation.
enhanced by the move to sales by container.

The efficiencies of handling were
Prior to standard containers, all

produce was either weighed or counted, with sales being determined by the pound
(avoirdupois) or individual item. In a bold and radical move, the laborious system of
weighing and accounting by weight was replaced by sales by container.

Experiments with plastic crates commenced in the early 1960s. While the wooden
crates revolutionised the handling of produce, there were deficiencies in the use of
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wood. To allow for the continuous handling, the crate had to be reasonably robust
in construction and this resulted in the components being milled to a substantial
thickness.

Achieving a balance between robustness and weight was always a

problem.

Secondly, design consideration was given to reducing the storage

required by empty containers by having crates that could be stacked by placing two
crates face to face with a third crate contained in the space. This was not always
particularly successful.

Thirdly, as the wood dried, and it was mostly jarrah, it

became brittle and difficult to repair with splinters and breaking boards were an
additional handling hazard. Lastly, it was a significant fire hazard with thousands of
wooden crates, made of dry timber, and with large air spaces to provide draught and
ventilation to any fire. Thus there was an impetus for the development of plastic
crates and a number of designs were subjected to extensive trials before the Rob
and Brown design became the accepted industry standard at the 36 litre level.
Design features included the ability to ‘nest’ when empty to reduce storage and
transport volumes, a simple mechanism to allow stacking, stable when stacked, a
footprint which was acceptable for palletisation, ventilation and drain holes for use in
water or cool store situations and a volume fill associated with the industry standard
‘dump’ case.

This third period, from approximately 1965, saw the introduction of a range of plastic
crates designed to replace the wooden crates. In the design of plastic crates, two
fundamental designs are used to enable the crates to either stack or nest. The Rob
and Brown design uses a hinged metal bar at each end of the crate, so that when
the bar is turned into position, it provides a base on which to stack the next crate.
When the bar is not in position, the crates nest to approximately 30% of the original
volume. The second principle used is a reversible stack, which allows the crates to
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be nested, but when the crate is reversed, stacking points built in to the design allow
the next crate to be supported. In each case, the bottoms of the crates have built in
locating lugs to provide additional stability to the stacking.

Initially, three styles of

crate were used: the Rob and Brown 36 litre crate, a 30 litre crate made to a similar
hinged bar stacking principle and a PCX 36 litre, which was a reversible stack. Rob
and Brown introduced a 22 litre crate on the same design as the 36 litre crate and
with the ability to interstack with the 36 litre model. This combination led to the
acceptance of this design as the industry standard and a phasing out of the other
two designs. To cater for the leafy vegetables, Rob and Brown introduced a 72 litre
crate, which was basically double the original 36 litre and with an ability to
interstack. This was not as successful and ultimately a reversible design 84 litre
crate proved the most successful and has now been adopted as the industry
standard.

The most recent introduction is for a single layer tray, made to a

reversible design and similar to a European design by Allibert.

Since the 1950s, the two grower controlled crate hire companies have dominated
the re-usable plastic crate hire system. Over the years, some market agents have
introduced their own in house systems using identical crates, but these have now
been discontinued and, in many instances, the crates were bought by one of the
grower controlled companies and integrated into their systems.

One alternative

used by a market wholesaler was to use the Standard Crate Exchange as a service
provider, by having the crate exchange undertake all the support required i.e.
issues, receivals, storage and sanitation. In this way the wholesalers own crates
were used by their own clients but with the service provided under contract by a
specialist operator.
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The current situation is that a range of re-usable plastic containers is available and
may be conveniently grouped into functional areas -

a. Bulk bins.
Single piece moulded plastic bulk bins must now be considered the industry
standard.

Increased acceptance of the bins has allowed for capital cost

efficiencies and the bins are promoted for the same functional aspects as the
crates – easy to clean, easy to sterilise, useable with water, easily stacked,
standard dimensions and surfaces do not damage the produce contained.
Although more expensive to capitalise, the plastic bin has replaced wooden
bulk bins due to the maintenance needed for the wooden bins.

Bulk bins are constructed to the same base measurements as the standard
pallet to allow for interstacking with pallets and allow transport and storage
efficiencies. Variations on the bulk bin principle include the use of pallets with
heavy-duty cardboard superstructures. In this case, the cardboard is erected
on the pallet on site, secured with staples or similar fastening before being
filled with produce. The benefit is to allow the cardboard to lay flat for the
reduction in transport volume when empty. Bulk bins with knock down sides
to reduce backloading freight costs are available, but acceptance appears to
be limited.

b. Large crates
Usually 84 litre and principally used for leafy vegetables such as lettuce,
cauliflowers and celery.
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c. Medium crates
The standard 36 litre crate used for a wide variety of fruit and vegetables.
Used for pome fruit, citrus, tomatoes, onions and root vegetables.

The

content weight is expected to be approximately 18 kilograms.

d. Small containers
The 22 litre containers were introduced to provide a smaller package for high
value produce and are expected to contain 10 - 12 kilograms.

e. Trays
These contain a single layer of fruit, normally with an insert to keep the fruit in
position to avoid bruising on high value and/or sensitive crops. These are
used for such fruit as specialty apples, stone fruit, avocados, mangoes or
gourmet tomatoes.

In addition, the tray can be used as a distribution

package for fruit in small containers, such as strawberries and cherry
tomatoes.

2.7

Cardboard Packaging

In Western Australia, the first use of cardboard in packaging was corrugated straw
board, produced as a sheet with one side flat and the other with fine corrugations.
This was cut to fit the standard wooden dump case to provide a cushion between
the wood and the fruit. Banana boxes were also lined with the same strawboard
and it is interesting to note that bananas from Carnarvon were packed singly, and
not by ‘hands’ as was the practice in Queensland 6

6

Haynes G.,Personal Communication, 18 June 2003.
33

It is unfortunate that the history of the use of cardboard packaging in Western
Australia has not been documented.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that cartons

were introduced in the early 1960s and that there was an immediate acceptance,
particularly for apples.7 Cartons provided a uniform, readily available, easily stored
(in the unassembled form) and easily assembled container.

On the other hand, wood provided excellent protection but there were distinct
disadvantages. There was an accepted size but no defined standard. Jarrah, when
milled and in its ‘green’ state, is easily worked and providing boards of
approximately four millimetre thickness is not a problem.

Nailing these green

boards onto case ends is a simple construction using blunt ended nails. As the
jarrah dries out and seasons, the wood becomes brittle and if the boards are not
carefully stored, the thin boards warp easily. Then, when nailed to the case ends,
boards are liable to split at the nailing point, with the possibility of pieces of board
breaking off. Although the boards were initially rough sawn, changes in fashion or
regulation saw changes for the ends of cases. First these were rough sawn and
then there was a requirement for ‘dressed’ ends.

This involves planning or

smoothing the ends, probably to better accommodate the labels attached to these
ends.

The next development was to season these ends.

Seasoning requires

careful stacking and storage to prevent major temperature fluctuations, to ensure a
gradual drying of the timber and to prevent warping. Unfortunately, seasoning also
may involve shrinkage and, to overcome this problem, ends were cut oversize,
requiring checking and possibly trimming at the time of assembly. 8

7
8

Price T., Personal Communication, 18 June 2003
.Giumelli J., Personal Communication, 6 July 2003.
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The logistics of providing wooden cases were substantial as the requirement for
boxes during the apple packing season had to be balanced against the problems of
storing the components and the use of seasoned or partly seasoned timber.
Irregular supply and these difficulties at the packing shed gave impetus to the
change to cardboard. One packing shed, A.Giumelli & Sons, reported a turn out of
100,000 boxes of apples a year in the early 1960s.9 This was all for export to the
United Kingdom, Holland and Germany and all carried as cargo in refrigerated holds
of ships.

The first use of cardboard cartons was believed to be for export grapes

10

Given the

advantages of cartons over wooden boxes, cartons were rapidly adopted for apples.
Initially, cartons used cell packs with layer pads to keep each layer of fruit separate.
These cell packs had the appearance of a ‘concertina’ of light corrugated cardboard
and when expanded, fitted the shape of the carton and provided a cell for an apple.
Once again, logistics required a variety of boxes and cell packs to cope with all the
apple sizes and the result was five different carton sizes, five layer pad sizes and
seven cell pack sizes.

The alternative was tray packs where the apples were

individually wrapped and placed on a moulded fibre tray. Cell packs were not as
efficient users of space as tray packs and, with the introduction of sea containers,
cartons were required to maximise the available space. The Scoresby carton was
designed at the Scoresby Agricultural College and was slightly smaller than the
carton in use for the domestic market, but packed efficiently into sea containers.
This four layer tray pack became the standard. Wooden boxes continued to be
used for pears and plums for some years and for exports to the Middle East.

9

Carbanaro D., Personal Communication, 20 June 2003
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Apart from apples and pears, bananas were the principal users of cartons, with
cartons for rockmelons and broccoli to follow. Broccoli cartons were dipped in wax
to provide a waterproof coating and this operation was undertaken at Pratt
Industries (now VisyBoard) in O’Connor. Sheets of cardboard box blanks in bundles
of 25 were dipped in hot wax and dried (Haynes, 2003). Trays, used mainly for
stonefruit, but also for strawberries, berries and other punnetted lines, were
developed.

The last major developments have been the 10 kilograms box for

tomatoes and a three layer box for apples and pears. The latter box is to assist in
conforming to international standards limiting packed weights to 15 kilograms.

Cardboard cartons have the flexibility to being easily made to customers’ designs.
This has led to a multitude of sizes and designs. The principal design limitation has
been the necessity to allow for a footprint for pallet stacking. The only other real
limitation is the capacity to stack the filled cartons and this has required attention to
fabric strength, inbuilt stack points, construction strength and ventilation holes.
Different crops have different cover requirements and there are open cartons,
cartons with lids, cartons with sides or ends turned in, in addition to the cartons with
complete slip covers. Flexibility and availability are probably the keys to the success
of cardboard cartons as a transportation packaging for fruit and vegetables.

2.8

History of Fruit and Vegetable Marketing

In 1929, the Perth Metropolitan Markets were opened on a 16 acre site in Wellington
Street, West Perth. Under the Metropolitan Markets Act, No 55 of 1926, the Market
was to be administered by a Trust and empowered to establish a public market to:
“handle, grade, store, deal in, sell or dispose of fruit, vegetables, meat,
poultry, eggs, butter, dairy produce, grain, straw, chaff, hay and other
produce, products and provisions.”
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Six acres of buildings provided accommodation for auctioneers, private treaty
agents, packers, meat market, egg market and poultry market (Caddy,1978). The
initial buildings proved to be inadequate for the task and even as soon as 1933, a
new fish and meat market building was established, followed by a new egg floor and
poultry market in 1940.

Expansion and construction was almost a continuous

activity with new floors in 1953 and 1958, additional banana ripening rooms in 1952,
additional cool rooms in 1955 and a major rehabilitation in 1960.

Despite the

additional facilities, a market built before modern transport, before the development
of modern handling facilities such as forklifts, could not cope with the increased
volumes of produce and the changing nature of fruit and vegetable marketing. The
result was a move in October 1989 to a new purpose built market on a fifty one
hectare site in Canning Vale. This new market, Market City, is based on a central
trading area, with supplementary warehouses for cool storage, banana ripening
rooms and secondary wholesalers and packers. Additional facilities are included in
a commercial area with offices, retail stores, banks, tavern and service station. The
second important feature is the inclusion of value adding businesses such as crate
exchange, processors (for consumer packs), meat auction and a fish auction. At the
time of the move to Canning Vale, only two firms offered auction markets and both
these firms ceased operation shortly after the move. The Perth Market Authority,
the administrators of Market City, now promote the market as a distribution centre,
not as a traditional market facility.
The marketing system developed prior to the move to Wellington Street and
continued in the new market depended on The Auction or Private Treaty Agency.
Firms conducting auctions operated as Commission Agents, selling by auction and
charging a commission for their services. Auctions were conducted on the mornings
of Monday, Wednesday and Friday.

Growers delivered to the market on the
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evening prior to the sale or in the early hours of the morning, prior to the
commencement of sales at 7.00 am. After 6.00 am, buyers had access to the
auction floors and sales continued until all produce was sold. Private Treaty Agents
provided a service by which the sale price of the produce was negotiated with the
buyer and the agent received a commission from this amount. These agents were
obliged to observe the same trading hours, but the negotiation process allowed
more flexibility than the auction. A later development has been the introduction of
“Merchandising”, where the grower sends produce to a merchant at an agreed, predetermined price. The merchant then trades as the owner of the produce.

The purpose of the Metropolitan Markets has been to act as the central market for
all fruit and vegetables and be the clearing house for produce sent from country
areas, interstate or international. Buyers at the market were mainly independent
greengrocers, most of whom conducted their own buying and attended the auctions
and/or patronised the private treaty agents.

Most used and loaded their own

vehicles, although several public carriers operated out of the market making
deliveries to small shops.

Fruit and vegetables for export bypassed this market. Generally, the price for export
produce was set by contract between the grower and the exporter and, where
appropriate, the standards of packing and presentation.

Fruit requires correct

storage and cool store treatment to maintain maximum quality, particularly for
seafreight to Europe. Vegetables require immediate cooling and careful handling to
maintain quality.

As a result significant volumes of fruit and vegetables were

despatched direct to exporters warehouses.
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In the 1950s, a significant increase in population and a boom in exports of fruit to
Europe and fruit and vegetables to South East Asia led to an increased demand for
produce. Mechanisation of farms had commenced during the years of the World
War, but the introduction of tractors such as the Ferguson, with its hydraulic power,
was a catalyst for the increase in acreages cropped.

At the same time,

developments in retail marketing changed the traditional methods of fruit and
vegetable trading. The first Growers Markets were actually a selling point on the
grower’s own property, to sell his own produce. To cater for the trade, the grower
would then take other produce from neighbours or buy complementary items from
the central market. The success of these led to the establishment of larger retail
outlets called Grower’s Marts but, in fact, large greengrocers who bought direct from
growers to maintain the ‘grower fresh’ appearance.

A number of wholesalers

commenced merchant operations outside the central market, mainly to warehouse
fruit and vegetables for supply to smaller metropolitan shops, for supply to country
customers, both shops and individual customers, and to set up pre-pack operations.
All these operations diminished the supply to the central market and the relevance
of the central market.

The first supermarkets appeared to show the trend to One Shop grocery shopping
and these included a perishables section.

As the influence of the supermarket

chains increased, the number of small independent greengrocers decreased and
with this decrease in numbers, competition among buyers diminished. With the rise
in the significance of the supermarket chains, these chains have introduced their
own distribution centres, encouraged direct dealing with growers and further
diminished the role of the central market, both by a lessened volume of produce and
by a lack of competition among buyers.
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At the same time as the continual increase in volume of fruit and vegetables being
produced, technology has provided the enhancement to growing, handling and
marketing practices.

Plant breeding has resulted in a wider range of crops by

adapting crops to different growing conditions. Plant breeding has provided newer
varieties with better yields and more uniform characteristics.

Continual

improvements have provided more efficient tractors, cultivating and harvesting
machinery with which to produce the crop. Controlled atmosphere storage and high
humidity cool storage ensure that the quality is maintained. More efficient handling
methods such as palletisation, bulk handling, forklifts and closed side trucks have
been introduced. Consumer packs of a wide variety of produce are now readily
available at a retail level. All these factors have given impetus to the demise of the
auction system, the diminishing of the role of the central market as a market, and
use of the markets as a distribution centre through merchants.
2.9

How much packaging?

The Australian Bureau of Statics (ABS) obtains data from grower returns and the
published statistics concentrate on production by area and yield in tonnes and on
dollar values (ABS, 2000).

As an illustration, figures published for the 1998/99

statistical year were used to provide an estimate of the number of packages
required for the output of that year. An assessment was made of the net weight of
the most commonly used packaging for each commodity and this notional value is
shown in Table 2, with the container estimate.
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Table 2 Principal Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Commodities
Production Quantities 1998/99
Western Australia

Production

1998/99

Tonnes

Apples
Apricots
Avocados
Bananas
Cherries
Kiwifruit
Lemons/Limes
Mandarins
Mangoes
Nectarines
Oranges
Papaw
Peaches
Pears
Plums
Strawberries
Asparagus
Beans
Beetroot
Broccoli
Cabages
Capsicum
Carrots
Cauliflowers
Celery
Cucumbers
Lettuces
Onions
Parsnips
Potatoes
Pumpkins
Rockmelons
Squash
Sweetcorn
Tomatoes
Watermelons

42,219
255
2,916
10,431
85
542
1,607
1,492
2,426
2,453
6,839
241
1,933
10,325
4,187
3,165
26
1,796
165
2,179
5,388
1,410
56,738
21,046
5,553
1,373
12,730
18,196
1,075
108,896
13,921
12,900
1,071
2,477
14,361
14,614

Notional
Nominal
Pack
Container
weight - Requirement
kilograms
15
2,814,600
10
25,500
5
583,200
13
802,385
5
17,000
10
54,200
15
107,133
10
149,200
8
303,250
3
817,667
18
379,944
10
24,100
3
644,333
15
688,333
10
418,700
3
1,055,000
5
5,200
10
179,600
10
16,500
15
145,267
25
215,520
10
141,000
N/A
12
1,753,833
20
277,650
12
114,417
10
1,273,000
N/A
18
59,722
N/A
N/A
15
860,000
10
107,100
12
206,417
10
1,436,100
N/A

Total
15,675,871
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Agricultural Commodities 1998-99

Imports of fresh produce from other States are subject to examination and clearance
by the Australian Quarantine Inspection Service (AQIS). As a result, AQIS has the
most comprehensive statistics on imported produce, but prior to the commencement
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of electronic data collection in February 2000, reports were collated manually.11 All
these reports only indicate the number of packages for most produce, but the
electronic data collection allows greater detail and listing by carton, tray, crate or
styro (an abreviation for styrofoam box). Some produce is imported as bulk lines
and these are listed by weight (tonne), bin (bulk bin), pallet or bag. A limited number
of entries refer to bundles or bags of smaller size (Bag 5 kilograms or Bag 10
kilograms).

The most recent consolidated report refers to 1997/98 and lists

2,587,440 trays and cartons for fruit and vegetables. Associated with the fresh
produce marketing, are nuts, cut flowers, plants and, in a separate category,
strawberry runners. For the six months January to June 2000, 4603 cartons of cut
flowers, 35,462 cartons of plants and 10,355 cartons of strawberry runners were
imported, total of 50,420 cartons.

From this information, a working figure of

2,500,000 cartons per annum should be allowed for produce imported from other
States.

Imports from other States also include produce that has originated outside Australia
and imported into Australia via other States. One example is New Zealand, where
trans Tasman trade is routed through distributors in Sydney and Melbourne.
Similarly, data for imports from overseas is not readily available.

For exports from Western Australia, comprehensive records are kept for produce
leaving Australia, but no record is kept of produce sent to other States. The Market
Intelligence Project of AgWest Trade and Development is part of the Ministry of
Agriculture and is responsible for reporting on export statistics and market trends.

11

AQIS statistics are not published. Figures quoted are taken from AQIS files, which were made readily
available for inspection ‘in house’.
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The Trade Outlook Report for 1994/95 – 1998/99 contains detailed data on quantity,
value and destination of all exported produce (Agriculture W.A.; 1999).12.

Table 3 Principal Fruit and Vegetable Exports - Overseas 1998/99
Western Australia
1998/99
Exports
Oranges
Lemons/Limes
Mandarins
Apples
Pears
Cherries
Nectarines
Peaches
Plums
Avocados
Mangoes
Kiwifruit
Strawberries
Papaw
Beans
Broccoli
Cabages
Carrots
Cauliflowers
Celery
Lettuces
Watermelons
Rockmelons
Onions
Potatoes
Tomatoes
Total

Notional
pack
weight kilograms
18
15
10
15
15
5
3
3
10
5
8
10
3
10
10
15
25
n/a
12
20
10
n/a
15
n/a
n/a
10

Exports
tonnes
425
201
33
4,901
1,781
5
473
275
4,169
11
115
187
1,004
10
548
136
973
52,988
15,521
1,645
77
39
2,102
290
9
105

Nominal
Total
Packages
23,611
13,400
3,300
326,733
118,733
1,000
157,667
91,667
416,900
2,200
14,375
18,700
334,667
1,000
54,800
9,067
38,920
1,293,417
82,250
7,700
140,133

10,500

3,160,739
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Agricultural Commodities, 1998/99

The conclusion to be drawn is that the fruit and vegetable industry uses the
equivalent of approximately 15 million containers per year. Although a proportion of
produce is marketed in bulk bins and/or re-usable crates, the number of cardboard
packages is particularly significant and indicates the potential for the reduction of
packaging waste.

12

Trade Outlook Report containing Australian and Western Australian Export Statistics for the Horticulture
Industry is not intended for general distribution. The publication is intended to be used by Government
Departments in developing trade and budgetary policies and for market research.
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2.10

Conclusion

Packaging is not designed to be waste. The PCA points out that ninety% of landfill
is not packaging and therefore, those activities focussed on reducing the amount of
packaging sent to landfill are only likely to have a marginal effect on the landfill
volume or extending the life of landfill sites (Perchard, 2003, p4).

Packaging

minimisation has been pursued with vigour and the opportunities for further
reductions in weight or volume of materials used become increasingly more difficult.
The end result is a point at which the weight and/or volume of a pack is at the
minimum consistent with the maintenance of functionality, safety, hygiene, and
acceptability to the consumer. The checklist allows the identification of any critical
area in which the package will fail if any further reductions are made. If no critical
area is identified, the package has potential for further source reduction.

Packaging has a vital role in distribution. The fruit and vegetable industry has a
history not only of adapting to change, but of being prepared to innovate and to
meet challenges. The changes in handling of produce, of packaging, of marketing
and of markets have all been accepted and met in the same manner. However, the
challenge is not just to find the better package, but to stimulate dynamic change for
the packaging chain and/or the distribution chain.

For the fruit and vegetable

industry, this challenge translates to a capacity to deliver produce with a quality not
less than that currently enjoyed, but with packaging that ensures minimal
environmental impact. This challenge requires innovation and will not be achieved
without the co-operation of the whole distribution chain, including the consumer.
The capacity of ‘self-regulation’ to achieve co-operation or to be a mechanism or
catalyst for change is one of the keys to the attainment of environmental objectives.
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CHAPTER 3

3.1

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE:
Public Choice and the Role of Regulation

Introduction

The focus of this study is on the capacity of the government to achieve
environmental objectives by instituting measures to influence the conduct of those in
a designated industry. This aims for the protection of the environment, where the
environment is treated as a collective (or public) good.

In this sense the

environment is an example of a general classification of those goods that are
distinguished from private goods by two principal characteristics.

First, that of

jointness, the meaning of which conveys that the good can be enjoyed jointly by
everyone in the community at the same cost, inconvenience or dissatisfaction to
others that would be the case if only one person enjoyed the good. Alternatively, if
one person consumes a good, another may consume it simultaneously with the first
without interfering with the satisfaction enjoyed by the first person. The second
characteristic is non-exclusion and denotes that no person can be excluded from the
enjoyment of the good (Gunning, 1999, p5). Although the good is available to all
economic agents, the benefits derived from such a good are not the same for all
economic agents.

Furthermore, the benefits derived may also depend on the

associated consumption of private goods and is usually not independent of such
private good consumption. This may be of significance in the case being examined.

A related issue is the generation of externalities in production and consumption,
which are generated whenever there is a divergence between private and social
returns. An externality refers to a harm or benefit to one or more persons that
results from the actions of another person (or firm) (Gunning, 1999, p15). Negative
collective externalities occur when the sum of harm caused by the individual, or firm,
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exceeds the benefit gained from the action causing the harm. The typical example
is pollution, or the discharge of harmful substances into the environment, where the
actions of an individual or firm or industry affect the community enjoyment of the
environment. Equally, scrap or forms of energy discharged into the environment
may be classified as pollution, but additionally, it is a sign of activities that result in
economic waste by the incomplete, inefficient or ineffective use of resources (Porter
and van der Linde, 1995, p122). Economic waste includes the wasted resources
and additional costs for packaging that does not add value to the product contained
or is discarded by the packaging chain or end user without recovery of usable
materials. These characteristics of goods may therefore lead to market failure so
that the optimal quantity of output is not achieved.

This raises policy issues,

including the issue of the incentive to be a free rider and which is addressed by the
use of public choice theory, the theory of collective action and the theory of
regulation.

Public Choice Theory provides a theoretical basis for the involvement of the state in
providing regulations or controls to affect public goods. Pincus (1998, p1) describes
Public Choice Theory as ‘the application of economic theory to political processes
and events’.

State participation in waste management policies and regulation

provides an example of the intervention of the State in the allocation of resources
and in the protection of a public good, the environment. Issues such as self interest,
interest groups, free riding, collective action, rent seeking and market failure indicate
the range and variety of topics embraced within Public Choice Theory and that have
direct application to environmental protection.
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These aspects of public choice theory impact directly on regulation and, by
extension, to the National Packaging Covenant.

The aim of this Chapter is to

examine those aspects of the theory of public goods and of public choice that
establish the link between public choice theory and regulation.

3.2

Public Choice

Public Choice has been described as a way of studying a subject, not a subject in
itself. In his work, “The Limits of Public Choice”, Udehn adopts a sub-title of ‘a
sociological critique of the economic theory of politics’ to indicate this is an approach
to Public Choice Theory (Udehn, 1996, p17).

One definition of the role of Public Choice Theory is given by Udehn (1996, p32):

“Politics is the activity having to do with the collective provision of collective,
or public, goods; with public choice. Collective, or public choice in its turn, is
occasionally equated with non-market choice, but is more often limited to
government or state activity.”

Public choice recognises that the government and the bureaucracy are not separate
from collective decision making, but are part of the process of the making and
implementing of collective decisions. Collective decisions require preferences or
choices or even trade-offs and the result of this is the application of public choice to
understanding democracy, voting, forms of government, political parties, pressure
groups, rent seeking and all areas of policy making. Just as a government is a
means to accomplishing a goal, the bureaucracy is the vehicle for implementing the
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policy or decisions and public choice offers a basis for understanding the efficiency
of implementation (Gunning, 1999, ch1).

The benevolent despot view of government is ascribed to Adam Smith and assigns
to the state, such responsibilities as the maintenance of order, national defence and
the provision of public works and services (Pincus, 1988, p5). The role for the state
is now significantly expanded, so that the intervention of the state is seen to be
necessary for the welfare of the community, the efficient allocation of resources and
the correction of market inefficiency. The effectiveness of the state and its policies
has stimulated considerable debate.

As one of the responsibilities of the state, the state is now expected to promote the
collective good under the broad category of environment. Government is expected
to provide healthy living conditions and to protect the environment from all forms of
pollution. Public choice offers a framework to examine the effectiveness of those
measures to protect the environment.

3.3

Market Structure

In a competitive market, the Pareto optimal solution is where no further reallocation
of resources will raise economic welfare. However, markets may fail to reach this
point and in his discussion of the economics of market failure, Parker (2001, pp6-8)
lists a number of ‘well-recognised circumstances’ in which market failure occurs.
These are;
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•

Significant externalities. Where costs and benefits are not captured by
the direct participants in the exchange. Pollution is a prime example. The
discarding of packaging waste into local government collection systems
for landfill transfers the packaging disposal cost from the packaging chain
and the end user to the community via local government waste disposal.

•

Public Goods.

As already noted, these are distinguished by the

characteristics of jointness and non-excludability. Where a good is nonexcludable, there is an opportunity for a consumer to refuse to pay for the
provision of the good, but accept the benefits that the good may confer.
This is usually known as ‘free riding’.
•

Merit and Demerit Goods. Merit goods are defined as those goods that
society considers that the supply of which should not be restricted only to
those able or willing to purchase those goods. Education, housing and
health care are given as typical examples, where the state has the
capacity to override normal market signals and provide subsidies or price
regulation or even for the state to provide the goods or services. Demerit
goods are those that the state considers should have a controlled supply,
with drugs, alcohol and tobacco being typical examples.

•

Incomplete information. Where lack of information and the distortion of
market signals leads to the inefficient allocation of resources.

•

Incomplete markets. Where markets are underdeveloped due to factor
immobility. Geographical or occupational factors are examples where the
market may not operate efficiently, but should develop over time in the
absence of regulatory barriers.

•

Monopoly. Market failure in monopolies is well documented. Gunning
(1999, Ch3) provides an example and separates monopolies into
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Collusive Monopoly and Natural Monopoly.

For Collusive Monopoly,

Gunning lists the conditions of monopoly, including duopoly or polygopoly,
and describes the factors that enable a monopoly condition to exist. It
also includes what may be termed as statutory monopoly; patents,
trademarks and copyrights. The typical example of Natural Monopoly is
the supply of public utilities such as water, power or sewers.
•

Inequality. The opportunity for the state to intervene in property rights
(wealth redistribution) or in the revenues accruing from those property
rights (income redistribution).

3.4

State Failure

The capacity for market failure provides the rationale for the intervention of the state
to correct the market failure or to influence the market in a particular direction. For
example, the protection of health, the environment and safety can be justified or
rationalised on the basis of externalities or on imperfect information. Economies of
scale and consumer protection are drivers for state control over monopolies. The
reduction of inequality in wealth and income distribution is used to rationalise
aspects of fiscal policy.

Regulation has the potential to distort economic activity.

Effective regulations

require a regulatory authority, which comes at a cost, and there is a compliance cost
to be borne by those regulated. This impact of the state is difficult to measure as
this requires a judgement of the level of activity in the absence of the regulation,
together with an assessment of the alternatives to the implemented regulation
(Parker, 2001, p13).
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3.5

Collective Action

The impact of the Theory of Collective Action propounded by Mancur Olson (Olson,
1965) is well documented by extensive literature. As a result, the theory has been
given wide application where any group is involved.

His work, The Logic of

Collective Action, is variously referred to in such terms as the ‘classic in this field’
(Udehn, 1996, p210), ‘the most influential model in the literature’ (Reuben, 2003,
abstract)13 and a ‘…definitive book’ (Cunningham, Convery & Joyce, 1998, p5).

The pivotal statement by Olson is:

“unless the number of individuals in a group is quite small, or unless there is
coercion or some other special device to make individuals act in their
common interest, rational, self- interested individuals will not act to achieve
their common or group interest.”
Olson, 1965, p2

This quote is described as one of the most frequently quoted sentences in all of the
social sciences (Ostrom, 2002, p2) and is used by Ostrom and Udehn with
emphasis placed as shown (Udehn, 1996, p210).

Cunningham, Convery and Joyce (1998, p5) paraphrase the statement to read ‘that
many groups which would benefit in aggregate from collective action, fail to do so’.
This is represented by three propositions;

13

From www.tinbergen.nl/~reuben/colaction.pdf. tinbergen.nl is the web site of the Tinbergen Institute in The
Netherlands.
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•

first, the number of firms that need to act collectively for each to gain
benefits. The smaller the number of firms, the greater the incentive for
each to co-operate and act cohesively as there is an obvious payoff in the
share of the benefits. As the numbers increase, the share of the benefit
decreases and there is less incentive to contribute to the collective action
and an opportunity to gain that benefit without contributing – free riding.
Therefore, the more firms involved in collective action, the less likely the
contribution from all firms.

•

the second proposition is that differential demand for action may lead to
exploitation of the big by the small. That is, where a limited number of
firms in a group will derive a significant benefit from collective action, they
may be willing to incur the costs of achieving that action, without the
support of the remainder. This allows the remainder to gain a benefit
without contributing and, as in the first proposition, free ride.

•

the availability of selected incentives.

These are the incentives to

participate in the group and support collective action and include status,
certification schemes, access to privileged information and financial
benefits.

Olson stresses that no collective good can be obtained without some form of group
agreement co-ordination or organisation. The larger the group, the greater the need
for organisation and the greater the organisation costs.

In addition, for the

prevention of free riding, the alternative to selected incentives must include
disincentives to free ride such as coercion and penalties (Olson, 1965, pp 46-50).
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Ostrom argues that size is one of the attributes that affect the likelihood of groups
organising for the provision of public goods (Ostrom, 2002, abstract). This follows
Olson’s observation that he expected groups to aim and keep their size as small as
possible in order to get 100% participation because ‘even one non-participant can
usually take all the benefits brought about by the action of [others] for himself’
(Olson, 1965, p41). The key to this is exclusion and Ostrom noted that ‘all collective
action problems share an initial characteristic that excluding non-contributors is a
nontrivial cost’ (Ostrom, 2002, p5).

The National Packaging Covenant, with its emphasis on key stakeholders and their
organisations, provides an opportunity to assess the influence of groups and the
relative power of those groups.

As a voluntary code, the effectiveness of

participation will be tested against the requirement for incentives and disincentives
and the opportunities for free riding.

3.6

Regulation

The connection between the state, as the regulating power, and groups being
regulated is further emphasised by the Theory of Economic Regulation, presented
by Stigler in 1971 (Stigler, 1971, p5). Stigler stated his general hypothesis as;

‘every industry or occupation that has enough political power to utilize the
state will seek to control entry. In addition, the regulatory policy will often be
so fashioned as to retard the growth of new firms.’

53

This challenges the view that the primary function of the regulation of industry is for
the protection and benefit of the public or some large section of the public. The
political power of the state is described as the ‘power to coerce’ and it is this
coercive power, the use of the legislative capacity and machinery of the state, that is
used to influence the market and to correct market failure. Stigler contends that, ‘as
a rule, regulation is acquired by industry and is designed and operated primarily for
its benefit’. The coercive power of the state is used by the political process to
provide advantages and disadvantage to groups by the use of the regulatory
process. This process is usually referred to as regulatory capture, by which a group
or industry receives particular consideration, usually in the form of tax relief, price
fixing, subsidies, licences, tariffs, quotas or barriers to entry. Stigler comments that
‘we do not possess a satisfactory theory of group behaviour’ without qualifying the
‘we’ (Stigler, 1971, p13). However, in a reflection on the Theory of Collective Action,
Stigler suggests that the more concentrated the industry, the more resources it can
invest in the campaign for desirable legislation. This is expanded to the argument
that solicitation expenses are higher when an industry is diffused either by numbers
or by location and that free riding is reduced in a concentrated industry (Stigler,
1971, p14). Udehn summarises this as ‘more generally, regulation favours small
and concentrated interests at the expense of large and diffuse ones’ (Udehn, 1996,
p27).

The aspect of regulatory capture is described by Parker as being consistent with the
public choice approach to the study of regulation (Parker, 2001, p12). This argues
that not only is regulation captured by the an interest group or industry for its own
benefit, but that the regulation then ceases to work in favour of the general public
interest (Parker, 2001, p12; Lodge, 2001, p4). The extension of this is to a view
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described by Parker as the extreme view, that the regulations are championed by
special interests and designed to maximise the benefit to those interests.

3.7

Regulatory failure

Regulatory failure is defined as regulation that leads to outcomes and outputs less
than optimal allocation of resources and which is not perceived to be in the public
interest (Lodge, 2001, p4).

Regulatory capture is seen as one example, but

probably the most significant example, of regulatory failure.

Other types of

regulatory failure are political drift, agency drift and poor design of regulation.
Political drift stems from the capacity of and incentive for the political process to
interfere in the operation and regulation of an industry.

It is possible for the

legislation to be so enacted that any attempt at alteration or reversal of benefits will
be a costly process. At the same time, once a regulation is in place, the political
process discourages attempts to interfere with the established order. Agency drift
relates to the capacity of the regulatory agency to which the responsibility has been
delegated.

A lack of resources, budget constraints, limited authority, political

interference or any factor that does not allow the agency to exercise complete
control provide an opportunity for the use of a discretionary power leading to a less
than optimal outcome.

Poor design of regulations may result from incomplete

knowledge of the industry or situation, contradictory regulatory objectives, tradeoffs
between competing policy objectives and an inability to cope with a changing
environment (Lodge, 2001, pp 4-6).

It is suggested that all these factors lead to an over supply of regulation, with the
consequent capacity to distort economic activity. As there is no established base

55

line, or level of business-as-usual, there is difficulty in establishing both the costs
and the benefits of regulation. Parker (2001, p13) refers to the direct and indirect
costs of regulation and points out that the assessment of the economic impact of
regulation needs to consider three specific sets of costs. First, direct administrative
and compliance costs falling on the private sector and public sector. Secondly,
labour and capital costs borne by the regulatory agencies and usually imposed on
the private sector via taxes or levies. Thirdly, indirect costs incurred by the private
sector as a result of both implementing regulations and also in trying to avoid or
minimise the regulatory impact. As these costs are difficult to quantify by both the
regulators and the regulated, and there is no baseline from which to establish the
additional burdens, the effect on economic activity is difficult to estimate. Parker
suggests that there is a dampening effect on entrepreneurship, innovation and
technical change (Parker, 2001, p12).

Regulation has the potential to crowd out market solutions.

Voluntary industry

standards have the potential to provide a lower cost, higher benefit solution with
lower regulatory costs and a greater flexibility of operation.

The objective of

regulation should be ‘to protect the consumer, while providing an environment where
the industry can invest with a high degree of confidence that profits legitimately
made are not eroded by vexatious legislation’ (Parker, 2001, p22).

In order to achieve these objectives for regulation, Parker lists a series of desirable
characteristics in support of this protocol:

•

accountability should ensure that regulators, while having a large degree
of day-to-day operational independence, work within clearly agreed rules
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and are accountable for their actions. Regulators should be required to
justify their decisions both to industries and to the general public.
•

transparency requires that all relevant parties are involved in the process
by which regulatory decisions are reached and that the way regulatory
decisions are made is open and subject to public scrutiny.

•

proportionality means that the regulation should be proportional to the
market failure to be tackled – the regulations should not be excessive in
relation to the problem.

•

targeting refers to ensuring that regulations are properly aimed at the
problem and do not spill over into unintended areas.

•

consistency requires a high level of uniformity and continuity in regulation
so as to avoid unpleasant surprises for investors, to develop trust between
regulated, regulator and the public, and therefore to minimise regulatory
risk.
Parker, 2001, p19

3.8

Innovation

Flowing from the above discussion, if regulation is to correct market failure or to
influence the market as a result of state policy or the effective lobying by a group, it
follows that the effect on innovation cannot be ignored. Is innovation promoted or
stifled by regulation?

Innovation is a term used in many references, but without definition.
(1982, p4) uses a footnote to qualify his use of the term as:
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Freeman

‘…technical innovation or simply innovation is used to describe the
introduction and spread of new and improved products and processes in the
economy.’

Drucker (1986, p39) describes innovation as ‘the provision of better and more
economic goods and services’. Innovation extends to all facets of business and
Drucker includes innovation in design, in product, in marketing techniques, in
pricing, in service, in management organisation, in management methods, in
distribution and in manufacturing.

Freeman and Soete (1997) introduce innovation on Page 1, describing it as ‘an
essential condition of economic progress and a critical element in the competitive
struggle of enterprises’. As an introduction to the economics of industrial revolution,
emphasis is placed on the preoccupation with the problems of economic growth and
the objectives of increased prosperity. As a change factor to improve the quality of
life, innovation is critical to improving goods and services, for the conservation of
resources, the improvement of the environment and the prevention of pollution.

Cunningham, Convery and Joyce (1998, pp7-13) point out that precise definitions of
innovation may vary, but concentrate on what they term as the generally accepted
common features.

Their paper provides a summary of innovation, moving from

quoting Adam Smith on specialisation to Schumpeter and ‘the modern paradigm of
innovation and its links to competition and development’.

This development

describes innovation as based fundamentally on new ideas, with the exploitation of
those new ideas leading to change and the expansion of the capabilities and
boundaries of the organisation or firm. One essential feature is seen as uniqueness
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and it is this uniqueness that results in competitive advantage.

Therefore,

innovation is seen as a crucial source of competitive advantage.

Drucker (1986, p68) distinguishes two forms of innovation differentiated by purpose.
First, innovation in product or service and secondly, innovation in the various skills
and activities needed to supply them. This matches the description of Cunningham,
Convery and Joyce (1998, p8) that, in general terms, there are four main types of
innovation – product, service, process, and management and network.

Briefly,

these are:

•

Product innovation. The new or improved product.

•

Service innovation.

A means of providing new or improved support

capabilities aimed at improving and maintaining customer loyalty.
•

Process innovation. The development of new ways of combining inputs
to produce a product or provide a service.

•

Management and Network innovation.

The development of new

structures and procedures within an organisation or firm.

Addressing environmental issues and regulation, Porter and van der Linde link
innovation to environmental improvement and resource productivity (Porter and van
der Linde, 1995, pp121-133). The central theme is that regulation has focussed on
the static view of costs and the use of existing technology and firms generally, have
concentrated on resisting regulation and not on finding solutions.

Innovation

provides the opportunity to respond to environmental problems by first, using new
technologies and approaches to minimise the cost of dealing with the problem once
it occurs. Secondly, to addressing the root cause of the environmental problem by
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improving resource productivity to prevent the problem occurring in the first place by
better products, better product yields and more efficient utilisation of inputs. This
represents a view that resource inefficiency equates to pollution and that regulations
should be framed to encourage innovation and promote resource productivity.

From this discussion the following emerge as the principal features of innovationfriendly regulation:

•

a focus on outcomes, not technologies.

•

the enactment of strict rather than lax regulation.

To promote real

innovation instead of incremental improvement.
•

regulation as close to the end user as practical, while encouraging
upstream solutions. The promotion of pollution avoidance in the value
chain, where it is less costly than remediation later in the chain.

•

the employment of phase-in periods with well defined periods tied to
capital investment cycles and planning.

•

the use of market incentives.

These draw attention to resource

inefficiencies.
•

the harmonisation or convergence of regulations in associated fields.

•

the development of regulations synchronised with other countries or
ahead of their regulatory efforts.

This assists in the preservation of

competition and/or competitive advantage.
•

the establishment of a regulatory process that is more stable and
predictable. The setting of standards for a prescribed amount of time to
allow time for innovation to occur.
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•

the requirement for industry participation in setting standards from the
beginning of negotiations. This will prevent the adversarial approach.

•

the development of strong technical capabilities among regulators. This
will allow regulators to understand the dynamics of the regulated industry.

•

the minimisation of the time and resources consumed in the regulatory
process itself.
Porter and van der Linde, 1995, p124

These desirable features support the criteria for assessment of environmental policy
instruments noted by Cunningham, Convery and Joyce. (1998, p7) These are:
•

static economic efficiency, or the extent to which objectives are achieved
at minimum cost, or which maximises net benefits.

•

dynamic efficiency, or the extent to which innovation engenders
productivity gains.

•

environmental effectiveness, or the extent to which the environmental
objectives are achieved.

•

concordance, or the stability of the policy and the degree to which it is
supported by the regulators.

3.9

Conclusion

A statement by Pincus (1988, p9) summarises the connection of public choice and
the theories of Olson and Stigler:

“…all other relevant things being equal, a smaller, cohesive group with a
pressing common interest in influencing political or bureaucratic outcomes
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will put out more effort at producing an influence, and will have more effect on
the outcome, than will a large, loose group, with each member having a minor
interest in the matter.

To the extent that this differential effectiveness of

groups does operate within the political and bureaucratic spheres, then it is
relatively easy to support the conclusion that political and bureaucratic
decision making will not automatically bring about the greatest good for the
greatest number; will not automatically produce more by the way of
aggregate benefits than will be produced by way of aggregate costs.”

In considering the environment as a public good, the political process is required to
satisfy the competing aims of groups, either to prevent or minimise market failure
and at the same time avoid regulatory capture and provide a structure for the
efficient allocation of resources.

The desirable characteristics for regulation are

already established by the literature and the problems of the political process are
well documented. The requirements for innovation-friendly regulation are supported
by the recommendations of Parker.

From the perspective of the legislator and

regulator, there should be a clear direction by which to reduce negative externalities
and to promote activities that eliminate, or at least substantially reduce, economic
waste. However, public choice introduces the problems associated with negotiating
the legislation and regulation through the political process and dealing with those
special interests whose rent seeking behaviour produces the externalities.

Reference has been made to the opportunity for the use of a voluntary code to
provide a more effective result and to reduce compliance costs. This review of
public choice indicates the opportunities for incorporating positive features into any
form of regulation. At the same time, public choice warns of the presence of factors
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designed to protect and encourage sectional interests, both by the regulated and the
regulators. If voluntary codes are to be another instrument of government control, or
another means by which the coercive power of the state can be used, then the
literature suggests that these should be treated the same as any other form of
regulation. Alternatively, voluntary codes may offer an opportunity for the state to
act in partnership with all stakeholders and use those same positive features to
promote innovation, and at the same time, achieve the state’s environmental
objectives. The literature relating to voluntary codes and self-regulation is examined
in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

4.1

REGULATION AND SELF-REGULATION

Introduction

In its widest sense, ‘self-regulation’ is not a new concept.

For many years,

professional organisations have set their own rules and codes of conduct and
policed those rules with the co-operation and consent of the government. Classic
examples are the Australian Medical Association, the Real Estate Institutes, legal
bodies and accountancy bodies, where the association is given the power to set
standards, determine who is admitted to the profession and to remove from practice
those failing to meet the standards. In general, the government has been a willing
party to this arrangement, working on the principle that it is in the interests of the
profession to keep its own house in order and ensures that the government has no
cause to become involved in the detailed conduct of the profession.

For the National Packaging Covenant, as an instrument of Government policy, the
issue is whether industry self-regulation is an adequate mechanism for the
achievement of environmental objectives for packaging or whether other measures
are required to ensure or enforce participation.

The presence or absence of

incentives to participate and penalties for non-compliance are part of the use of selfregulation as an instrument.

The extension of this concept of self-regulation to environmental issues in particular,
has generated debate about the definition of self-regulation, the forms that selfregulation might take, the legal status of such approaches, the role and
effectiveness of self-regulation and its place as an instrument of Government policy.
As a result, self-regulation has generated a significant body of literature, particularly
in the European Union, where the application of self-regulation has taken a number
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of forms and directions. This chapter addresses the issue of self-regulation, review
sthe literature and provides an understanding of the principles that underpin the
National Packaging Covenant.

4.2

The Law and Regulation

A comprehensive definition of law in a legal sense is difficult to establish as no
precise definition of the concept of law has gained universal acceptance
(Vermeesch and Lindgren, 1989, p2). A dictionary definition of regulation is:
“a rule or order, as for conduct, prescribed by an authority: a governing
direction or law”
Macquarie Concise Dictionary
In the same dictionary, in a circular argument, law is referred to:
“as principles and regulations emanating from a government and applicable
to people, whether in the form of legislation or of custom and policies
recognised and enforced by judicial decision.”
The discussion on law leads to the sources of law, the most obvious of which are
the legislature of both Commonwealth and State governments and courts of the
judicial system, both of which are referred to as the formal sources of law. However,
the enactment of law may be prompted by a wide variety of pressures such as
economic, political, financial, religious or social, these sources being considered
social pressures and referred to as material sources of law.

Setting aside that

formal part of law emanating from the judicial system, the formal and material
sources of law result in or from acts of parliament. It is usual for the preamble of an
act to provide general principles and policy or intention of the particular legislative
measure to provide guidance for the subsequent regulations.

The detail of the measure is usually delegated to a subordinate authority, such as a
Minister of the Crown, whose department instigates the preparation of the rules,
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regulations, ordinances or by-laws necessary to support the act. These supporting
regulations then become law by virtue of a proclamation by the Governor-General,
so that these supporting regulations are made and authorised under an authority
delegated from the parliament. Although the supremacy of parliament is protected
by the principle of laying delegated legislation before parliament, the practical effect
is that once the act of parliament has been passed, the regulations become part of
the law without question (Vermeesch and Lindgren, 1989, p46).

An important

consideration is that the High Court of Australia has held that the legislative power
conferred by the Constitution on the Australian Government includes the power to
delegate this legislative power to other authorities. It is the regulations made under
this authority that provide the context in which regulation should be addressed.

The necessity to define regulation is pointed out by Pincus and Withers (1983, p10)
who refer to the use by economists of a word in common currency. Their definition
adds some detail to the dictionary definition by referring to regulation as an
administrative rule or principle dealing with details of procedure or those orders
issued to apply or supplement broad executive and administrative powers derived
from the Constitution and from legislation. The emphasis here is on the powers of
the government and the capacity of the government to first, legislate to enforce
those powers and secondly, to put in place administrative mechanisms that can
detail and support the legislation by delegating authority to statutory or other bodies.
This mirrors the legal interpretation and firmly connects regulations with the
government. Pincus and Withers suggest that regulation is a matter of degree and
this degree depends on the extent to which government specifies in detail what
otherwise would have been left to voluntary decisions. As a corollary, a regulated

66

industry is one that is more subject to direct control by government authorities and
less to market forces of supply and demand.

4.3

Self-Regulation

Self-regulation is a term in common usage that has been used to describe a
situation where a firm or group provides its own rules or standards and is intended
to convey a sense that the firm or group is imposing these rules or standards in the
absence of any regulations provided by the Government or a governing authority.
The term self-regulation is not found in the standard dictionary and is a contradiction
of the definition of regulation. It is intended to describe those schemes that are run
by those being ‘regulated’ instead of the state or its agencies (Eden, 1996, p633).
Perhaps the better term to use would be self-determination, which is defined as:
“the regulation of one’s own behaviour by inner-directed controls …”
Chaplin, 1971, p444
Any examination of self-regulation in industries or industry associations reveals that
the ‘self-regulation’ is either granted by government legislation or is supported by
direct regulation. This same difficulty has led to the use of the terms ‘Voluntary
Approach’ or ‘Voluntary Agreement’ (VA) to describe any mechanism where a firm
or group has some autonomy or discretion in its operations due to consultation or
co-operation with a government agency. This approach has been described as
negotiated direct regulation (Gaines and Mfodwo, 1997, p281) and should be
viewed as a regulatory instrument in its own right.

4.4

Instruments

A pyramid structure developed by Ayres and Braithwaite (1992, p6) suggests a
continuum from self-regulation through to complete command and control
legislation.
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command regulation
with non-discretionary punishment

command regulation
with discretionary punishment

enforced self-regulation
self-regulation
Diagram 4.1. Enforcement strategies pyramid
At the base of the pyramid, education and assistance is required, while the penalties
at the apex of the pyramid should be such as to encourage participation and/or
conformity at a lower level.

This pyramid structure is used to illustrate the

application of enforcement strategies and regimes in a variety of areas.

The pyramid of regulatory instruments, as developed by Gaines and Mfodwo
(Gaines and Mfodwo, 1997, p328) shows:

central
controls
market managed
economic instruments
voluntary agreements
self-regulation: inter/intra firm negotiated outcomes
Diagram 4.2 Enforcement Pyramid/Schema
This proposes a hierarchy of instruments showing central controls as providing the
possibility of the most stringent regulatory regime equivalent to the ‘command and
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control’ used by other authors and involves direct regulation by a government or
government agency (Higley, Convery & Lévêque, 2001, p5). Complete control is
exercised through the force of law with penalties and sanctions. The next level
provides a market signals approach with market instruments to fix price or fix
quantity and allows for measures such as taxes, charges, permits, licences and
tradable rights. At the lowest level are negotiated outcomes where self-regulation is
seen to be a set of standards or procedures adopted unilaterally by a firm, but
usually as a response to negotiation.

4.5

Self-Regulation and the Environment

In the environmental area, the terms self-regulation and voluntary agreement appear
to have been used interchangeably.

The European Environmental Advisory

Councils describe self-regulation as:
“All (partly) voluntary individual and group activities that contribute to the
realisation of a common interest with the conditions agreed with, or provided by,
a government or non-government organisation”
European Environment Advisory Council, 1997, p1
In this statement by the Advisory Council, self-regulation is described as functioning
within a framework of legal, economic and cultural conditions. Recognition is given
to the problems of integrating self-regulation into existing European Community
directives and to the various national legislations but, given suitable preconditions,
self-regulation is promoted as providing greater flexibility and innovation than
directive legislation. As such, self-regulation is regarded as an integral part of the
comprehensive regulatory system.

Since 1997, the trend has been to diminish the use of self-regulation and promote
the use of voluntary approaches. One of the initiatives of Directorate General XII
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(DGXII) of the European Union was to establish a working group to examine the
various facets of voluntary approaches and this has been formed as a network of
researchers from a number of European universities under the title of CAVA –
Concerted Action on Voluntary Approaches. Voluntary Approaches is used as an
umbrella term to cover commitments from firms or sectors to improve their
(environmental) performance.

The type of arrangements included are self-

regulation, voluntary initiatives, voluntary codes, environmental charters, voluntary
accords, voluntary agreements, co-regulation and covenants (Higley, Convery &
Lévêque, 2001; p4; Ingram, 1998, p5).

4.6

Are Voluntary Agreements Voluntary

Although ‘voluntary agreements’ have become a popular policy instrument in many
countries, the term does not have a universal definition and the approach taken in
different countries shows a varying degree of voluntariness matched by a varying
extent of formal or judicially binding arrangements (Sunnevag, 1999, p3). However,
despite the differences in terminology, the real effect is that government and
industry or firms are moving to more co-operative arrangements and away from the
traditional adversarial relationships associated with command and control regulation.
The supporters of voluntary agreements claim that these arrangements provide the
same or better outcomes than the use of market based approaches and direct
regulation, but provide greater flexibility as an instrument and less fiscal strain. For
the government, public regulation is a highly imperfect process that may give rise to
substantial costs in either setting up the legislation or in implementing or enforcing
the subsequent regulation. The voluntary agreement (VA) is an opportunity to use
another instrument as part of a policy mix to achieve a “satisficed” outcome, that is,
an outcome that is acceptable to all parties but not necessarily an optimum outcome
for any party.
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4.7

Types of Voluntary Approaches

Using the environmental field as the example of VAs, it has been suggested that the
voluntary contribution is akin to showing the victim the instruments of torture before
sitting down to meaningful discussions. The difficulty is to determine the extent to
which the government is involved in a VA, even when, by definition, the government
has no direct involvement. A typology of VAs lists the principle elements as:

•

Negotiated compliance/negotiated performance
negotiated compliance describes how firms or participants will meet existing
regulatory obligations.

Negotiated performance requires target setting to

address currently unregulated activities.

•

Retroactive/proactive.
Retroactive addresses past practices or resolves past problems and provides
a certainty to problems arising due to changed conditions or practice. On the
other hand, most new VAs appear to be used to address obligations to
prevent, minimise or reduce the impacts of ongoing and future activities,
indicating a proactive use.

•

Binding/non binding
Indicates the degree to which an agreement imposes obligations.
Agreements may be designed to impose legal obligations related to clearly
defined targets. At the other end of the spectrum, there may be only general
obligations without specifying what specific action is to be taken, how
performance is to be measured and without penalties for non-compliance.
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•

Statutory/non statutory
Unless incorporated into legislation or regulation, any agreement is basically
a private law agreement governed by contract law. By being incorporated
into legislation, any breach of the agreement is statutory or regulatory noncompliance.

•

Pre-established goals, negotiable goals
A pre-established goal enables a VA to be used as a management tool to
identify how a signatory will fulfil its obligations towards achieving that
objective. If the objective is to be negotiated as part of the agreement, then
there are questions of accountability relating to who should participate in the
negotiation, who should be bound by the resulting agreement, the actual
targets and how the targets should be set and measured.

•

Third party involvement
Although most agreements are made between Government and industry,
there are opportunities or occasions for the involvement of third parties. In
the name of public interest, environmental groups can promote action or be
the catalyst for the introduction of an agreement. Similarly, the groups can
influence the outcomes of discussions or call for more stringent conditions to
existing agreements. Lastly, the government may not be involved where an
agreement is made as part of a civil law action to settle a claim for pollution or
other environmental damage.

In a statement that firmly connects VAs and the environment, a broad definition of
voluntary approaches is given as ‘Voluntary approaches are commitments from
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polluting firms or industrial sectors to improve their environmental performance’
(Higley, Convery & Lévêque, 2001, p4).
Three types of Voluntary Approaches are identified:
a.

Unilateral Commitments

Where a firm commits itself to a programme of action to achieve an objective
or set of objectives, and these objectives are communicated to stakeholders;
employees, shareholders, industry partners, customers and the public. The
definition of the environmental targets as well as the terms for compliance are
set by the firm itself.

In principle, the commitments are set without the

involvement of the government or public authority.

To be effective, the

programme should be subject to regular verification, monitored by an
independent expert panel and the results made public.

b.

Public Voluntary Schemes

In this case, the public authorities set the standards to be attained or the
objectives to be achieved and individual firms agree to meet the standards or
targets. This allows the public authority autonomy in setting the standards
and/or objectives and, as participation is a voluntary act by the firm, this
category might better be described as ‘optional regulation’.

c.

Negotiated Agreements

An agreement made between a sector or a group of sectors and the public
authority to meet one or more overall targets as a result of a bargaining
process.

Flexibility is achieved by allowing individual firm or sector

commitments to achieve an overall result by negotiating targets and time
frames. Negotiated agreements are typically linked to existing legislation or
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to the achievement of government policy or undertakings. In return for the
co-operation of the industry sector, the public authority agrees to accept the
negotiated outcome and subject to satisfactory compliance, not to introduce
direct regulation.

4.8

Bargaining the Voluntary Agreement

Voluntary agreements involve explicit or implicit bargaining and bargaining strength
will be an important determinant of the outcome.
between collective and individual initiatives.

A distinction may be drawn

Collective initiatives are taken by

industry or trade associations or other groups of firms while individual firms may
take unilateral action without the involvement of any association or group. At the
same time, the distinction between informal and formal approaches may be an
indicator of the voluntariness of the agreement reached. Informal approaches refer
to arrangements where the firm or firms undertake to set their own targets and
conduct their own monitoring and reporting.

This may be a unilateral action

designed to pre-empt government action or to meet a government objective. Formal
approaches refer to negotiated agreements where targets are jointly set, or are the
result of the negotiation, with commitments, tasks and responsibilities as part of the
process. In the case of negotiation, bargaining strength depends on the relative
position of the negotiating parties, their individual aims and their fall-back positions.
Preservation of market share, maintaining barriers to entry, preservation of markets
and protection from government interference are all considerations. In every case,
the failure to achieve consensus carries the threat of the imposition of public
regulation and the costs of implementation.
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4.9

Social Outcomes

Another definition of a VA is:
‘An agreement between government and industry to facilitate voluntary action
with a desired social outcome, which is encouraged by the government, to be
undertaken by a participant based on the participant’s self interest’.
Storey, Boyd & Dowd, 1997, p3
The major concepts are a desirable social outcome, government encouragement
and self-interest.

The desirable social outcome may best be presented as the

objective of the government or regulatory body. The encouragement to achieve the
social outcome ranges from incentives in the positive form of removing barriers to
cost-effective investments, or providing advice and assistance through to the
negative re-inforcement of having the government agree to refrain from instituting
regulatory measures on the condition of industry support and participation. Selfinterest concerns the perception of the industry of what is best for them in a
particular instance and may be as simple as the accolade of public recognition as
good corporate citizens (Storey, Boyd and Dowd, 1997, p4).

In practice, the definition of a VA is not so clear. First, the delineation between VA
and non-VA policy instruments is not easily made. VAs can incorporate a range of
incentives or mechanisms, but without thresholds or guidelines, there is difficulty in
establishing the point at which a VA intrudes into other types of policies. Secondly,
the term voluntary is used loosely and disguises the power relationship between the
government and the participant.

If it is accepted that the VA is a negotiated

agreement then it should also be understood that VAs and regulation are not
complete alternatives, but can be used as complementary strategies.
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4.10

Protection of Competition

As most voluntary approaches necessitate collective action and the establishment of
agreements among firms, the possibility of a threat to competition exists. Under
normal circumstances, undertakings given by associations or trade organisations
and decisions to take concerted action would be considered restraint of trade, but
consideration has to be given to the trade offs between restrictions on competition
and the problems that the voluntary approach is intended to solve (Brau & Carraro,
2001, p54).

Brau and Carraro (2001, p55) point out that firms or groups of firms are prepared to
adopt a voluntary approach even where significant costs are involved. Part of the
incentive to enter into the voluntary approach is the opportunity or incentive to
restrict competition.

Two principal reasons are suggested.

The first is the

Reputation Enhancing VA by which a firm profits from an enhanced reputation as an
environmentally conscious supplier or a supplier of goods with desirable
environmental attributes. The strategy is to differentiate the product or process and
to capture the willingness of those consumers prepared to support the
environmental ethic. When the environmental attributes are valued by the customer,
there is usually a preparedness to pay a higher price, leaving a firm with a number
of options. An increase in market demand for the products can increase profits and,
on the other hand, this willingness to pay more may allow the firm to raise prices
without a significant reduction in demand. At the same time, if a firm successfully
differentiates its product from those competing products in the same industry, the
benefit flows to that firm in the form of increased market share and increased profits.
This potential for increased profits provides the incentive for undertaking a VA and
negotiating standards with the public authority.
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Each of these factors may affect competitiveness in an industry. Increased market
demand may induce new entrants. An increase in market prices, or a decrease in
the price elasticity of demand, may favour market concentration due to the
increased market power of the subscribing firm. Successful product differentiation
may lead to other firms exiting the market. There is the opportunity to use VAs
strategically to deter entry to a market.

Given that there are significant costs

involved in adopting the VA, a firm may use the opportunity for significant
investment to provide an environmental standard in excess of that acceptable to
government. By setting the higher standard, this provides a quality level barrier to
new entrants. Product differentiation provides a simple barrier to entry, particularly
where the existing firm has the opportunity to saturate a market with brands, or
occupy a large number of market niches.

The second and probably more important incentive for the adoption of a VA is the
gain from avoiding the costs of direct public regulation and is described as
Regulation Offsetting VAs. This presumes that the introduction of regulation is liable
to result in much higher costs than the voluntary approach, but also to pre-empt the
implementation of more stringent direct regulation. Regulatory pre-emption occurs
when the severity of the direct regulation cannot be influenced and is distinguished
from the case where the severity of the direct regulation can be influenced.
Regulatory pre-emption results where firms commit themselves to achieve the
environmental objectives of the public authority or to exceed those standards as
seen in the Public Voluntary Standards or the Negotiated Approach.
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This has particular benefit where firms can reach the standards or objectives at a
lower cost than when required to adopt a compulsory standard or process.
Voluntary compliance offers the opportunity for more efficient practices and product
or process improvement, as the VA only affects the way in which a target might be
achieved and not the definition of the target. The corollary to this is where the
environmental target under a VA is lower than would have been expected or
imposed by regulation. At the limit, this may be applied where the benefits offered
by the VA outweigh the cost of legislative action and the difficulties of the
implementation of regulation.

In these cases, there is a presumption that the

introduction of a VA provides benefits to both parties, i.e. the firm and the public
authority and may be described as being profitable from both a private and social
viewpoint.

A third incentive for achieving a Regulation Offsetting VA is the opportunity for
regulatory capture. The assumption is made that the public authority or bureaucracy
responsible for implementing legislation is always operating on behalf of the
legislators and in the public interest.

Any situation where the public authority

pursues a different agenda to the legislature offers an opportunity to lessen or
modify the intended effect of the legislation. The introduction of a VA that has less
stringent conditions, or provides a benefit to firms, may be seen as an instance of
regulatory capture.

In particular, where the market is concentrated to the point

where two or three firms are dominant or in a powerful position to influence the
conditions of the VA, regulatory capture may be seen as an inevitable result.

To evaluate the effects on competition requires some recognition of the regulation
being pre-empted by the regulation offsetting VA. The existence of a regulatory

78

threat provides an environment in which collusion among firms is discouraged or
made more difficult.

The opportunity to reduce this threat by negotiating a VA

provides the incentives and opportunities for collusive strategies amongst firms.
The removal or pre-emption of the regulatory threat has the possibility of increasing
future profits and presents the advantages of maintaining collusion over time to
protect those future profits.

Strategically, VAs offer opportunities to dominate a market. First, the deliberate use
of a VA to negatively affect the performance of a competitor where the adoption or
early adoption of the VA confers a competitive advantage. Secondly, a VA that is
costly to implement represents a barrier to entry and, in a concentrated market,
provides further incentives for concentration as firms redefine their output levels and
market shares in line with the new cost structures.

A third strategy aimed at

deterring entry is where a firm might, through voluntary over-compliance, encourage
a stronger VA or aim for more stringent conditions to deter new entrants.

4.11

Juridical considerations

Concern has been expressed about the status of VAs under the ‘rule of law’ and
these concerns are expressed in three main areas – the exercising of the public
powers of government, legal protection of parties to the VA and the rights of third
parties and the public (Sumikura, 2000, p59.; Glasbergen, 2000, p88). Rule of law
refers to the principle established as the basis of constitutional states in which those
exercising public power should be subject to legal constraints. Under this principle,
law limits the public power of government and the necessity for the enacting of
legislation provides this brake or legal constraint. A legislative instrument is not only
an authority for the implementation of policies, but a limiting factor to the power of
public policy. The separation of powers between legislature and executive does not
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allow for direct negotiation between what are essentially private parties and the
bureaucracy or administration. But the concept of the VA requires private parties to
influence the setting, defining and enforcement of laws.

Barth & Dette (2001, p35) give four categories in respect to VAs and their
relationship to legal norms. These are VAs preventing legal norms where there is
no existing regulation but the state intends to use a VA instead of enacting
legislation to achieve a particular goal. VAs preceding legal norms contain those
provisions and conditions that will be featured in a new law but the VA establishes
the working basis prior to the enactment of legislation. A VA may be used as a
substitute for a legal norm where the state, having established policy or law,
indicates an intention not to pursue the legislative course, but uses the VA to
achieve the same purpose. Where a law exists, the establishment of the VA is
predicated on either de-enactment of the law or on the non-enforcement of the law
subject to the achievement of the aims of the VA. The use of this strategy of nonenforcement may be seen as supplementing the legal norm as substitution can only
occur where the legislation allows for de-enactment or removal.

Under these conditions, it is necessary to ensure that there are no uncertainties to
the legal use of VAs. The simplest method is to provide legislative backing and
support to a VA, but this contradicts the basic tenet of the VA, that of providing a
mechanism by which private parties contribute of their own volition. Also, once a
law is enacted, this is binding on the bureaucracy or the administration and the
administration does not have the power to circumvent the legislation by
administrative decision or action. Then the VA may not contradict the enacted law
and the enacted law has the capacity to restrain the use of VAs or to limit their
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authority. On the other hand, the State may claim that there is an obligation to
protect the safety and health of individuals and hence, to protect the environment as
part of that general obligation. Therefore, the state may claim general powers by
regulation, without reference to specific legislation, but the general principle of the
separation of powers must limit the degree to which VAs can be instituted without
reference to legislation.

The three most important limitations are substantive statutory controls, procedural
statutory controls and judicial controls (Sumikura, 2000, p60). Substantive statutory
controls refer to those controls where legislation stipulates the substantive
constraints on the use of public power. This is to ensure that the discretion of public
authorities is confined within legal bounds and provides specific statutory
authorisation. These controls include such items as prescribing the activities that
may be regulated, setting standards, goals to be achieved, conditions and penalties.
Procedural statutory controls are those controls and procedures to which the public
authority must submit in the exercise of their authority or function. It is a means of
controlling the discretionary use of public power and is necessary to provide
transparency in the use of public power. It includes the principles of a fair hearing,
information disclosure, giving reasons for decisions and consultation with affected
private parties or stakeholders. Lastly, judicial controls refer to the capacity of the
judiciary to review the legality of administrative actions in a public court.

These four categories previously discussed directly relate VAs to the legal norm. A
more fundamental division of VAs might be according to their statutory status; either
statutory voluntary agreements or non-statutory voluntary agreements. However,
this is complicated by the need to consider the VA in terms of its functional
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equivalence to conventional regulation, in terms of regulatory formality, and the
degree or amount of de facto coercion used. The relevant law or legislation should
provide for the substantive and procedural controls necessary to ensure the working
of the statutory agreement, but there are instances of the lack of either procedural or
substantive controls even where legislation is in place (Sumikura, 2000, p58). On
the other hand, a VA may be used as a substitute for legislation and be provided
with substantive and procedural controls, but without the backing and authorisation
of the legislative process. As a non-statutory voluntary agreement, it is outside the
‘rule of law’.

The adoption of a non-statutory voluntary agreement depends on the consensus
reached amongst the parties and, in theory, participation in and compliance with the
agreement is purely ‘voluntary’. In practice, the VA offers little legal protection to the
parties involved. First, the lack of substantive and procedural statutory controls may
provide a barrier to enforcement through the courts, although there is an argument
that a properly constituted VA could be seen as a form of contract with enforcement
available through the civil courts. This is predicated on the VA being a binding
document and also that a complainant would be prepared to take civil action. The
lack of legal status may warrant the VA being seen as an administrative practice,
with non-compliance not necessarily being an illegal act. At the same time, the lack
of legal status and the lack of statutory controls have the capacity to reduce the
legal protection available to the parties involved.

Regulatory power may be inappropriately or irregularly used by public authorities or
by private parties such as industry associations. The legal protection provided by
statutory regulation provides a barrier to the imposition of different or more onerous
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conditions at a lower legislative level. Public authorities and industry associations
are in a position to provide coercive power to the establishment of a VA and the
terms and conditions may not be the result of free, open and voluntary discussions.
Where an association represents a private group, the discussions are more likely to
have been the result of bargaining and negotiation behind closed doors. The result
does not necessarily represent the interests or intentions of the individual group
member and may be more representative of the bargaining power exerted by
differing members of the group. Where more groups are involved, the bargaining
power of each group is liable to be reflected in the outcome.

As the VA represents an agreement reached between private participating parties,
the interests of third parties and even the environment itself are not necessarily
considered. While the public interest is expected to be protected by parliamentary
representatives and by the elected members of the various levels of government,
there is no guarantee that the final resulting VA is in the public interest or in the best
public interest.

As negotiations are normally conducted between participating

parties and with some degree of confidentiality, the VA can hardly be seen as the
result of an open and transparent process with the public interest as a foundation.
Whereas regulation is the result of an open public debate, VAs may not be seen as
a credible form of control, but the ‘privatisation’ of public policy and a form of
regulatory capture.

4.12

Key considerations

Lévêque (1998, p11) provides a summary of the practical application of VAs, and
encapsulates the key considerations for the design of policy:
•

before initiating or participating in a voluntary approach, all parties should
thoroughly investigate the advantages and disadvantages of involvement.
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•
•

•
•
•
•

•

4.13

to prevent problems from arising later, as early as possible in the process
of developing a VA, a clear statement should be articulated concerning
the roles, rights and responsibilities of all parties.
before adopting targets, independent estimates of the business-as-usual
trend – what emission level or other target variables are likely to be given
natural technical progress within the considered industry – should be
made to give a ‘counterfactual’, that is a likely outcome in the absence of
a VA.
improvement targets over the counterfactual should be set in discussion
with government and/or other interests. They should not only result from
internal discussions within companies and industries.
the targets should be transparent, known to and understood by the key
stakeholders involved.
obstacles to restrain free riding, and incentives to restrain it should be
implemented when VAs involve a collective of firms.
a system involving concerned parties independent from industry should be
established to monitor and verify progress towards the achievement of
targets. In addition, there should be a mechanism for imposing sanctions
in the event of non-compliance.
successful VAs require patience and pragmatism.
The ideals
encountered in academic texts – rigorous terms, 100% buy-in, perfect
monitoring and full compliance – will normally be unachievable in practice.
Rather, an incremental process may be necessary, involving the use of
transition periods, with commitments phased in over time. Like any other
environmental instrument, VAs are not a panacea.

Policy Lessons

Although policy lessons from VAs are given by other authors (e.g. Moffet & Bregha,
1999, p26; Ingram, 1999, p23; Krarup, 2001, p79), the summary by Brau and
Carrero (2001, p64) highlights the most important aspects:
1. The adoption of VAs can be expected to have some effect on competition.
2. The effect appears to be against the objective of maintaining or increasing
competition.
3. A more concentrated industry usually favours the adoption of VAs.
4. The effectiveness of VAs usually increases when the industry is more
concentrated.
5. VAs are more beneficial if firms are permitted to co-operate in the setting
of standards.
Reflecting the pragmatic view of Lévêque, Brau and Carreo offer the opinion that the
optimal strategy for a VA might be one that accepts or even favours reduced
competition or a more concentrated industry if the resulting environmental benefits
are likely to outweigh the economic costs.
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4.14

Conclusion

Although VAs have been implemented in Europe for over a decade, there Is still
debate over the value and effectiveness of VAs generally as an instrument of
government policy. The potential effects on competition, the need for supporting
legislation, the legal implications and effective monitoring are still topics under
discussion. It could be said that VAs are still evolving.

In a recommendation for future research, Brau and Carrero (2001, p67) highlight
some of these issues. Most studies are based on simple assumptions about market
structure and more research is needed to analyse the relationship between VAs and
competition. Further studies are needed on the optimal design of VAs to ascertain
the results derived from different VAs in different industries. Finally, more empirical
analysis should be devoted to check the consistency between the theoretical
predictions and the actual functioning of VAs.
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CHAPTER 5

5.1

THE EXPERIENCE OF ‘SELF-REGULATION

Introduction

Although Voluntary Agreements (VAs) have been implemented in Europe for thirty
years, the greatest effort has been since 1991, and the European Community now
has a history of active involvement in waste management schemes.

With this

history and the amount of analysis already undertaken in the EU, this provides a
valuable background for a consideration of an appropriate or suitable programme for
Australian conditions. This chapter addresses the approaches taken by members of
the European Community, the strengths and weaknesses of those approaches and
considers whether it provides a direction for their application in Australia.

An

examination of the European Union (EU) Directive on Packaging Waste provides the
background for an analysis of the approach taken by each country (European Union
Council, 1994, pp1-13). The implementation of the Waste Management (Packaging)
Regulations 1997 in Ireland provides a comparison with the introduction of the NPC
in Australia (Minister for the Environment, 1997, pp1-7. A review of Returnable
Transport Packaging in the UK provides a comparison with the application of similar
containers to Australian conditions.

In 1991, the “Ordinance on the Avoidance of Packaging Waste” was enacted in
Germany with the principal aim of reducing the pressure on waste disposal sites. Of
the thirty two million tonnes of waste generated each year, approximately 14-15
million tonnes was packaging waste.14

Objections to new landfill sites or

incineration plants prompted the German Government to adopt new and innovative
strategies to solve this ‘waste disposal crisis’. The same factors, particularly the

14

The Packaging legislation of Germany and its potential impact on export packaging from developing
countries. International Trade Centre UNCTAD/WTO, 1999.
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lack of landfill capacity in Europe has provided the stimulus for other nations to
address the issues of waste management. The Australian Government, through the
Australia and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council (ANZECC) has
the addressed the same issues in the same period.

Initially, packaging waste management was a necessity imposed by these
conditions and not originally a response to economic imperatives or questions of
environmental sustainability. However, the environmental issues are inseparable
from all other issues and have provided the impetus for schemes to control waste
and packaging waste in particular. The National Packaging Covenant is the result of
the same considerations.

5.2

Environmental Agreements in the European Union

The environment has become a fertile ground for the introduction of ‘self-regulation’,
particularly in the 1990s where, using voluntary approaches, there has been a
marked increase in the number and scope of agreements used as a policy
instrument for environmental management. The most important issues are seen as
waste and air management, climate change, ozone depletion and water pollution
(DeClerq et al, 2001, p16). The first environmental VA was concluded in 1971 in
France, with the United Kingdom following in 1972 but most other countries were
late adopters with the majority concluding their first VA in the period 1987 to 1989.
A measure of the increasing reliance on VAs in the European Union is that in the
1995 year, the number of agreements concluded was almost the same as the total
for years 1986 to 1990. In all of these countries, the issue of waste management
received the highest priority or was addressed by the greatest number of concluded
agreements. An indication of the importance given to waste management is shown
in Table 5.1 from a 1999 report that concluded that waste management is the
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subject of approximately 20% of agreements in most EU countries (Ingram,1999,
p10).

Table 4 Environmental Focus of Environmental Agreements Within European
Union 1997
State

Climate
Change

Austria
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Portugal
Spain
Sweden
UK
EU Total

Inland
Water
Resources

v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v

v
v
v
v
v

v
v
v
v

Waste

Air
Pollution

v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v
v

Soil

v
v
v

v
v

Ozone
Depletion
v
v

v
v
v

v
v

v
v
v
v
v

v

v
v
v

Total
20
6
16
2
8
93
72
1
11
5
107
10
6
11
9
305

Moffet and Bregha, 1999, p6
5.3

The EU Directive.

On 20th December 1994, Directive 94/62/EC, the European Union Council Directive
on packaging and packaging waste was established, being effective from 31st
December 1994. The date set for final implementation by Member States was 30th
June 1996. The objective of this Directive is stated as:
“To harmonise national measures concerning the management of packaging
and packaging waste, on the one hand to prevent any impact on the
environment of all Member states as well as of third countries or to reduce
such impact, thus providing a high level of environmental protection, and, on
the other hand, to ensure the functioning of the internal market and to avoid
obstacles to trade and distortion of competition within the Community.”
European Union Council, 1994, p3
The purpose of the Directive is to establish the common ground and targets for
Member States to introduce their own measures to meet those targets. Although
the targets are not negotiable and the harmonisation requirements meant that some
requirements such as labelling would also be non-negotiable, the Directive allows
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complete flexibility for the Member State to construct its own system. In this the
Directive is quite clear that it is advocating systems or measures and not requiring
laws.

The summary of the Directive provides:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

packaging is defined as all packaging, whether used or released in
industrial, commercial, office, shop, service, household or any other place,
regardless of the material used.
member States are to take measures to prevent the formation of
packaging waste, and may encourage reuse of packaging.
targets for the return and/or collection of used packaging are
Recovery: 50% - 60%.
Recycling: 25% - 45%, with a minimum of 15% by weight for each
packaging material.
essential requirements as to the composition and the reuse, recovery and
recycling of packaging are specified.
the Commission is to promote the preparation of standards relating to
these essential requirements and these are to be applied immediately.
provisions for marking of packaging and identification of materials is to be
applied not later than two years after the introduction of the Directive.
drafts of measures in support of the Directive are to be notified prior to
being adopted by the Member State.
for efficient monitoring, a database compatible to all Member States and
with the complete required information is to be established.
member States are required to make regular reports to the Commission
on the implementation of the Directive.
users of packaging are to be informed about the management of
packaging and packaging waste.
there is to be a transition period during which packaging manufactured
prior to the introduction of the Directive may be used.

This Directive has been supplemented by Implementing Measures, issued as
Decisions, and which are intended to provide operating procedures. Some of these
are:
•

•

Decision 97/129/EC. Established the identification system, including the
numbering and abreviations to indicate the nature of the packaging
materials used and specifying which materials are subject to the
identification system.
The Commission of European Communities, 1997a
Decision 97/138/EC. Established the database format to harmonise the
characteristics and presentation of data on packaging and packaging
waste to enable proper implementation monitoring.
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•
•

The Commission of European Communities, 1997b
Decision 97/622/EC. Established procedures for questionnaires relating
to areas of packaging waste.
The Commission of European Communities, 1997c
Decision 1999/177/EC. Established the conditions by which plastic crates
and plastic pallets did not have to meet the conditions specified for paper
products with respect to heavy metal concentration levels.
The Commission of European Communities, 1999

On the 7th December 2001, a proposal was presented to the European Parliament
for an amendment to Directive 94/62/EC to establish more ambitious recovery and
recycling targets, based on a 1999 interim report of the practical experience gained
since the implementation of the Directive. The salient points are:
•
•
•
•

5.4

recovery targets increased to 60% - 75%
recycling target increased to 55% - 70%
specific material recycling targets fixed as 60% for glass, 55% for paper
and cardboard, 50% for metals, 20% for plastics.
new conditions to be met by 30th June 1996, except for Greece, Ireland
and Portugal where the target date is 30th June 2009.
The Commission of European Communities, 2001, p1

Action by Member States

Under the umbrella of this Directive, all EU States have now introduced waste
management schemes and/or legislation. Although a Member State may choose
the form and methods to implement a Directive, the European Commission (EC) has
established that a Directive intending to create rights and obligations for individuals
requires transposing acts with binding force. States are required to be in a position
to ensure that their implementation of the Directive ensures that the provisions are
applicable to anyone, not only those already recognised in an industry, but also to
newcomers to the industry and to those preferring to free-ride. There is doubt that
unilateral agreements with industry are legally binding and, as such, do not conform
to EC law or intentions (Ingram, 1999, p11). To this end, the EC has called for
binding agreements or regulatory action even for those programmes that set up
general programmes or provide for general targets.
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This directive on waste management schemes is directed to waste minimisation in
general. There is some recognition that the most effective process is to prevent
waste at source by the direction to Member States to prevent the formation of
packaging waste and that they ‘may’ encourage reuse of packaging. On the other
hand, the emphasis on recovery and recycling indicates the acceptance of the
status quo and an acceptance that waste management schemes are to be directed
into better recovery systems, better recycling facilities and more effective use of the
materials in current use. Despite the efforts directed to waste minimisation and the
increased recovery and recycling, waste quantities are increasing in Europe. For
example, Norway, where the recycling rate for paper increased from 35% in 1985 to
49% in 1996.

At the same time, the total quantity of paper sent to landfill or

incinerated actually increased due to the growth in consumption of paper and
cardboard (Jacobsen and Kristoffersen, 2002, p9).

Although Jacobsen and

Kristoffersen point out that waste prevention is a long term process and that results
may not be perceptible for years (2002, p5), there appears to be some difficulty in
defining a length of time after which results should be expected or measurable.

5.7

Joint approaches

In an evaluation of joint approaches to environmental policy making in Europe, `the
term JEP (Joint approaches to Environmental Policy making) was used to cover all
joint, voluntary approaches by government and industry to solving environmental
problems (Ingram, 1999, p17).

The conclusions reached covered a number of

factors. First, that it is not possible to prove that environmental agreements are
more or less environmentally effective than regulatory measures.

Although

environmental agreements generally do contribute to a higher degree of
environmental protection than would be expected without an agreement, the
agreements generally fell short of what was technically feasible. There was no
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evidence that agreements produced results any faster than regulatory measures,
but there are indications that some agreements did precede regulation and that
implementation and compliance under these conditions did have advantages.
Secondly, there is no evidence to support a hypothesis that environmental
agreements are more cost-effective than regulatory measures as agreements
appear to be chosen without cost analysis of alternative measures. The majority of
agreements are negotiated between industry and government representatives either
without the participation of other stakeholders or public participation or with limited
input from those groups. It is therefore logical that agreements have a high level of
acceptance within the affected industry, but are often viewed by environmental
groups as lacking sufficiently ambitious targets.

As the legislature plays only a

minor role, and usually it is only a validation role, the legitimacy of using agreements
in place of legislation is called into question.

Thirdly, as a general rule, public

authorities need to have not only a ‘credible threat’ that they have alternative means
of achieving the same objectives but are also perceived to be willing to apply these
measures. At the same time, there is a need for incentives for industry to promote
active participation and rewards for co-operation, even if this is limited to public
recognition. The use of environmental agreements needs to be part of a policy mix
where agreements and regulatory instruments can be combined to exploit the
strengths and weaknesses of each approach when applied to a particular situation.
While the use of a policy mix does not necessarily lead to higher environmental
effectiveness, it may have benefits in making transparent the advantages and
benefits of the different approaches.

Finally, to provide absolute standards or

objectives, and to provide this transparency and legitimacy, environmental
objectives should be set by legislation.
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As joint approaches covers a range of policy structures, Table 5.2 provides a scale
distinguishing the Jointness of policy formulation and implementation and the
Voluntariness of co-operation between the public authorities and the private
interests. The scales are intended to provide a continuum.

Table 5 Placing Joint Approaches
Jointness
High public-private interaction

Regulation by consensus/
Negotiated rule making

Voluntariness

Joint environmental
Policy making

Obligatory

Voluntary

Command and control
Regulation

Self-regulation

Low public-private interaction

Ingram,1999, p5

5.6

Producer responsibility

For packaging waste, a recent trend in the EU has been the move to producer
responsibility.

This involves giving to producers or fillers of packaging, the

organisational and economic responsibility for the recovery and/or disposal of that
style of packaging. As there is difficulty in arranging take-back responsibility to each
individual producer of packaging, the normal arrangement is to establish companies
or schemes to undertake the collection and treatment of waste packaging on behalf
of the producer. Essentially, the company or scheme manages the obligations of
the producer, and is financed by the producer in the first instance or by the
packaging chain according to any division of responsibility that may be allocated to
the filler of packaging, brand owner or retailer. The advantage to the regulatory
authorities is that environmental targets may be reached without extensive public
investment in waste management facilities and/or schemes. The disadvantage is
that reliance is placed on commercial enterprises outside the direct control of the
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authorities, providing a need for control and monitoring systems or agencies
(Jacobsen and Kristoffersen, 2002, p16).

5.7

Application of Voluntary Agreements

Although the objectives of the EU establish non-negotiable targets, the opportunity
for member states to introduce their own systems and the permutations and
combinations of circumstances and approaches has resulted in a diversity of
measures being applied. Börkey and Lévêque (1998, p18) attribute this diversity to
two themes; a difference in scope and a difference in liability. The difference in
scope refers to the selective use of the VA as a part of the government policy mix
and in the areas to which the VAs are applied. Table 6 illustrates the selective use
of VAs in the member states and, in many cases, the limited range of environmental
themes to which the VAs have been applied. The Netherlands is the only State that
uses VAs as a key instrument of environmental policy for dealing with all major
environmental themes. The issue of liability refers to whether the industry or group
is seen as collectively liable for the negotiation of collective standards and the
implementation of those standards, or whether the individual firm is liable for its
individual performance to meet a negotiated standard. For collective liability there is
normally no explicit sanction except the threat of, or imposition of, explicit legislation.
Without individual liability, the opportunity of free riding is an issue.

Dutch

Covenants are the typical example of a VA involving individual liability. Targets are
set on a collective negotiated basis between the Government and a branch
association and signed off as a Declaration of Intent. These agreements are linked
to individual operational licenses requiring environmental plans, targets and
implementation measures.

These serve as a framework for individual contracts

between the Government and a firm, and have the status of a contract under civil
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law. The effect is to grant a license subject to monitoring and requiring revision
every four years (Börkey and Lévêque, 1998, p13).

Table 6 Differences Between Negotiated Agreements In The Netherlands And
In The EU
The Netherlands

European Union

Independent function in environmental policy
Individual liability
Legally binding

Support environmental policy
Collective liability
Not legally binding

DeClerq et al, 2001, p20

5.8

Efficiency of Voluntary Agreements

At the end of 1998, commenting on the efficiency of VAs, Börkey and Lévêque
(1998, p21) state:
“Empirical and theoretical results on the efficiency of negotiated agreements
are still lacking”.
In the conclusion to the same report to the OECD, the authors point out that little
information has been gathered on the efficiency of VAs and therefore, no
comparison can be made between VAs and regulation. Only qualified support is
given to anecdotal evidence of environmental effectiveness.

To assess

environmental policies in general and VAs in particular, the report offered a number
of comments.

•

Environmental effectiveness.
Environmental ambition.

If social welfare is maximised when the

environmental benefits balance the social costs, then the gap between the
effective target and the target actually adopted represents the effect of the
bargaining power of the participants. More ambitious targets might be
seen as a measure of the political commitment to the particular process,
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while under ambitious or less ambitious targets might be seen as
concessions or even regulatory capture.

Implementation effectiveness.

This deals with the actual result and

whether there is a gap between the target and this final result; an
implementation gap. The gap is seen as a failure to set optimal standards
and/or standards that are not backed by adequate sanctions and effective
monitoring. These conditions may lead firms to risk not complying with a
standard as the cost on non-compliance is less than the cost of
compliance. Where firms are collectively liable, and even if there is a
collective benefit, there is always the opportunity for free riding. Weak
sanctions and ineffective monitoring are also factors in the occurrence of
free riding.

•

Economic Efficiency
The setting of group targets places the burden of compliance on all
members of the group without recognition of the differences between
those members. In practice, there is a disparity between members of a
group and it cannot be assumed that all are operating at the same level of
efficiency, all have the same or similar market share or all are at the same
level of environmental impact. Group targets call for an equality of burden
sharing and do not allow for differentiation of targets among the member
firms.
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•

Administration and Compliance Costs
Regulation incurs costs.

On the Government side, administering a

regulation requires regulatory agency costs and further costs for
information

gathering,

measurement,

monitoring

and

for

the

application of sanctions. On the side of the private firms, there are
costs involved in meeting the standards required. The VA transfers
some or all of these costs to the branch association and the firms, so
that any savings are for the Government.

Unless firms and their

industry bodies are more efficient than a regulatory agency, net costs
are unlikely to change with the probability of increased costs to the
firm.

•

Other Efficiency Issues
Wider economic effects. These are described as the impacts on price
levels, competition or income distribution resulting from market
distortions. Barriers to entry by the setting of particularly ambitious
targets are a typical example of favouring financially strong or
technologically advanced firms.
Soft effects. With VAs being used as a co-operative measure, the
opportunities

are

available

for

increased

co-operation,

trust,

consensus building, exchange of information and changes in attitudes
and awareness.
Innovation.

Once a firm has reached compliance with a standard,

there is no incentive for further advances.

Innovation can be

enhanced or promoted by incentives that actually reduce costs for the
firm when the environmental target is reached but particularly when
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the target is exceeded. A lack of ambitious target setting would be
less efficient in generating innovation than regulation.
Viability and Feasibility.

This refers to the political and social

acceptance of the VA and the credibility of the process. Although an
effective VA requires time and application, the European experience is
that the VA is preferred to regulation. On the other hand, transparency
is required to eliminate any perception that the VA is used to avoid
more substantive environmental improvement.
Table 7 provides a useful summary and overview of the conditions applying to VAs
in a number of the EU countries.
Table 7 Overview of VAs in Different Countries of the EU
Austria

Legal
status
Non-binding

Sanctions
None

Signatories
Government
Min. of Environment

Signatories
Industry
Branch Associations
& Large Companies

Complement to command and control legislation.
Austrian law does not allow for VA to substitute for legislation.
Backed by threat of regulation.

Belgium

Non-binding

None

Min. of Environment
Regional Authorities
Waste management dealt with at Regional level

Branch Associations
& Large Companies

Denmark

Non-binding

None

Branch Associations
& Large Companies

Min. of Environment

Linked to threat of new regulation
Industry associations not prepared to accept policing role for binding
agreements.

Finland

Non-binding

None

Min. of Environment
Regional Authorities

Branch Associations
& Large Companies

Min. of Environment

Branch Associations
& Large Companies

Focus on energy efficiency

France

Non-binding

None

Background threat of regulation.
Monitoring procedures not always defined.
Most recent agreements with a single large company.

Germany

Non-binding

None

Min. of Environment
Branch Associations
Regional Authorities
& Large Companies
Strong background threat of regulation.
No direct sanctions – indirect sanction through regulatory threat.

Ireland

Non-binding

None

Italy

Non-binding

None

Min. of Environment
Branch Associations
Regional Authorities
& Large Companies
Only 1 agreement – packaging waste.
Repak (the recycling agreement) managed by group of industrialists.
Min. of Environment
Branch Associations
Regional Authorities
& Large Companies
Generally not collective agreements.
Defined at national level and signed off at regional and local level.
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Luxemborg

Non-binding

None

Min. of Environment

Branch Associations
& Large Companies

Complement to command and control legislation.
The Netherlands

Binding

Via
Min. of Environment
Branch Associations
licensing
Local Authorities
& Large Companies
Key policy instrument.
Status of a civil law contract.
Declaration of intent signed by government and branch association as a
framework for agreements between government and individual firms.
Administered and monitored by local authorities.

Portugal

Non-binding None
Min. of Environment
Large Companies
Complement to command and control legislation.
Industry commitments unilaterally defined by authorities.

Spain

Binding &
None
Min. of Environment
Non-binding
Complement to command and control regulation.

Branch Associations
& Large Companies

Sweden

Non-binding

Branch Associations
& Large Companies

None

Min. of Environment

Linked to threat of new legislation.
Enforced at branch association level – peer pressure.

UK

Non-binding

None

Min. of Environment

Branch Associations
& Large Companies
Used as a selective means to tackle particular problems.
Implementation delegated to industry – peer pressure.

adapted from Börkey and Lévêque, 1998, p31

5.9

Availability of Data

In February 2000 a report titled ”The Cost-Efficiency of Packaging Recovery
Systems” was published by Taylor Nelson Sofres Consulting who were contracted
by the DG (Director General) Enterprise of he Commission of the European
Communities. The objective of the study was to carry out a cost-efficiency analysis
of recycling in Germany, The Netherlands, France and the United Kingdom after the
introduction of the EU Directive (Cagnot, Monier and Le Doré, 2000, p14). The
study itself focuses on a single year (1997 for recycling and 1998 for costs) as all
Member States were required to implement the Directive by June 1996.

The Executive Summary of the Report notes that data was not available in any
literature and that due to this lack of availability, the lack of consistency and lack of
reliability, the Report required considerable further research and assumptions. The
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result is that although the results for household waste may be considered ‘robust’,
figures on non-household waste are estimates. For packaging, the Report notes
that the reliability of the figures is affected by different sources of information, a lack
of effective monitoring systems and different methods of calculating packaging
quantities. Different sources of information include official national data, national
reports and annual reports with gaps in the information between household and nonhousehold figures in addition to interpretation of the different types of packaging
waste. At the time of the Report, monitoring systems were not fully operational.
The Netherlands implemented a new system in 1998. Data from other members
involved different calculation rates, difficulties in separating papers between
packaging and non-packaging in addition to the assessment of packaging from
outside the compliance schemes (Cagnot, Monier and Le Doré, 2000, p35).

5.10

Voluntary Agreements in Ireland

In support of the arguments outlined in Chapter 1 concerning the Australian and
Irish conditions, an examination of the Irish scheme indicates useful lessons for
Australia. Although the EU Directive set targets common to all EU countries, some
countries received concessions either by time or by targets.

The broad

requirements are summarised below:
•

•

a minimum of 50% and a maximum of 65% of packaging waste to be
recovered within five years of the implementation of the Directive. i.e. by 1st
July 2001. In this case, recovery includes the use of waste as a fuel or to
generate energy.
a minimum of 25% of packaging waste to be recycled, with a minimum of
15% per material stream to be recycled. The Directive accepts that recycling
includes reprocessing for other purposes, includes organic recycling, but
excludes energy recovery.

Ireland received a concession on these requirements and was required to meet an
overall recovery rate of 25% by the 1st July 2001. However, targets are expected to
be substantially increased for the next five-year period.
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By the end of 1998, Ireland had concluded only one agreement. In 1994, the Irish
Business and Employers Confederation (IBEC) was invited by the Ministry of
Environmental Protection, to draw up a strategy for the organisation and financing of
a system of recovery/recycling of packaging waste (Cunningham, 1998, p2).
Representatives of industry, converters, fillers, retailers and small business formed
an industry task force. The objective of the task force was to devise an industry led
arrangement that would either obviate the need for Government statutory
obligations, or allow the industry to propose the burdens and benefits of legislation.
The result was ‘customised’ legislation drafted by the Irish Government in
consultation with the taskforce and enacted in July 1997 as the Waste Management
(Packaging Regulations) Act 1996. The objective of the legislation is described as
‘to assist and promote the recycling of packaging waste, and to facilitate waste
recovery targets laid down in the EU Directive’.

Implementation of the scheme is based on a 'carrot and stick' approach.

All

suppliers of packaging materials, or users of packaging, including manufacturers,
packaging fillers, wholesalers, supermarkets and shops are referred to as 'producers
of waste'. The Act provides a legal obligation on all 'producers' to recover waste on
their own premises and to ensure that suppliers take back any waste recovered or
made available for recovery. In addition, it is an offence for a 'producer' to dispose
of packaging waste without making it available for recovery. Producers of waste
meeting criteria associated with the generation of more than 25 tonnes of waste
annually are defined as suppliers and obliged to register with a local authority and
pay a fee based on the waste output. The system is monitored by a monthly report
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to the relevant local authority and which details the amount of packaging produced
and the packaging waste recovered.

Companies have an alternative to meeting these requirements and can choose to
be exempted by joining an approved waste recovery scheme, with that choice
limited to a company named REPAK at this time. REPAK is a Private Limited Not
for Profit Company with a Board of Directors drawn from all sectors of the packaging
chain. With a CEO and small administrative staff, REPAK aims to achieve agreed
targets for packaging waste in the most cost-effective manner, by contracting out its
recycling activities. Membership fees based on the turnover of a company provide
funding and membership costs are kept to a minimum to promote and encourage
participation. The advantage offered by REPAK is that it uses a regional basis to
co-ordinate the collection, segregation, storage and transport of waste packaging to
an appropriate point in the recycling chain. For the smaller 'producer', this offers a
number of practical advantages and the Act is designed to provide exemptions or
concessions for those taking the REPAK option.

5.11

Common Principles

Although the implementation of the Australian and Irish schemes is different, they
are based on a number of common principles.

First, the agreement is made

between the government and representatives of businesses in the packaging chain.
Secondly, the agreement has been negotiated to meet the packaging waste targets
set by, or agreed to by, the government. Thirdly, by joining in the agreement, firms
are granted a degree of autonomy in their participation in recycling and waste
recovery.

Fourthly, a legal framework to ensure that those participating in the

agreement are not placed at a competitive disadvantage by their contribution and to
discourage freeloaders backs the voluntary agreement by penalties or more
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stringent conditions. The sixth point of common agreement is the necessity for the
industry to contribute substantially to the waste management research and
initiatives.

Lastly, the packaging industry agrees to co-operate in packaging

initiatives to reduce the amount of material used, to enhance recycling and to
increase the usage of recycled input.

5.12

Evaluation of the Irish Scheme

In a paper presented to a Conference conducted by the European Research
Network on Voluntary Approaches at the University of Ghent (Belgium) in 1998, the
authors (Cunningham, Convery & Joyce;1998) propose a series of questions to
examine the implementation of packaging waste measures in Ireland. At that time,
only a preliminary evaluation was available and the authors emphasised that the
Repak scheme had only been in operation for 18 months. However, the preliminary
results did indicate that there was far from universal acceptance of the scheme. For
example, of the estimated 2000 companies eligible and expected to join Repak, only
700 had signed and of these, 150 were likely to be expelled from the scheme for
failure to comply with the rules. As membership is not compulsory and there are
substantial costs in identifying, engaging and monitoring 2000 companies, there is
insufficient incentive to ensure compliance. Responsibility for the enforcement of
the supporting legislation is with the local authority, but the priority given by the local
authority is subject to many factors, not the least being the necessity to maintain
relationships with viable industries and firms as ratepayers, employers and
community partners. Some free riders actively resist the scheme and consider the
scheme an intrusion into their business and influence the local authority by means
ranging from lobying to intimidation of inspectors.

As no firms have been

prosecuted, the threat of prosecution is not considered real and many firms are
prepared to hold out until enforcement is an issue. Overall, it is believed that more
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packaging waste is being collected, but the actual base line and the progress has
proved difficult to measure. In addition, the funding from Repak is being used to
fund collection and re-cycling activity in the greater Dublin area, which has led to
criticism that the scheme is being used to solve Dublin’s waste problem
(Cunningham, Convery and Joyce, 1998, pp 34-38).

The earlier comments by Börkey and Lévêque appear to have a direct application.
To relate this to the Covenant, the three stated principles are first, the collaborative
approach between all sectors of the industry and all spheres of government,
secondly, product stewardship and shared responsibility and thirdly, a frame work
for effective life cycle management of packaging. As the Irish study is founded on
almost identical principles, these preliminary results indicate that there are useful
lessons to be learned from the Repak scheme.

5.13

The UK and Returnable Transport Packaging

This discussion focuses on the UK experience of the acceptance of plastic crates
within the fruit and vegetable supply chain and particularly, the use of service
providers for the crates.

In Europe and UK, as a generic term, RTP refers to

Returnable Transport Packaging and embraces bulk bins, pallets, bottle crates, and
crates used for a variety of products in a variety of industries. Other definitions
focus on crates that can be lifted by hand and more particularly to those crates with
a standard footprint of 600 mm x 400 mm. An indication of the importance of RTPs
is the February 2003 announcement of a ₤30 million contract let by UK grocery
retailer, Waitrose, to Hays Asset Control Systems to provide a RTP solution for fresh
produce over the next ten years.(Transport Intelligence, 2003)15 Hays Asset Control
is part of Hays Logistics and has contracts in Netherlands, UK (Budgens, Safeway
15

Transport Intelligence online, 26 February 2003. www.transportintelligence.com
104

and Sainsbury) and United States (Wal-Mart).

The ₤ 250 million contract with

Sainsbury provides for the company to manage 8 million crates over seven years.

Use of plastic RTPs in the UK commenced in the 1960s with bakery trays and bottle
crates. In 1969, Marks and Spencer was the first supermarket chain to use RTPs,
but the system did not develop until the 1980s, when Tesco and Sainsburys began
to use the crates for transporting produce. The 1990s saw the expansion into other
supermarket areas and the refinement of the system with the introduction of service
centres to handle washing and storage (Competition Commission,2002, ch6-7).16
Even in 1997, an article in the UK Packaging Digest reported that Sainsburys were
moving 800,000 filled plastic crates per week, replacing 42 million fibre board boxes
a year. In their submission to the Competition Commission, Hays reported that the
use of RTPs had increased significantly over the last ten years because:

‘it provided a more cost-effective and environmentally acceptable packaging
solution for food producers and retailers’.
The estimate was that there are currently 35 million crates in circulation within the
food retail supply chain primarily for the distribution and in-store merchandising of
fresh produce. Of these, over 20 million were in use by Tesco and Sainsburys. The
same submission estimated that the demand for RTPs in the UK would grow by
approximately ten% a year for five years in the food retail sector alone.

Hays Logistics UK Ltd nominated Chep, Logtek, Ifco and Christian Salvesen as their
principal competitors in the UK market. Each of these companies operates as a

16

This report was published by the UK Competition Commission as a result of an enquiry into the Linpac
Group and McKechnie Paxton Holdings. Chapter 6 & 7 refer. Available at www.competitioncommission.org.uk/rep_pub/reports2002
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logistics services provider and some of these companies have their own crates. Not
all of the companies concentrate on the produce market, but all handle a variety of
RTPs and pallets. Chep Global Services indicate that they have 5 million containers
under management in Europe and UK. Logtek are the supply chain logistics arm of
Linpac Group Limited, one of the largest producers of RTPs in UK. In February
2003, Logtek were selected by Marks and Spencer’s to implement a ₤26 million
project to replace four million RTPs with RTPs built to conform to the metric
standard. Ifco Systems claim 70 million boxes, crates and pallets in circulation and
an infrastructure that covers 27 countries. Christian Salvesen provides consultancy,
management expertise and facilities to manage the customers’ RTP requirements.

With RTPs being managed by a number of service providers and being
manufactured by a number of companies, both in UK and Europe, all stake-holders
are aware of the necessity for all crates of the same type to be able to be stacked
together, regardless of origin. In the UK, there is a preference for the ‘nesting’ crate,
where the empty crates ‘nest’ together to save approximately 75% of the height of a
single crate. Stacking is achieved by a fold over bar or bale to support the next
crate above. Folding crates are more popular in Europe. These are erected to carry
produce and folded down to approximately 20% of the erected height for empty
transport. In the Competition Commission report, the life expectancy of a ‘nesting’
crate is given as five years, against three years for a folding crate. The same report
notes that, over the five year period, the crate may be reused up to 300 times and
then recycled.

The Competition Commission estimates that in the UK, approximately 50% of the
RTPs in use by supermarkets are owned and managed by service providers,
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operating as logistics companies on behalf of the supermarket. This 50% includes
all RTPs including such items as bakery trays, milk crates and bottle trays.
However, The Commission concludes that, in the immediate future, increased use of
RTPs will continue to be based on operational efficiency in use rather than
environmental incentives. In the longer term, efficiency gains through innovation
such as electronic tagging and through whole of chain management are likely to be
a greater motivator, but the UK environmental legislation may result in increased
usage. Rodney Salmon, of Linpac Materials Handling, contends that the two prime
factors in the significantly increased use of RTPs are competitive trading conditions
combined with the dictates of the EU Packaging Waste legislation (Salmon,1999,
p19). Salmon indicates that the growing sophistication and speed required in the
supply chain management have led users to consider innovative and cost effective
solutions and, with the waste management obligations, RTPs are becoming a
preferred option.

5.14

UK Packaging Recovery

Although the UK waste management policy structures are included in the discussion
of VAs, the implementation is in the direction of command and control regulation
with low public-private interaction and more obligatory than voluntary (see Table
5.2). The UK Environment Council promotes ‘Stakeholder Dialogue’ as a process
where people work together to create mutually beneficial solutions to their problems.
By seeking to identify common ground between groups, the Council suggests that
dialogue can provide valuable insights into problems, establish effective
programmes and have an informed decision making process.17 The Council also
promotes clubs and working groups for firms in a region or industry for the exchange
of information and encouragement of best practice.
17

The Environment Council maintains a web site at www.wasteguide.org.uk.
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At the same time, the

Environment Council derives its powers from a comprehensive legislative framework
that places a responsibility on almost all the parties involved in the production and
management of waste. These powers include licensing of operators and facilities,
regulation, environmental monitoring, compliance assessment, collection and
dissemination of information, advice to government authorities at all levels, advice to
industry, strategic waste management assessment and enforcement of Producer
Responsibility Obligations.

The Council recognises that the waste management

sector is one of the most heavily regulated sectors of business.

The UK response to the EU Directive 94/62 is the Producer Responsibility
Obligations (Packaging Waste) Regulations 1997 and Packaging (Essential
Requirements) Regulations 1998. These cover the EU requirement for package
minimisation, recycling and recovery.

The difference is that the main aim is to

encourage waste reduction and the re-use of packaging and packaging waste.

To meet the requirements of the Producer Responsibility Obligation (PRO),
companies handling more than 50 tonnes of packaging per year and with a turnover
exceeding ₤5 million were required to register with an Environment Agency or join
an agency registered compliance scheme. In 2000, the turnover threshold was
reduced to ₤2 million. To share the responsibility between the different parts of the
packaging chain, a company’s obligation relates to the weight of the packaging in
one or more of five activities.
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Table 8 Producer Responsibility Obligation
Activity

Percentage Obligation

Packaging raw material manufacturers
Converters (e.g. carton manufacturers)
Packer/fillers
Sellers
Importers

6%
9%
37%

48%
6-100%

Scottish Environmental Protection Agency, 200318

Recovery and recycling are normally carried out by accredited reprocessors who are
authorised to generate Packaging Waste Recovery Notes (PRN) or Packaging
Waste Export Recovery Note (PERN) for each tonne of packaging waste that is
accepted for reprocessing. The PRN demonstrates that a certain tonnage of waste
has been processed and is then a tradable certificate that can be purchased by
companies to meet their obligation. The obligation requires a company to not only
meet a tonnage obligation, but also the PRN has to relate to the appropriate
material. As a tradable commodity, the cost of a PRN fluctuates according to such
factors as the price of virgin material and the cost of reprocessing.

Firms are required to supply detailed data on the packaging throughput and to
certify that the recovery and recycling obligations have been met. An indication of
the rigour of the implementation of the regulation is given in the report by the
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA).19

SEPA is responsible for

Scotland only but their report gives the latest figures as:20
2000/01
• 1039 waste management licences had been issued.
• 14,487 inspections had been completed
• 162 reviews had been completed
1999
• 53 audits of registered companies were completed
• 350 ‘freeloaders’ pursued
18

See www.sepa.org.uk/wastemin/legis/producer.htm
A comprehensive web site at www.sepa.org.uk. See www.sepa.org.uk/regulatio/waste/.
20
The report separates the implementation form the enforcement. At the date of the report, the latest
enforcement figures were for 1999.
19
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These figures indicate a policy of active monitoring.

Whether the efficiency gains attributed to RTPs would have occurred without the
impetus of the packaging waste regulations is open to interpretation. It is significant
that the most concentrated development of RTPs has occurred in the years after the
establishment of the EU Directive on Packaging Waste. In the UK, the introduction
of waste management and producer responsibility regulations appears to coincide
with increased emphasis on RTPs. On the other hand, use of RTPs in the drinks,
milk and bakery industries is a well established practice in the EU with little attention
paid to this aspect of packaging in discussion papers. Germany is a significant user
of RTPs for the drinks industry and a supermarket use equal to that of the UK
(Competition Commission, 2003, p80). In 2000 it was estimated that supermarket
use accounted for 38 million RTPs in Germany, 31 million in the UK and 40 million in
the remainder of the EU. The waste management regulations in these two countries
have the strongest command and control element of all EU countries.

5.15

Counterpoint

Emphasis has been placed on the need for packaging waste management to
prevent environmental damage and to promote sustainability with a focus on
recycling and reuse. In the EU, recycling policies introduced in the 1990s supported
a waste hierarchy of reduced material consumption, reuse, recycling, burning and
landfill.

However, policy was not driven by any analysis but in response to

environmental advocacy groups such as Friends of the Earth and Greenpeace. This
is encapsulated in the statement:
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‘The EU’s waste hierarchy was never based on any analysis, but was more
an article of faith’
Radetzski, 2000, p53
In an economic analysis of the Swedish Producer Responsibility Legislation,
Radetzki argues that the producer responsibility legislation is highly inefficient, that
burning and landfill depositing of municipal waste should be increased and that
more cost-effective measures should be identified for improved environmental
quality. Although the primary goal of the legislation was to increase the recycling of
packaging waste and other paper waste (newspapers, magazines, paper), a cost
benefit analysis shows a return of 0.05 or a ratio of costs 20 times higher than the
benefits (Radetzki, 2000, p52).

5.16

Conclusion

Commenting on the UK waste management legislation, Bastians (2003, Abstract)
notes that the UK system concentrates on packaging waste that can be easily
recycled, rather than sales packaging. The result is a more homogenous material
with lower logistic costs and lower recycling costs leading to a more efficient
allocation at lower cost, while meeting the requirements of the EU directive. On the
other hand, the setting of defined targets coupled with market driven recycling costs
and a strict monitoring regime appears to have stimulated innovation in the
packaging chain.

The background to the UK policy shows the failure of attempts to implement VAs
due to a lack of consensus between the members of the packaging chain (Eden,
1996, p644). The first attempts were made in 1990, but by 1994, the industry group
set up to develop a self-regulatory plan, Producer Responsibility Industry Group
(PRG), refused to implement self-regulation and called for legislation and regulation.
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The fundamental reasons for this stand are the inability to co-ordinate the numbers
of participants involved, concerns about free riding, concerns about the role of the
larger firms in framing the self-regulation (legislative capture), the possibility of a
disproportionate burden on some firms (exploitation) and a lack of confidence in the
technical expertise of those responsible for recommending targets and procedures
(Eden, 1996, p642). In this case, the government promoted a self-regulatory role for
business, but business handed the issue back to the government in favour of direct
regulation.

With VAs, the lack of real sanctions in many of the EU countries, including Ireland,
coupled with a lack of uniform and consistent data could indicate a lack of significant
progress in achieving the environmental aims.

It could be argued that time is

required to change attitudes and that change of this nature requires a long term
strategy. Without yardsticks or other measures of achievement, how long is long
term.

The UK strategy may be seen to be almost complete command and control
regulation, but in the same time period that has been made available to all other
Member States of the EU, the UK has provided measurable, reportable results.
Over the same period, the National Packaging Covenant has similar features to
many of the VAs of the European countries; little baseline data, soft targets,
ineffective monitoring, no uniform reporting, emphasis on education, generalised
targets instead of specific commodity targets, whole of chain approach instead of
apportioned responsibility.

If the Covenant is to stimulate dynamic efficiency

(process innovation), the lessons of the UK cannot be ignored. Perhaps the carrot
and stick approach only works for a small carrot and a large stick.
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CHAPTER 6

6.1

SURVEY

Introduction

A survey of the fruit and vegetable industry is faced with 2 major problems. First,
identifying the population to be surveyed and then, designing a questionnaire that is
applicable to all segments of the industry.

The purpose of this Chapter is to

examine the structure of the industry and to detail the procedure used in applying
the survey questionnaire.

It may be simple to classify the industry into those who provide the containers, those
who fill the containers and those end users who are left with the empty containers.
This initial segmentation indicates four major groups – Manufacturers or providers of
containers, Growers, Wholesalers and Retail outlets – but even this is not exclusive
and provides ample scope for definition.

6.2

The Industry Structure

The nature of the industry and the geographic spread militate against single
centralised organisations and does not lend itself to the creation of a single data
bank of participants.

Identifying the participants of each of these major groups

involves the collection and editing of data from a number of sources. Growers may
belong to two or more organisations. Retailers operate more than one outlet or
operate under a number of names. Wholesalers operate retail outlets in addition to
their core business. In each area, there is no compulsion to join any organisation,
and a number of members of the industry choose to remain outside any
organisation. In considering the application of a survey, the considerations were
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1. The groups are far from uniform in size. Three major companies dominate
the market for cardboard containers and only two service providers are in the
business of hiring crates. As may be expected, the number of companies
involved in wholesale operations is limited. On the other hand, the number of
growers is significant and almost matched by the number of retail outlets.

2. To draw inferences from each of these groups, it was considered necessary
to use the same questions for each member surveyed and the questionnaire
was designed on this basis.

3. For the manufacturers and wholesalers, the small numbers and the dominant
position would allow for an interview based on the questionnaire.

6.2.1 Manufacturers
Two companies, Visy Industries and Amcor, dominate the manufacture of cardboard
cartons, principally due to mergers and takeovers in the industry. Visy Industries is
based in Melbourne, but operates in Australia, New Zealand and the United States
of America21. Visy claim to be one of the world’s largest privately owned paper
recycling and packaging companies with 8000 employees, manufacturing assets
exceeding $3 billion and manufacturing revenues exceeding $ 2.5 billion.

In

February 2001, Visy acquired Southcorp Packaging and now operate more than 100
packaging factories and recycling sites.

The second company, Amcor, also

originated in Melbourne as Australian Paper Manufacturers (APM)22. However, in
the 1970s, after adding packaging interests to the company, the name was changed
to Amcor to create a corporate identity. It is interesting that, in April 2000, Amcor

21
22

see www.visy.com.au
see www.amcor.com
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de-merged the paper manufacturing and distribution to concentrate on its packaging
operations.

To complement cartons, other suppliers provide inserts or liners. These liners are
designed to fit the inside dimensions of the carton and provide a protection from
bruising for the fruit by not only cushioning the fruit from the carton, but separating
the individual fruit from each other. As stonefruit is sold by the number in a tray,
each size (or count) requires a different liner and in the domestic market, liners are
required for 15 separate counts; i.e. 11, 13, 15, 16, 18, 20, 22, 23, 25, 28, 30, 32,
36, 40 and 42. Fruit for export is packed in a carton of different dimensions to the
domestic market in order that the cartons will pattern pack on a Euro pallet. This
requires a separate set of liners in counts of 14, 16, 18, 20, 23, 25, 28, 30, 32, 36,
40, 42 and 46. A similar situation exists for apples where a carton holds multiple
layers and the count is per carton. For example, an 88 count carton of apples is 4
layers each of 22 apples. Plastic liners (plics) are thin sheets of plastic with a
dimple or cup to locate the fruit. The plastic sheet is kept to a minimum thickness to
allow for flexibility in the cup, combined with sufficient strength to keep the fruit
separate. Moulded fibre liners are made from paper pulp and although made on the
same principle, the dimple is a fixed shape specifically to cradle the fruit. In general,
plastic liners are used for single layer trays for crops such as stonefruit, tomatoes
and kiwi fruit. Moulded fibre liners, commonly known as ‘Friday trays’, are also used
for single layer trays, but have a greater application in cartons with multiple layers as
the material allows a cushioning effect between layers. In addition, the additional
thickness of the moulded fibre allows the liner to be handled when filled with fruit, so
that the liner can be filled before being placed in the carton. This has particular
benefit for automated tray filling, instead of the requirement for hand placing of fruit.
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Huhtamaki is a company that originated in Finland and now has a global network
specialising in consumer packaging23. The company employs over 16,000 people
over 36 countries with sales of EUR 2.4 billion.

In Australia, in March 2000,

Huhtamaki acquired the Van Leer Company. Van Leer had been in Australia since
1919 and, over the years, had absorbed J.Gadsden, APE, Smorgons and Rexam
Pty Ltd to give it a wide application in consumer packaging. Huhtamaki provide
moulded fibre inserts for fruit and vegetables. The ubiquitous egg filler is the usual
example of their work.

SCS Plastic Pty Ltd manufacture pressure and vacuum formed packaging in plastic.
A company formed in 1985 to specifically address the needs of growers in the
Shepparton, Victoria, area24.

Their range for the fruit and vegetable industry

includes plastic liners for stonefruit and kiwi fruit, punnets for berries and consumer
packs for pre-packaged produce.

Q Pak are located in Palmwoods in Queensland and manufacture a similar range of
plastic liners. The principal sales in Western Australia are for liners for mangoes,
avocados and kiwi fruit.

Tacca Plastics Australia Pty Ltd commenced production in 1987 Moorebank, an
outer suburb of Sydney in New South Wales25.

Their product is described as

thermoformed packaging and the company was founded on providing packaging to
local orchardists.

Tacca do not have a Western Australian representative, but

distribute through local firms and the usual demand is for plastic liners for stonefruit.
23
24

see www.huhtamaki.com
see www.scsplastics.com.au
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United Crate Co-operative Ltd is one of the two service providers for returnable
plastic crates and bulk bins26. Their depot is near to the Metropolitan Markets in
Canning Vale. A crate deposit approximately equal to the value of the crate and the
grower hire charge is required as an up front cost.

The Standard Crate Exchange Ltd is the second service provider and has a depot
located within the Metropolitan Markets complex27. In 2000, the Standard Crate
Exchange changed from an up front deposit requirement to a system using crate
transfer credits, but with a hire charge based on time usage. The advantage of the
deposit system is that any lost or stolen crates do not become a charge on the
company. The disadvantage is that growers may take crates, use them as picking
boxes and cool store storage and them return the crate after a number of months all
for a single hire charge. The transfer credits system is designed to overcome this
form of use by charging a hire charge in two week blocks.

By eliminating the

deposit, the need for the transfer of large sums of money is reduced, having a
further effect on better cash flow management.

The survey of manufacturers is detailed in Chapter 8.

6.2.2 Wholesalers
The Chamber of Fruit and Vegetable Industries appeared to be the logical start point
in identifying the market agents, but the Chamber operates as a clearinghouse for
buyer/seller transactions. As such, the Chamber asserts that it does function on
behalf of traders in the central market area but does not represent market agents

25

see www.tacca.com.au
see www.unicrate.com.au
27
see www.standardcrate.com.au
26
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according to the traditional usage of a Chamber as an industrial or trade body. Their
recommendation was to approach the managing agents for the Metropolitan Market
Trust for their directory. This directory was readily available and identified fifty five
tenants of the Metropolitan Markets who used Market City properties in which to
trade or provide facilities for the handling of fruit and vegetables on a wholesale
basis. After excluding Coles, FAL and Woolworths, fifty three surveys were hand
delivered to the principal operators at Market City during the week of 5th to 9th
November, with the remainder posted to the address given in the directory.

6.2.3 Growers
Initial discussions with the office of the Western Australian Fruit Growers
Association (WAFGA) and with the Industry Development Officer (IDO) of the
vegetable industry indicated that there is no single point of reference for information
on the growing side of the industry. The identification of growers is complicated by
the geographical spread of the industry and by the divisions within the industry, both
by commodities and by political affiliations.
The Perth Market Authority Association listings show
Australian Fresh Mango Group
Avocado Growers Association of Western Australia (Inc)
Broome Growers Association
Carnarvon Growers Association (Inc)
Carnarvon Mango Exporters Group
Carrot Association for Research and Development
Cherry Growers Association of W.A.
Donnybrook Orchard Improvement Group
Geraldton Tomato Growers Association (Inc)
Grape Growers Association of W.A. (Inc)
Great Southern Horticultural Development Council Inc
Hills Orchard Improvement Group Inc
HPC Pome, Citrus & Stone Fruit Growers Committee
HPC Strawberry Growers’ Committee
HPC Table Grape Growers’ Committee
Kununurra Horticulture Producers’ Association (Inc)
Loveapple Tomato Group
Manjimup Vegetable Exporter Growers
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Margaret River Fruit and Vegetable Growers Association
Market Gardeners Association of W.A. (Inc)
Mushroom Growers Association of W.A. (Inc)
Ord River Cucurbit Growers
Ord River Mango Growers Association
Organic Growers’ Association of W.A. (Inc)
Potato Growers Association of W.A. (Inc)
Potato Growers’ Association (Manjimup)
Potato Growers’ Association (Pemberton)
QA Group
Rainbow Coast Commercial Horticulturalists (Inc)
South West Table Grape Growers Association
Strawberry Growers Association of W.A. (Inc)
Sweeter Banana Co
WAFGA – Apple & Pear Council
WAFGA – Summer Fruits Council
WAFGA – Citrus Council
WAFGA – Northern Zone
WAFGA – Hills Zone
WAFGA – South West Zone
WAFGA – Southern Zone
W.A. Fruit and Vegetable Exporters’ Committee
Western Australian Asparagus Growers Association
Western Australian Fruit Growers Association (Inc)
Western Australian Nashi Fruit Association (Inc)
West Australian Nut and Tree Crop Association (Inc)
Western Australian Farmers Federation (Inc)
W.A. Vegetable Growers’ Association (Inc)
Western Australian Farmers Federation (WAFF)
Traditionally, WAFF has represented broad acre farming and is associated broadly
with meat, wool and grains. Some members of WAFF are also been associated
with horticulture, particularly in crops for processing, and have indicated that WAFF
membership should also entitle them to representation for their horticultural
activities. At the WAFF Annual meeting in 2001, a Horticulture Section was formed
and a President elected.

The structure of WAFF allows for seventeen zones.

These seventeen zones

encompass all of the cultivated areas in the South West of the State and contained
by a line drawn from north of Geraldton to a point east of Esperance.
remainder of the State is termed pastoral. The zones are titled:
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The

Albany
Avon Valley
Blackwood
Central Great Southern
Corrigin/Lake Grace
Esperance
Harvey
Lower South West
Merredin
Miling
Mortlock
North Eastern
Northern
North Midland
Stirling
Upper Great Southern
Vasse
The structure of WAFF is intended to provide representation on three levels. The
first of these is the general level for issues affecting all of agriculture and provides
for a General Council made up from a representative of each zone. At an Annual
General Meeting, each zone elects a President, Senior Vice-President and Junior
Vice-President to control the affairs of the zone, assisted by a zone co-ordinator
appointed by WAFF and operating within the WAFF office in Perth. At the same
AGM, a zone representative is elected to the WAFF Council. The General Council
of WAFF deals with issues such as plant health, quarantine, occupational health and
safety, water resources, biodiversity and all issues referred to it by the Commodity
Councils and is intended to provide a single reference point for dealing with the
Government or Government agencies.

The second level involves representation for specific sections, designated by WAFF
as commodities. This designation has the capacity to confuse as a distinction then
has to be made between the commodity group and specific commodities within the
group e.g. beef meat and sheep meat:
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Grains
Wool
Meat
Dairy
Beekeepers
Pastoral
Horticulture
Each zone has one or more of these commodity groups to reflect the agricultural
activity of the zone and for each of these commodity groups, at the zone AGM, a
delegate is elected to the State Council of that Commodity.

The third level involves issues specific to a particular commodity. For example,
issues specific to potatoes stay with the Potato Growers Association until or unless
referred to the Horticultural Council for assistance, guidance or support.

The Horticulture Council represents four zones only – Albany, Lower South West,
Vasse and Harvey. WAFF welcomes kindred associations as Affiliate Members and
these affiliated associations provide delegates to the Horticulture Council. At March
2002, the Affiliate Members were:
Carnarvon Growers Association (Inc)
Flowerswest (representing the cut flower industry)
Potato Growers Association of W.A.
It is now necessary to compare the number of these organisations with the number
of growers available to participate.

The Western Australian Fruit Growers

Association stated that they were principally interested in pome, citrus and stonefruit
and that this accounted for 746 growers. The individual commodity growers were:
Pome growers
Citrus growers
Stone fruit growers

292
344
347

The number of growers whose crops fall into two commodity groups, particularly the
growing of pome and stonefruit, easily accounts for the difference between the
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numbers. The grower who chooses to participate in the industry associations has
the choice of commodity group, horticultural improvement group, zone or district
group, the state body, or all of the groups. At the same time, there are a number of
growers who do not join any association.
Ausveg
A similar situation exists in the vegetable industry. Ausveg is the national peak
industry body for vegetable and potato growers and was formed in 1996 by the
amalgamation of the Australian Vegetable Growers Association and the Potato
Growers of Australia. The role of Ausveg is to develop and represent vegetable
industry policies to the federal government and to national industry fora.

The

members of Ausveg are the principal state representative organisation for that
sector. The affairs of Ausveg are managed by a Board that has an independent
chairman, six members representing the vegetable industry and three members
representing the potato sector. The principal factor in the founding of Ausveg was
the capacity to administer levies collected on all vegetable transactions and to direct
those funds to Research and Development programmes. Annually, the industry
raises approximately $5 Million, which is then matched by the Commonwealth to
provide $8 Million for the vegetable industry and $2 Million for the potato industry
(Ausveg, 2002, Introduction).

At the National level, Ausveg has strategic alliances with and board representation
with a number of companies founded for specific purposes within the industry.
Examples are The Horticulture Australia Council Ltd, Crop Protection Approvals Ltd,
Plant Health Australia Ltd, Horticulture Australia Ltd (HAL) and Australian United
Fresh (AUF).
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In the AusVeg Annual Report 2001/2002, the Vegetable Industry Strategic
Development Plan identified five goals with the highest priority given to
“Improve communication and collaboration within the industry”
Ausveg, 2002, p16
This is predicated on having a representative state industry body.

In Western

Australia, the claimants for the right to represent, and to appoint a representative,
are the Vegetable Growers Association and the Western Australian Farmers
Federation.

The current position is that the membership is shared with both

organisations paying a share of the membership fee. The current Board Member
has been appointed from the Vegetable Growers Association.

The Vegetable Industry Development Officer in Western Australia is funded from
Ausveg. The Ausveg 2001/2002 Annual Report states:
A priority for the IDOs has been the development of a data base ‘of growers
contacts to improve the communication of research results to growers and to
seek grower input to the identification of issues and the overall decision
making process.
Ausveg, 2002, p11
In 2001, the IDO listed the number of vegetable growers as “approx. 800, add 100 to
200 to include potato, tomato, asparagus and melon growers” (Ellement;2001). This
list shows:
Albany
Broome
Carnarvon
Geraldton
Gingin
Kununurra
Manjimup
Margaret River
Metropolitan North
Metropolitan South
Myalup

50
10
110
60
25
30
120
10
170
120
90

123

In January 2002, Mr Ellement advised that he had compiled a W.A. Vegetable
Industry database and that this currently listed 792 growers. He observed
•
•
•

420 growers had provided information on areas of interest, crops grown
etc.
it is estimated that 5 to 15% of the database contains entries of past or
non-vegetable growers.
it is estimated that the database does not contain 2 to 5% of vegetable
growers.”
Ellement:2002

Commodity groups are part of the mechanism by which levies collected from an
industry sector can be directed to research and market development.

Under

national arrangements, a Committee of 6, one member from each State controls
each commodity group, and the Committee directs the allocation of funds raised by
the levies. The number is listed for each group, with the estimated all industry total
in brackets:
Brassica
Leafy
Root
Other
Export
Cucurbits

228 (250)
97 (111)
106 (124)
237 (264)
60 ( 88)
22 ( 25)
Ellement 2002

6.2.4 Databases
The fragmentation of the industry does not offer any support to the creation of
consolidated lists or databases of all the participants. For the vegetable industry,
one database is that created by the Vegetable Industry IDO. For the fruit section of
the industry, the WAFGA has a database, principally of the pome fruit and stonefruit
growers, but do not claim any comprehensive knowledge of the growers belonging
to many of the other associations. Only members of the WAFGA are included. The
citrus industry has an IDO and the WAFGA claim that these growers are included in
their database.

These organisations are not prepared to make their databases
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available, but would be prepared to supply a mailing facility by which to contact
growers.

The Standard Crate Exchange Pty Ltd, being providers of hire crates for both fruit
and vegetable growers has an extensive database of crate users. The Exchange
also provides the office facilities for the Western Australian Vegetable Growers
Association and the Association is the manager of the AusVeg levies.

The

Exchange provided a database of both fruit and vegetable growers with the
understanding that there would be some redundant information provided. As the
lists are essentially mailing lists, the industry magazines are sent to anyone with an
interest in the industries; government departments, researchers, product suppliers,
politicians, peer groups in other states, wholesalers, exporters etc. After removing
all the entries of those not directly involved as growers, and removing double
(partnership) entries, the result is a database showing 1158 vegetable growers and
813 fruit growers, a total of 1971. This is seen to be the best estimate of the number
of growers.

6.2.5 Retailers
Identifying retailers presents similar problems to those faced with identifying
growers. First, to define a retailer and secondly, to list all the participants when
there is no organisation to represent resellers of fruit and vegetables. A simple
definition of retailer is any shop or outlet that offers fruit and vegetables for retail
sale to the general public. This definition covers a wide spread of sizes and types of
operation as well as a vast geographic spread.

It varies from the specialist

greengrocer to a country store offering a limited range of produce; from the fresh
produce section of one store in a supermarket chain to a roadside market or
growers market. On the other hand, the definition excludes some major end users
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such as exporters, caterers, hotels, reception centres, ships chandlers and school
boarding houses. To be as consistent as possible, the interpretation of retailer is
intended to imply a link in a chain between wholesaler and customer. As a retailer,
most purchase from a wholesaler and the produce is transferred as wholesale units
in the packaging used by the grower. Some major end-users deal with wholesalers
for all or part of their supply, but many have an arrangement with a retailer as a
matter of convenience.

As there is no consistent pattern, it is considered

appropriate to only examine those operating as retailers in the distribution chain.

An examination of the Standard Crate Exchange general database indicates an
historical record of all those who have dealt with the Crate Exchange by returning
crates for deposit credits. As a new name or organisation has appeared, that name
has been added to the database as required. Therefore, a beneficial change in
ownership of a company has never been recorded as such, merely a new name has
been added to the database in the name of that particular firm. In some cases,
market agents have represented a company and although the representing agent
has changed, this has not been recorded. Retailers have ceased business, but their
details remain on the database. The result is a mass of redundant information,
some of which can be identified, but some of that was not obvious until the survey
was undertaken.

The original list shows 2280 entries, each coded to show whether a wholesaler, a
buyer (retailer) or a grower with the grower list coded to show the depot from which
crates were drawn.

Reducing the multiple entries to the last recorded entry,

presumably the latest owner or representative, reduced the list to 1489 entries.
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6.3

The Questionnaire

The survey was shown to a number of selected growers, who were asked to fill in
the survey and then offer comments. These comments and discussion with these
growers indicated that several questions required rephrasing and or clarification. A
revised survey was then presented to members of the Committee of the Western
Australian Vegetable Growers Association. After the same procedure of completing
the survey and inviting discussion, the comments indicated that only minor
modifications were required for the survey to be acceptable and usable.

The survey document was printed as an A3 sheet, folded once to allow for 4 x A4
pages. The purpose of this was to ensure the integrity of the document and prevent
pages from being detached or lost. Secondly, to present a document that, as a
single sheet, was not intimidating. Included with the survey was a covering letter
introducing the survey and including the confidentiality statement required by
Murdoch University. A Murdoch University reply paid envelope was included for the
completed survey to be sent to the Commerce Office at the University.

Commencing with a random number, the survey was sent to every third name on
each of the lists. On 22nd October 2001, surveys were posted to:

Fruit Growers
Vegetable Growers
Retailers

271
386
499

At the end of December, with the limited number of returns, a follow up procedure
was initiated. Although the opportunity has been provided for all participants to be
anonymous, names were provided on a significant number of returns.

After

identifying these names and eliminating the names on letters returned with
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‘Addressee Unknown”, the complete documentation was again sent, together with a
covering note, on 5th January 2002. This mail out involved:
Growers
Retailers

307
229

6.3.1 Returns
Batch pick up
Growers
7 November 2001
34
17 December
35
2001
22 January 2002
21
6 February 2002
12
Total
102

Retailers
6

Wholesalers

11

7

6
2
25

4
11

However, a significant number of letters were marked as “Return to Sender” with
addressee unknown being the most common reason.

Grower

Retailer

22

90

5

8
30

50
140

0
5

17 December
2001
22 January 2002
Total

Wholesaler

If the number of survey participants is reduced by these numbers, the results are

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
6.4

Original
sample
657
499
53

Revised
Sample
627
359
47

Number of Response
respondents Rate
102
15.5%
25
7.0%
11
23.4%

Supermarkets

In Western Australia, three supermarket chains dominate fruit and vegetable
retailing. These are:
•

Coles Myer Limited (CML) operating as Coles and Newmart.

•

Woolworths Ltd operating as Woolworths.

128

•

Foodland Associated Limited (FAL) operating as Action Food Barns and coordinating the supplies to independent supermarkets and shops under
banners such as Dewsons, Supa Valu, Foodland and 4 Square.

Woolworths and FAL operate their own distribution centres in Kewdale and Osborne
Park respectively. CML contract their logistics to Costa Fresh Produce and maintain
an office within the Costa location. Produce buying is a complex operation and to
maintain continuity, produce may be bought under direct contract with the grower,
bought through a produce broker or bought on the open market from an agent in the
Metropolitan Markets. To add to this, produce may be acquired from interstate or
overseas and some produce may be required already prepared in consumer packs.
In the case of FAL, the franchisees and individual shop owners are not obliged to
use the FAL distribution system, but most do as a matter of convenience. However,
there is some leakage with individual shop owners dealing with growers and/or the
wholesalers for some specific requirements.

Industry sources estimate that the supermarket chains control at least 60% of the
market, with some sources suggesting a figure as high as 80%. However, there is
no question that the supermarket chains have a dominating influence on the market
as a whole and this market power is used to influence the produce being provided,
the quality standards, packaging and not the least, prices. The supermarket chains
have been a driving force in the introduction of Quality Assurance schemes and
Hazard Analysis schemes by refusing to contract with any not accredited supplier.

With only three supermarket chains, it was considered appropriate to request
interviews and the detailed analysis will be found in Chapter 10.
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6.5

Conclusion

The industry description highlights that market power lies with the supermarket
chains and that the growers generally, are fragmented into a number of disparate
organisations without a central body to exercise control or political influence. In
principle, all transactions attract a 0.05% levy, but in practice, this requires the cooperation of all wholesalers and retailers and a full and detailed recording and
accounting. This should allow a ready identification of all growers and all growers
should be interested in the application of the money raised by the levies.

In

practice, there is no central listing of growers and hence, no means by which all
growers can be contacted or polled on any issue. If the grower bodies cannot
identify a constituency, then it is likely to be just as difficult for a government agency
to ensure that every grower is informed on a particular issue

It appears that, generally, growers are reluctant to be involved in any organised
group. If organisations such as the Fruit Growers Association and the Vegetable
Industry Development Officer have trouble identifying and involving growers in any
industry matter, then it is not surprising that there has been a low rate of returns for
the questionnaire. While this may not indicate that the grower has no interest in
environmental matters, it does suggest that either the Covenant does not have a
priority or that it merely reflects the apathy towards industry matters.

At the same time, there is no readily available mechanism to identify all those
involved in the wholesaling and retailing part of the supply chain. In this sense, this
part of the industry is as fragmented as the grower section with no co-ordinated
groups within the central market, outside the market or inclusive of both groups.

130

Neither is there any body to represent different parts of the wholesale sector, e.g.
exporters or packing houses.

At a national level, a number of organisations purport to speak for the industry as a
whole, yet there is no indication that the Covenant has been addressed by any of
those organisations or that any consultation has occurred with the Covenant
Council.
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CHAPTER 7

7.1

SURVEY RESULTS

Introduction

The survey of Growers, Retailers and Wholesalers was conducted over the period
October 2001 to February 2002.

The purpose of this chapter is to detail the

questionnaire, to conduct a preliminary analysis of the results and to show those
results in tabular form.

7.2

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire is attached as Appendix 1. The document consisted of four parts:
•
•
•
•
7.3

Introductory statement.
Part A. Knowledge of the Covenant.
Part B. Attitudes to packaging issues.
Part C. Back ground information.

Introductory statement

The objective of the introductory statement was to introduce the topic and this had to
address two audiences; those not already exposed to the Covenant and those with
knowledge of the subject.

As a result, the text was required to highlight the

principles of the Covenant and to establish the relevance to the fruit and vegetable
industry. The approach was to describe the objectives of the Covenant, address
self-regulation and product stewardship, the responsibility of the industry to examine
packaging practices and then to point out the government’s measures for ensuring
co-operation in waste management. This overview had to be brief to capture the
audience, yet substantial enough to inform those without prior knowledge. The final
statement was:
“The objective of this study is to assess the effectiveness of the National
Packaging Covenant over the whole fruit and vegetable industry in Western
Australia.”
7.4

Part A
132

The intention of Part A is to determine the actual knowledge of the existence of the
Covenant and, if there is knowledge, to determine the level of support for the aims of
the Covenant. This consisted of eight questions, the first of which was a basic “Had
you heard of the National Packaging Covenant”. A YES answer led to the remaining
seven questions, while the NO answer directed the respondent to Part B.

Table 9 Had you heard of the National Packaging Covenant?
Had you heard of the National Packaging Covenant?

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

% of respondents
YES
4.9
16.0
0.0
6.5

NO
95.1
84.0
100.0
93.5

The figures provided an unambiguous result that the overwhelming majority of the
respondents had not received any information on the Covenant, or possibly, that any
information received had not been in a form that attracted attention or interest.

A YES answer led to the remaining seven questions, while the NO answer directed
the respondent to Part B. With a YES answer from only 4.9% of the Growers and
none of the Wholesalers, the responses to the remaining seven questions are
insufficient from which to draw conclusions.

The responses of those who had heard of the Covenant are summarised below:

Question 2. How did you hear of the Covenant?
The purpose of this question was to ascertain if there was a pattern by which the
most effective method of information transfer might be identified. If respondents
were able to nominate their source of information from a Trade Magazine,
packaging supplier, packing shed, Industry IDO (Industry Development Officer),
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Agent/Wholesaler, company briefing, internet, industry briefing or other, this might
provide a direction for education programmes. As already noted, no conclusion
could be drawn.

Questions 3, 4, 5 and 6 involved a Likert scale.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Agree/Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No Opinion

Question 3. As a general principle, I support the aims of the Covenant.

There was general agreement with the question.

Question 4. Will self-regulation be effective in achieving the aims of the Covenant?

Generally, the responses were negative.

Question 5. My industry body should sign the Covenant

These responses indicated a high level of support for the proposition.
.
Question 6. It is unlikely that individuals (growers, retailers, agents) will sign the
Covenant?

This question generated a high level of support

Question 7 required a YES/NO answer.

Question 7. Are you prepared to be a signatory to the Covenant?
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Only one respondent indicated an unwillingness to be a signatory.

Question 8. What steps have you taken to implement the Covenant? The choices
are
• Action Plan
• Reduced packaging waste
• Increased recycling
• Employee education
• Specified reusable packaging
• Changed packaging requirement
• Other
No response pattern was evident and no attempt was made to further analyse these
responses.

Further information was requested in Part C to allow a cross referencing between
these responses and information on the different sectors of the industry.

The

number of NO responses and therefore the proportion of YES responses does not
allow any meaningful analysis.

7.5

PART B

The purpose of Part B is to determine the level of support for achieving the
environmental initiatives. The ability to implement change will depend on attitudes
to the environment, support for voluntary codes of conduct, the acceptance of
product stewardship and acceptance of the responsibility for the choice of
packaging.

The first three questions were intended to determine how much control the
respondent exerts over packaging decisions for their produce. Participants in the

135

industry understand that Retailers (particularly supermarkets chains) are likely to
specify the packaging to be used for particular fruit or vegetables.

Agents and

Wholesalers recommend, or advise, the packaging to be used when targeting
specific buyers. As for Packing Sheds, the packaging may depend on compatibility
with their particular equipment or a restricted choice offered in the interests of
efficient operation. The intention was to invite Growers to estimate, as a percentage,
who specifies the packaging used on their crops and then to invite Retailers to
indicate how much influence they exert over packaging.

The third question

examined the level of satisfaction with the status quo by asking whether the
respondent would prefer a packaging of different to that specified by other people
i.e. not the result of their own decision.

Question 1. As a Grower, who makes the decision on the packaging that you use?
• You
• Packing shed
• Agent/Wholesaler
• Retailer
Table 10 Packaging Decision - Grower
Packaging decision – Grower
Percentage of
output
You (Grower)
Packing shed
Agent/Wholesaler
Retailer

81%-100%

61%-80%

% of respondents
43.1
8.8
16.7
4.9

41%-60%

21%-40%

< 21%

12.7
2.9
8.8
2.0

2.0
2.9
6.9
1.0

6.9
1.0
15.7
1.0

3.9
0.0
1.0
2.8

(Totals do not add to 100 due to arbitrary cut-off points and multiple responses)

The Table shows that, in the majority of instances, the decision on which packaging
to use is taken by the Grower. This is supported by:
•

In the 81%-100% range, the Growers claimed a greater control than the
other 3 groups combined.

•

In 26.5% of responses, the packaging decision is shared between the
Packing Shed and the Wholesaler.
136

•

The influence of the Packing Shed is seen as minor.

•

From the Grower’s perspective, the Retailer has little influence.

Question 2. As a retailer, who makes the decision on the packaging for the produce
that you handle or sell?
• You
• Agent/Wholesaler
• Grower

Table 11 Packaging Decisions - Retailer
Packaging Decisions – Retailer
Percentage
purchases

of

81%-100%

61%-80%

41%-60%

21%-40%

< 21%

0.0
0.0
16.0

12.0
16.0
16.0

4.0
12.0
8.0

32.0
20.0
4.0

% of respondents

You (Retailer)
Agent/Wholesaler
Grower

16.0
36.0
16.0

The indication given by these responses is that Retailers consider that they have
little control over the packaging used. Although this supports the responses given
by Growers, further interpretation requires more knowledge of the Retailers. For
example:
•

Retailers that deal exclusively with Wholesalers are probably more likely
to accept the produce as offered. A probable result of a combination of a
lack of market power and limited knowledge.

•

larger retail operations are likely to purchase from a number of sources
and one of these may be growers. Direct dealing offers the opportunity
for influencing packaging.

•

supermarkets often do specify packaging for direct purchases.

Further interpretation will require details of the size and type of operation of the
respondents. In a whole of industry survey, the magnitude of the responses does
justify the additional detail.
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Question 3. Would you prefer to use a different packaging to that specified by other
people (agent/wholesaler/grower etc)? YES/NO/Not applicable
Table 12 Different Packaging
Different Packaging
Grower
All Respondents

Yes
% of respondents
28.4
30.2

No

Not Applicable

32.4
33.3

39.2
36.4

The result indicates no significant preference for using different packaging, but the
amount of support expressed for different packaging is an indication that this is an
issue to be further addressed.

The remainder of Part B is made up of 33 questions, each of which involved the
same Likert scale as in Part A.

These questions are directed to determining

attitudes to packaging issues. First, to determine whether there are any significant
differences between the groups in their responses to the questions and secondly, to
gauge the level of support for each statement. The detailed results are shown in
Appendix 2. To illustrate the level of support for each proposition, the totals were
collapsed to a simple Agree/Neither Agree nor Disagree/Disagree and included in
these results.

In the first instance, all questions were tested using ANOVA, with a preliminary test
of the Homogeneity of Variance to calculate the Levene Statistic. In each case the
null hypothesis is that the population means are equal (i.e. that there is no
significant difference between the populations from which the samples are taken).
The detailed analysis is shown in Annexe C. Table 13 shows a summary of results
where the null hypothesis is not supported in only four propositions and these are
detailed after the Table.
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To gauge the level of support for each proposition, the results were averaged to
show a position on a linear scale ranging from 5 to 1, as shown.
Strongly
Agree

5

Agree
4

Neither
Agree/Disagree
3

Disagree
2

Strongly
Disagree
1

.Table 13 shows the resulting average for each question.
Table 13 Results Summary
Questions
B4.
B5.
B6.
B7.

B8.
B9.

B10
B11
.
B12
.
B13
.
B14
.
B15
.
B16
.
B17
.
B18
.
B19
.
B20
.
B21
.
B22
.
B23
.
B24
.

The whole industry should have a say on
regulations affecting packaging.
The whole industry has a responsibility to
support environmental initiatives.
Grower organisations should be consulted on
packaging decisions.
Self-Regulation (or Voluntary Code) is
effective in managing other issues in fruit and
vegetables.
Waste packaging is a significant part of
landfill
Market agents/wholesalers have the best
knowledge of the market requirements for
packaging.
The amount of packaging that I use is an
insignificant part of the total.
Market agents/wholesalers do not consider the
growers’ packaging costs.
Growers usually support initiatives involving
voluntary compliance.
There are too many growers organisations for
the industry to be effectively represented
Those whose brand is on the packaging should
pay for its disposal.
The final user should be responsible for
disposal of the packaging.
Carton manufacturers are in the best position
to control recycling.
Supermarkets should take the lead in
managing waste packaging.
There should be a levy on cardboard cartons to
pay for their disposal.
The government should legislate for packaging
regulations.
The government should undertake research
into means of reducing dependence on
packaging that produces waste.
Recycling should be subsidised by the
government.
It is unrealistic to expect growers to take back
packaging.
The difficulties of policing the take back
option outweigh the benefits.
Growers would use reusable packaging if it
was encouraged by buyers.
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Support Null
Hypothesis

Average

YES

3.8

YES

4.1

YES

4.1

YES

2.9

YES

3.6

YES

3.3

YES

3.1

YES

3.5

YES

3.0

YES

2.7

YES

2.3

YES

4.0

YES

3.5

YES

4.0

YES

2.4

YES

2.5

NO

3.7

NO

3.2

YES

4.1

YES

3.7

YES

3.8

B25
.
B26
.
B27
.
B28
.
B29
.
B30
.
B31
.
B32
.
B33
.
B34
.
B35
.
B36
.
B37
.

Plastic crates are as effective as cardboard
cartons
Greater use should be made of reusable
packaging
Crate deposits are a barrier to the greater use
of reusable packaging.
Changes are needed in the handling of fruit
and vegetables.
Printing is necessary on cartons (except for
information required by law)
All packaging must be capable of being
recycled or reused.
Packaging manufacturers are responsive to
growers needs.
Packaging manufacturers influence the type
and style of packaging.
Colourful cartons sell.
The existing range of packaging is adequate
and suitable.
Environmental considerations are more
important than cost.
As there is only a limited number of carton
manufacturers, they should be responsible for
packaging waste disposal
Packaging that cannot be recycled or reused
should be avoided.

YES

3.7

YES

4.4

YES

3.1

YES

3.2

NO

3.2

YES

3.9

YES

3.0

NO

3.3

YES

3.3

YES

3.1

YES

3.0

YES

2.9

YES

4.1

Analysis follows for the four questions noted as significant. For each question, the
Test of the Homogeneity of Variance is followed by the ANOVA and a bar graph.
Box plots are used to illustrate the difference in means.
Question B 20. The Government should undertake research into means of reducing
dependence on packaging that produces waste.
Table 14 Question B20 Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B20 government research
Levene
Statistic
5.927

df1
2

df2
128

Sig.
.003

Table 15 Question B20 ANOVA
ANOVA
B20 government research

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
6.142
123.492
129.634

df
2
128
130

Mean Square
3.071
.965
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F
3.183

Sig.
.045

Table 16 Question B20 Bar graph
60

50

40

30

NEWID

20

1.00

Count

10
2.00
3.00

0
strongly disagree

neither agree/disagr
disagree

strongly agree

agree

B20 government research

The results here are significant. However, with the Levene’s test at p<.05, the null
hypothesis is not accepted and the variances are not equal.

Question B 21. Recycling should be subsidised by the Government.
Table 17 Question B21 Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B21 subsidised recycling
Levene
Statistic
2.255

df1
2

df2
128

Sig.
.109

Table 18 Question B21 ANOVA
ANOVA
B21 subsidised recycling

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
8.125
167.723
175.847

df
2
128
130

Mean Square
4.062
1.310
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F
3.100

Sig.
.048

Table 19 Question B21 Bar graph

40

30

20

NEWID

Count

10

1.00
2.00
3.00

0
strongly disagree

neither agree/disagr
disagree

strongly agree

agree

B21 subsidised recycling

Table 20 Question B21 Box plot
6

5

B21 subsidised recycling

4

3

2

1

120

0
N=

11

26

94

Wholesalers

Retailers

Growers

NEWID

At p<.05, the ANOVA is significant with the box plot showing the differences
between Wholesalers and Retailers.
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Question 29. Printing is necessary on cartons.
Table 21 Question B29 Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B29 printing necessary
Levene
Statistic
1.034

df1

df2
124

2

Sig.
.359

Table 22 Question B29 ANOVA
ANOVA
B29 printing necessary

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
6.262
105.486
111.748

df
2
124
126

Mean Square
3.131
.851

F
3.681

Table 23 Question B29 Bar graph
50

40

30

20

NEWID
Wholesalers

Count

10

Retailers
Growers

0
strongly disagree

neither agree/disagr

disagree

strongly agree

agree

B29 printing necessary

143

Sig.
.028

Table 24 Question B29 Box plot
6

5

B29 printing necessary4
3

2

1

53
130

0
N=

11

27

Wholesalers

Retailers

89

Growers

The ANOVA shows p<.05 and fails the null hypothesis. The difference is shown
between Wholesalers and Retailers in the box plot.

Question B 32. Packaging manufacturers influence the type and style of packaging.

Table 25 Question B32 Test of Homogeneity of Variances
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B32 packaging manufacturers influence
Levene
Statistic
1.193

df1
2

df2
124

Sig.
.307

Table 26 Question B32 ANOVA
ANOVA
B32 packaging manufacturers influence

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
5.031
72.622
77.654

df
2
124
126

Mean Square
2.516
.586
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F
4.295

Sig.
.016

Table 27 Question B32 Bar graph
60
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40
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NEWID
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Wholesalers
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Retailers
Growers
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strongly disagree

neither agree/disagr

disagree

strongly agree
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B32 packaging manufacturers influence

The ANOVA is significant at p<.05 with the difference shown between Wholesalers
and Growers.

7.6

Summary results

In Table 28, the average is used to indicate the level of agreement, or disagreement
with the question and to establish a hierarchy with which to rank the importance of
the questions. However, it must be recognised that the questionnaire only called for
a 5-point scale and that these averages should only be related to that 5-point scale.

Table 28 Results Summary - Sorted
Average
4.4
4.1
4.1
4.1
4.1
4.0
4.0
3.9

B26
.
B5.
B6.
B22
.
B37
.
B15
.
B17
.
B30
.

Questions
Greater use should be made of reusable
packaging
The whole industry has a responsibility to
support environmental initiatives.
Grower organisations should be consulted on
packaging decisions.
It is unrealistic to expect growers to take back
packaging.
Packaging that cannot be recycled or reused
should be avoided.
The final user should be responsible for
disposal of the packaging.
Supermarkets should take the lead in
managing waste packaging.
All packaging must be capable of being
recycled or reused.
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3.8
3.8
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.6
3.5
3.5

B4.
B24
.
B20
.
B23
.
B25
.
B8.
B11
.
B16
.
B9.

3.3
3.3
3.3
3.2
3.2
3.2
3.1
3.1
3.1
3.0
3.0
3.0

B32
.
B33
.
B21
.
B28
.
B29
.
B10
B27
.
B34
.
B12
.
B31
.
B35
.
B7.

2.9

2.9
2.7
2.5
2.4
2.3

B36
.
B13
.
B19
.
B18
.
B14
.

The whole industry should have a say on
regulations affecting packaging.
Growers would use reusable packaging if it
was encouraged by buyers.
The government should undertake research
into means of reducing dependence on
packaging that produces waste.
The difficulties of policing the take back
option outweigh the benefits.
Plastic crates are as effective as cardboard
cartons
Waste packaging is a significant part of
landfill
Market agents/wholesalers do not consider the
growers’ packaging costs.
Carton manufacturers are in the best position
to control recycling.
Market agents/wholesalers have the best
knowledge of the market requirements for
packaging.
Packaging manufacturers influence the type
and style of packaging.
Colourful cartons sell.
Recycling should be subsidised by the
government.
Changes are needed in the handling of fruit
and vegetables.
Printing is necessary on cartons (except for
information required by law)
The amount of packaging that I use is an
insignificant part of the total.
Crate deposits are a barrier to the greater use
of reusable packaging.
The existing range of packaging is adequate
and suitable.
Growers usually support initiatives involving
voluntary compliance.
Packaging manufacturers are responsive to
growers needs.
Environmental considerations are more
important than cost.
Self-Regulation (or Voluntary Code) is
effective in managing other issues in fruit and
vegetables.
As there is only a limited number of carton
manufacturers, they should be responsible for
packaging waste disposal
There are too many growers organisations for
the industry to be effectively represented
The government should legislate for
packaging regulations.
There should be a levy on cardboard cartons
to pay for their disposal.
Those whose brand is on the packaging should
pay for its disposal.

Graphically, this is shown as Table 29.
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Table 29 Chart – Averages
Table 29 Averages
5
4.5

B26.
B5. B6. B22.B 37.
B15.B17.

4
3.5

B30.
B4. B24.
B20.B 23.B 25.
B8.

3
2.5

B11. B16.
B9. B32.B 33.
B21.B28.B29.
B10 B27.B34.
B12.B31.B35.
B7. B36.
B13.
B19.
B18.
B14.

2
1.5
1
0.5
0
B26 B5 B6 B22 B37 B15 B17 B30 B4 B24 B20 B23 B25 B8 B11 B16 B9 B32 B33 B21 B28 B29 B10 B27 B34 B12 B31 B35 B7 B36 B13 B19 B18 B14

Questions

Reducing this to a 5-point scale indicates the general level of support for the
propositions.
Table 30 Chart - Simple Averages

Table 30. Simple Averages

5

4

B26.B5. B6. B22.B37.B15.B17.B30.B4. B24.B20.B23.B25.B8. B11.B16.

B9. B32.B33.B21.B28.B29.B10 B27.B34.B12.B31.B35.B7. B36.B13.B19.

3
Average

B14.
B18.

2

1

0
B26. B5. B6.B22.B37.B15.B17.B30. B4.B24.B20.B23.B25. B8.B11.B16. B9.B32.B33.B21.B28.B29. B10B27.B34.B12.B31.B35. B7.B36.B13.B19.B18.B14.
Questions

The points noted are
•

no questions were in either the Strongly Agree or Strongly Disagree
category.
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•

there was disagreement on only 2 questions.

Question B18 (There

should be a levy on cardboard cartons to pay for their disposal) rejected
the concept of a levy on cartons and B14 (Those whose brand is on the
carton should pay for its disposal) rejected the concept of brand owners
being responsible for disposal of cartons (one of the planks of the NPC).
•

although in the broad category of Neither Agree or Disagree, Question
B19 (The government should legislate for packaging regulations) was
close to the Disagree category and tends to indicate a lack of support for
government regulatory action.

•

the Agree response for sixteen questions indicated a support for
environmental initiatives and an awareness of the need for packaging that
can either be re-used or recycled. At the same time, the responsibility for
the implementation of appropriate packaging and the ultimate disposal
was seen as ‘someone else’s problem’.

Question 38.

In considering the cost of packaging and the need to minimise

packaging waste, what changes would you make in the marketing of fruit and
vegetables?

With few answers to this question, the question is discarded.

7.7

Part C

The object of Part C was to establish the background of the respondent, e.g. as a
Grower; what combination of factors might influence their opinion; whether member
of an industry association; crop grown; area of crop. The first question was to
establish whether the respondent was a member of any industry group or
association.

As the background details of each group were different, after
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answering Question 1, the respondent was directed to the questions appropriate to
their group.

Membership of an industry group or association

Most industry associations have a mechanism by which information is passed to
members, whether this is a newsletter, magazine, regular meetings or conference.
Therefore, the industry associations might be seen as a vital link in ensuring that
topics such as the Covenant are introduced or promoted as part of industry
consultation by the Government or other stakeholders. The large number of grower
associations might be seen as a barrier to effective communication, but with the
possibility of a grower being a member of several associations, the opportunities are
there for multiple exposure to a subject. Membership of an industry association may
be used to test of the effectiveness of industry communication.

Question 1. Are you a member of an industry association?
Table 31 Are you a member of an Industry Group or Association?
Are you a member of an Industry Group/Association?
YES

NO

% of respondents

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

74.5
40.0
63.6
67.4

25.5
60.0
36.4
32.6

Growers
To further categorise Growers, Growers were asked to nominate their principal crop,
the area under crop and the percentage of the crop marketed in cartons, crates bulk
bins or other.

Question 6. Your principal crop is Apples/Pears? Stonefruit? Citrus? Vegetables?
Tomato? Other?
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Table 32 Principal crops grown
Percentage of
Respondents
64.7%

27.5%

2.0%
2.0%
3.9%

Crop/s
Pome only
Stone fruit only
Citrus only
Vegetables only
Tomato only
Other single crop
Pome and Stone fruit
Pome and Citrus
Stone fruit and Citrus
Stone fruit and Other
Citrus and Other
Citrus and Vegetables
Vegetables and Tomatoes
Vegetables and Other
3 crops
4 crops
No crop nominated

Percentage
of total
3.9%
12.7%
11.8%
17.6%
1.0%
17.6%
15.7%
2.0%
2.9%
1.0%
2.0%
1.0%
2.0%
1.0%
2.0%
2.0%
3.9%

Thus, if these responses are used to indicate a principal interest in the crops grown,
then the percentage of all respondents and the crops grown are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Apples/Pears
Stonefruit
Citrus
Vegetables
Tomatoes
Other

24.5%
36.3%
21.6%
24.5%
5.9%
24.5%

This does not necessarily indicate relative importance of the crops, but only that the
respondent has stated that it is a crop grown on that farm/orchard. These figures
are a good indicator that the respondents represent a representative cross-section
of the population.
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Question 7. The area under crop is < 5ha? 5-10ha? 10-20ha? Over 20 ha?
The results to this question were:
•
•
•
•
•

Under 5 hectares
5 – 10 hectares
10 – 20 hectares
Over 20 hectares
No response

35.3%
25.5%
16.7%
13.7%
8.8%

The responses can be further analysed to show the size of properties compared
with the crops grown, but the results of the principal crops do not warrant further
analysis. However, these results indicate that the responses are not biased to any
size of operation and represent a reasonable sample.

Question 8. The percentage of your crop marketed in cardboard cartons/trays?
Plastic crates? bulk bins? or other?
The purpose of the question was to indicate the level of usage of cartons, crates,
bulk bins and other packaging (mostly Styrofoam boxes). It was anticipated that this
could be cross-referenced to the type of crop grown and the size of property.

Table 33 Percentage of crop marketed by container used
Percentage of crop marketed, by container used.
Cartons

Crates

Bulk bins

Other

19.6
5.9
8.8
10.8
16.7

6.9
1.0
3.9
3.9
8.8

2.0
0.0
0.0
2.9
2.9

% of respondents

81%-100%
61%-80%
41%-60%
21%-40%
Less than 20%

26.5
8.8
10.8
9.8
9.8

Due to arbitrary cut off points, percentages do not sum to 100%.

It is clear that the majority of respondents use cartons or crates. With 26.5% of
respondents using cartons for 81-100% of their crop and 8.8% using cartons for 6180% of their crop, there is an apparent preference for cartons.

However, this

preference is not dominance and indicates that there is a significant usage of crates.
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Retailers

As 48% of the Retailers indicated that they operated as part of a supermarket chain
it was considered that this could not be kept independent from the discussion of
supermarkets in Chapter 9.

Wholesalers

The only identification required from Wholesalers was to determine whether they
were market agents, supermarket chains or non-market wholesalers.

As some

indicated that they operated both within the central market precinct and also had
premises or distribution centres away from the central market, no further analysis
has been made.

7.8

Conclusion

The data show an internal consistency that permits an analysis to indicate trends,
and to provide an analysis suitable for the study. There is no indication of bias in
the sample. Any issues of reliability of the data only reflect the fragmentation of the
industry and further indicate the difficulty of industry wide consultation by the
government, industry bodies or stakeholders in general.

The responses to the Part B questions indicate a general support for the statements.
No statement produced overwhelming support, and there was disagreement with
only two statements. The indications are that there is general support for improving
environmental performance, but not enthusiastic support for individual participation
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in the process.

In general, maintenance of the status quo appears to be the

preferred option.

These general conclusions need to be tested by further statistical analysis.

By

extending the analysis in Chapter 8, support for the principles of the Covenant may
be determined, together with considerations for evaluating the Covenant.
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CHAPTER 8

8.1

ANALYSING THE SURVEY

Introduction

The preliminary analysis of the survey indicated general agreement to all statements
from Growers, Wholesalers and Retailers.

As previously noted, there was only

disagreement on two questions, with no overwhelming support for any of the
propositions.

With the data available, it is possible to extend the analysis using a combination of
the responses. An example of this is the opportunity to explore the relationship
between membership of an association or industry group and knowledge of the
Covenant. Where a group of questions relate to a particular aspect or topic, the
group, as a whole, needs to be examined for consistency of responses. Finally, the
analysis should be able to indicate a direction for a consideration of factors affecting
the use of or acceptance of voluntary agreements.

8.2

Awareness of the Covenant

A fundamental factor in awareness of the Covenant is the degree to which industry
consultation has taken place.

It should be expected that, in their capacity as

stakeholders, industry associations or industry peak bodies would be consulted. In
the consultation stage, notification of hearings or a call for submissions should be
expected.

As information becomes available, progress reports or final reports

should then be passed on through industry associations, industry conferences, field
days, briefings, magazines or newsletters. In view of the lack of awareness by
individual members, the returns on awareness were cross-referenced to
membership of an industry body.
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Table 34 Awareness of National Packaging Covenant and Association
Membership
% of Respondents
Aware and Member

Aware and Not
Member

Not Aware and
Member

Not Aware and Not
Member

2.0
8.0
0.0
2.2

2.9
12.0
0.0
4.3

72.5
36.0
63.6
65.2

22.5
48.0
36.4
28.3

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Table 35 Awareness Matrix
As percentages
Member
Not Member
Aware
Not Aware
Totals

2.2
65.2
67.4

4.3
28.3
32.6

Totals

6.5
93.5
100.0

In this case, the null hypothesis was established as
H0 that membership of an industry body has no effect on awareness of the
Covenant.

Using a Binomial Test, p is significant at p = 0.038 and the hypothesis is not true,
indicating that by being a member of an industry body, the person is less likely to be
aware of the Covenant.

This general lack of awareness suggests that not only has there been a failure of the
Government to communicate with the industry, but that little or no communication
has been undertaken between the signatories to the Covenant and those in the
packaging chain. Packaging manufacturers have apparently not had an impact on
growers or made their customers aware of the Covenant. At the other end of the
chain, supermarkets do not appear to have communicated with wholesalers or those
with whom they have direct dealings in their supply chain.
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The lack of awareness by members of industry bodies suggests that the peak
bodies have not been aware themselves and have either not been consulted or not
been informed. This suggests a deficiency in both the publicity mechanism of the
Covenant Council and the industry monitoring systems of the peak horticultural
bodies. Alternatively, given the information flow, it is unlikely that the peak bodies
have assessed the information as not important and not communicated the
information. If the information has been passed on, the only other conclusion is that
the means of communication have not been effective.

Given the number of

independent channels through which this information could be made available, it
appears more likely that the peak bodies have not been made aware and, more
particularly, have not been consulted.

8.3

Part B Analysis

The questions of Part B of the survey were intended to indicate the support for the
principles of the Covenant.

These questions were then grouped to support a

statement which was then used to evaluate the consistency between responses.
The detailed analysis by SPSS is contained in Appendix 3.

The first four statements relate to support for the Covenant principles of
environmentally friendly packaging (Table 36), industry consultation (Table 37),
waste reduction (Table 38) and voluntary participation (Table 39). For these four
questions, the null hypothesis is that the there is no difference between the means
of the groups and therefore the proposition is accepted. The alternative hypothesis
is that one of the groups is different and therefore the proposition is not accepted. In
each case, the analysis of variance indicates that the means are within an
acceptable range and that the propositions are accepted.
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Table 36 Survey respondents support the aim of environmentally friendly
packaging
% of respondents
Strongly Agree
agree
B5. The whole industry has a responsibility to
support environmental initiatives
B24. Growers would use reusable packaging if it
was encouraged by buyers.
B26. Greater use should be made of reusable
packaging.
B30. All packaging must be capable of being
recycled.
B35. Environmental considerations are more
important than cost.
B37. Packaging that cannot be recycled or
reused should be avoided

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

36.2

55.1

3.6

0.0

0.7

4.4

29.7

47.8

9.4

5.1

1.5

6.5

41.3

41.3

8.7

5.1

1.5

1.5

29.0

46.4

13.0

6.5

2.9

2.2

9.4

24.6

31.2

23.2

7.3

3.6

37.7

45.7

5.8

8.0

0.7

2.2

Table 37 Survey respondents support industry consultation on packaging
% of respondents
Strongly Agree
agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

B4. The whole industry should have a say on
regulations affecting packaging.
B6. Grower organisation should be consulted
on packaging decisions.
B13. There are too many grower organisations
for the industry to be effectively represented.
B28. Changes are needed in the handling of
fruit and vegetables.
B29. Printing is necessary on cartons (except
for information required by law).
B33. Colourful cartons sell.

27.5

54.4

6.5

1.5

1.5

8.0

37.7

48.6

5.8

2.2

1.5

4.4

5.1

26.1

28.5

24.6

5.1

10.1

13.0

31.2

34.8

10.1

5.1

3.8

9.4

43.5

25.4

10.9

2.9

8.0

9.5

44.2

27.5

9.4

2.2

7.2

B34.
The existing range of packaging is
adequate and suitable.

5.1

36.2

34.8

15.9

3.6

3.6

Table 38 Survey respondents are aware of the need to reduce packaging
waste
% of respondents
Strongly Agree
agree
B8. Waste packaging is a significant part of
landfill.
B10. The amount of packaging that I use is an
insignificant part of the total.
B25.
Plastic crates are as effective as
cardboard cartons.
B26. Greater use should be made of reusable
packaging.

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

23.2

49.3

11.6

5.1

2.2

8.7

13.8

34.8

15.2

22.5

7.3

6.5

31.9

34.1

13.0

13.0

4,4

3.6

41.3

41.3

8.7

5.1

1.5

1.5

Table 39 Survey respondents support voluntary codes
% of respondents
Strongly Agree
agree
B7.
Self-regulation (or voluntary code) is
effective in managing other issues in fruit and
vegetables.
B12.
Growers usually support initiatives
involving voluntary compliance.

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

10.1

32.6

23.9

18.1

3.6

11.6

5.8

38.4

30.4

10.1

4.4

10.9

Significance is
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Table 36
Table 37
Table 38
Table 39

p = .059
p = .859
p = .140
p = .632

The statement in Table 40 tests support for product stewardship, or the need for all
parts of the packaging chain to accept responsibility for the packaging under their
control.

Table 40 Survey respondents accept responsibility for using environmentally
friendly packaging (product stewardship)
% of respondents
Strongly Agree
agree
B9. Market agents/wholesalers have the best
knowledge of the market requirements for
packaging.
B11. Market agents/wholesalers do not consider
the grower’s packaging costs.
B14. Those whose brand is on the packaging
should pay for its disposal.
B15. The final user should be responsible for
the disposal of the packaging.
B16. Carton manufacturers are in the best
position to control recycling.
B17. Supermarkets should take the lead in
managing waste packaging.
B18. There should be a levy on cartons to pay
for their disposal.
B19.
The government should legislate for
packaging regulations.
B20.
The government should undertake
research into means of reducing dependence on
packaging that produces waste
B21. Recycling should be subsidised by the
government.
B22. It is unrealistic to expect growers to take
back packaging.
B23. The difficulties of policing the take back
option outweigh the benefits.
B24. Growers would use reusable packaging if it
was encouraged by the buyers.
B27. Crate deposits are a barrier to the greater
use of reusable packaging.
B31. Packaging manufacturers are responsive
to growers needs.
B32. Packaging manufacturers influence the
type and style of packaging.
B36. As there are only a limited number of
carton
manufacturers,
they
should
be
responsible for packaging waste disposal.

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

8.7

44.9

22.5

14.5

6.5

2.9

26.8

35.5

15.9

9.4

3.6

8.7

7.3

11.6

18.8

34.8

21.7

5.8

32.6

50.0

6.5

6.5

1.5

2.9

21.1

38.4

21.7

10.1

2.9

5.1

37.7

41.3

13.8

0.0

2.2

5.1

8.0

15.2

17.4

30.4

23.9

4.4

4.4

21.7

23.2

27.5

18.8

3.6

21.7

50.7

12.3

5.8

4.4

4.4

15.2

34.8

18.8

20.3

5.8

5.1

45.7

36.2

7.3

5.8

2.9

2.2

30.4

40.6

15.2

5.1

1.5

6.5

29.7

47.8

9.4

5.1

1.5

6.5

16.7

31.9

9.4

31.2

6.5

4.4

29.0

36.4

13.0

6.5

2.9

2.2

5.1

48.6

29.7

7.3

1.5

8.0

10.1

23.2

30.4

25.4

5.8

5.1

With a significance of p = .015, the analysis of variance does not support the
proposition of the acceptance of product stewardship. The p = .015 indicates that
there is a significant difference between the groups and, in this case the significant
difference is between retailers and wholesalers.
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From these results, it appears that there is general support for the objectives of the
Covenant. It appears that the industry consultation is supported to ensure that the
packaging used remains acceptable to the industry. There is an acceptance of the
need to use environmentally friendly packaging and to reduce waste.

Even

voluntary codes are supported. However, there is an indication of an unwillingness
to accept individual responsibility in the use of packaging.

This may serve to

support the prospect of either free riding or the exploitation of the big by the small. If
the individual considers that their contribution may be insignificant, or if they have no
power to make changes or the end user is too remote, then free riding is an easy
option under a voluntary scheme.

8.4

Conceptual Issues

In Chapter One, an examination of the issues raised by a study of packaging waste
management in Ireland provided a useful background to the study of the Covenant.
A paper by Cunningham, Convery and Joyce (1988, p17) noted a series of
questions used in the Irish study.

As these propositions directly relate to the

conceptual issues raised in Chapter Three and Chapter Four, the third part of the
analysis uses the statements from the questionnaire and combines these
statements to determine whether there is support for the propositions. Using the
same criteria as previous questions, the null hypothesis is that the there is no
difference between the means of the groups and therefore the proposition is
accepted.

The alternative hypothesis is that one of the groups is different and

therefore the proposition is not accepted. In each case, the analysis of variance
indicates that the means are within an acceptable range and that the propositions
are accepted.
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Table 41 Is there evidence that the Covenant is a potential stimulus for anticompetitive behaviour?
% of respondents
Strongly
agree
B4. The whole industry should have a say on
regulations affecting packaging.
B6. Grower organisation should be consulted on
packaging decisions.
B20. The government should undertake
research into means of reducing dependence on
packaging that produces waste
B35. Environmental considerations are more
important than cost.

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

27.5

54.4

6.5

1.5

1.5

8.0

37.7

48.6

5.8

2.2

1.5

4.4

21.7

50.7

12.3

5.8

4.4

4.4

9.4

24.6

31.2

23.2

7.3

3.6

Table 42 Is there evidence of strategic behaviour,; of participants hiding their
true preferences in the hope that this will reduce the burden of compliance
(free riding)?
% of respondents
Strongly
agree
B5. The whole industry has a responsibility
to support environmental initiatives
B8. Waste packaging is a significant part of
landfill.
B9. Market agents/wholesalers have the
best knowledge of the market requirements
for packaging.
B10. The amount of packaging that I use is
an insignificant part of the total.
B15. The final user should be responsible
for the disposal of the packaging.
B17. Supermarkets should take the lead in
managing waste packaging.
B20. The government should undertake
research into means of reducing
dependence on packaging that produces
waste
B35. Environmental considerations are
more important than cost.

Agree

Neutral

Disagre
e

Strongly
Disagre
e

No
opinion

36.2

55.1

3.6

0.0

0.7

4.4

23.2

49.3

11.6

5.1

2.2

8.7

8.7

44.9

22.5

14.5

6.5

2.9

13.8

34.8

15.2

22.5

7.3

6.5

32.6

50.0

6.5

6.5

1.5

2.9

37.7

41.3

13.8

0.0

2.2

5.1

21.7

50.7

12.3

5.8

4.4

4.4

9.4

24.6

31.2

23.2

7.3

3.6

Table 43 Is it valid that the more firms there are, the less likely the action?
% of respondents
Strongly
agree
B6. Grower organisation should be consulted on
packaging decisions.
B7. Self-regulation (or voluntary code) is
effective in managing other issues in fruit and
vegetables.
B12. Growers usually support initiatives
involving voluntary compliance.
B13. There are too many grower organisations
for the industry to be effectively represented.

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

37.7

48.6

5.8

2.2

1.5

4.4

10.1

32.6

23.9

18.1

3.6

11.6

5.8

38.4

30.4

10.1

4.4

10.9

5.1

26.1

28.5

24.6

5.1

10.1
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Table 44 If one or more firms in a group or sector will benefit greatly from
collective action, they will be willing to incur the costs of achieving that action
(exploitation of the big by the small)
% of respondents
Strongly
agree
B15. The final user should be responsible for
the disposal of the packaging.
B16. Carton manufacturers are in the best
position to control recycling.
B17. Supermarkets should take the lead in
managing waste packaging.
B22. It is unrealistic to expect growers to take
back packaging.
B36. As there are only a limited number of
carton manufacturers, they should be
responsible for packaging waste disposal.

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

32.6

50.0

6.5

6.5

1.5

2.9

21.1

38.4

21.7

10.1

2.9

5.1

37.7

41.3

13.8

0.0

2.2

5.1

45.7

36.2

7.3

5.8

2.9

2.2

10.1

23.2

30.4

25.4

5.8

5.1

Table 45 Is there the availability of selective incentives which encourage and
facilitate the development of collective goals.
% of respondents
Strongly
agree
B18. There should be a levy on cartons to pay
for their disposal.
B19. The government should legislate for
packaging regulations.
B21. Recycling should be subsidised by the
government.

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

8.0

15.2

17.4

30.4

23.9

4.4

4.4

21.7

23.2

27.5

18.8

3.6

15.2

34.8

18.8

20.3

5.8

5.1

Table 46 Do the incentive signals encourage action in the private and
collective interest?
% of respondents
Strongly
agree
B22. It is unrealistic to expect growers to take
back packaging.
B23. The difficulties of policing the take back
option outweigh the benefits.
B24. Growers would use reusable packaging if it
was encouraged by the buyers.

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

45.7

36.2

7.3

5.8

2.9

2.2

30.

40.6

15.2

5.1

1.5

6.5

29.7

47.8

9.4

5.1

1.5

6.5

Table 47 Is dynamic efficiency likely to emerge - stimulate innovation for
productivity gains?
% of respondents
Strongly
agree
B25. Plastic crates are as effective as
cardboard cartons.
B26. Greater use should be made of reusable
packaging.
B27. Crate deposits are a barrier to the greater
use of reusable packaging.
B28. Changes are needed in the handling of
fruit and vegetables.
B30. All packaging must be capable of being
recycled.
B37. Packaging that cannot be recycled or
reused should be avoided

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

31.9

34.1

13.0

13.0

4,4

3.6

41.3

41.3

8.7

5.1

1.5

1.5

16.7

31.9

9.4

31.2

6.5

4.4

13.0

31.2

34.8

10.1

5.1

3.8

29.0

46.4

13.0

6.5

2.9

2.2

37.7

45.7

5.8

8.0

0.7

2.2
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Table 48 Is static efficiency likely to be achieved - maximising net benefits,
minimising net costs for existing technology?
% of respondents
Strongly
agree
B29. Printing is necessary on cartons (except
for information required by law).
B31. Packaging manufacturers are responsive
to growers needs.
B32. Packaging manufacturers influence the
type and style of packaging.
B33. Colourful cartons sell.

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
opinion

9.4

43.5

25.4

10.9

2.9

8.0

29.0

36.4

13.0

6.5

2.9

2.2

5.1

48.6

29.7

7.3

1.5

8.0

9.5

44.2

27.5

9.4

2.2

7.2

5.1

36.2

34.8

15.9

3.6

3.6

B34. The existing range of packaging is
adequate and suitable.

Analysis of variance did not indicate any significant difference in the means and the
null hypothesis is accepted in each instance.

The propositions in this section indicate support for the theoretical concepts derived
from Chapter 4.

8.5

Conclusion

As a voluntary agreement, the Covenant relies on the goodwill and co-operation of
all sections of the packaging chain.

To a large degree, the promotion of the

Covenant is in the hands of the signatories and those organisations involved in
brokering the arrangement.

The almost complete lack of knowledge of the

Covenant indicates either a breakdown in communications or an antipathy or lack of
commitment to Covenant promotion.

The lack of consultation with the peak horticultural industry bodies in the initial
stages has apparently continued in the later years as there is no indication that any
of the affiliated organisations have alerted their members to the existence of the
Covenant. The difficulty of industry wide communication is acknowledged, but the
survey indicates that membership of an organisation has not increased awareness
of the Covenant. This is probably the most significant weakness.
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The other results indicated directions to be pursued and confirmed that many of the
theoretical considerations have yet to be addressed in the implementation of the
Covenant to this sector of the industry. As signatories, the supermarket chains and
the carton manufacturers might be expected to be more familiar with the Covenant
and this is to be examined below.
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CHAPTER 9 ACTION PLANS

9.1

Introduction

The Covenant relies on Action Plans as the vehicle by which Covenant signatories
express their commitment to the Covenant and their intentions regarding
implementation. The match between the Action Plan and the Covenant may be
seen as a measure of the support of the signatory to the principles of the Covenant.

All of the supermarket chains are listed as Covenant signatories, in addition to the
two major carton manufacturers and most suppliers of packaging liners.

The

purpose of this Chapter is to examine the fit between the requirements of the
Covenant and the Action Plans.

9.2

The Covenant Council

Section 6 of the Covenant is concerned with monitoring and review and recognises
the necessity of having a mechanism for regular consultation, for determining
compliance with the Covenant and for establishing some form of complaints
resolution. In general terms, the Covenant Council has been given the responsibility
for the implementation and management of the Covenant.

The Covenant generally directs the Council:
“to act as a forum to consider issues, exchange information and address any
problems that arise with the Covenant itself”
ANZECC, 1999b, p8
The role of the Council is stated in the Covenant as a directive
“The Covenant Council will:
•

act as custodian of the Covenant;
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•
•
•
•
•
•

determine and maintain a system for the registration of signatories and Action
Plans
receive, register, examine and assess Action Plans in accordance with the
assessment process set out in Schedule 1;
validate and determine compliance with Action Plans in accordance with the
audit process set out in Schedule 1;
develop performance indicators;
establish a complaints procedure mechanism; and
report annually on issues affecting the Covenant, including the performance
of Covenant signatories or on any other issues referred to it by the agreement
of all the parties”
ANZECC, 1999b, p8

The intention of the Action Plan is to document the measures to be undertaken by a
signatory in fulfilling responsibilities to which they have agreed by subscribing to the
Covenant. Schedule 1 provides the authority and sets out the procedures by which
the Action Plans are to be assessed and monitored. Therefore, although there is
considerable emphasis on the commitment of the individual signatory, the
effectiveness of the whole Covenant will be determined initially by the rigour of the
assessment of the Action Plans and then by the rigour of the auditing of the plans.

9.3

Schedule 1

In general a signatory is required to include in an Action Plan, the major
commitments, financial resources and the details by which the signatory intends to
achieve the objectives of the Covenant, or at least those objectives that are
pertinent to that particular segment of the packaging chain. Schedule 1 is described
as a set of guidelines for signatories in the development of this Action Plan. It is
recognised that signatories will represent different parts of the packaging chain and
that the commitments, resources and potential for action are likely to vary
significantly.

Therefore, the measures to be included in the Action Plan are

described in Schedule 1 as a ‘menu’ or options.
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However, the Schedule is both prescriptive and proscriptive. At the same time as
offering a menu of points to be addressed, the Action Plan has to address the
undertakings set out in Sections 4 and 5 of the Covenant. The examination of
Action Plans is to be undertaken by the Covenant Council, which is responsible for
ensuring that the Plan addresses these undertakings and, in the event of any
deficiency, to return the Plan to the signatory for correction or for additional actions
to be included. The Covenant Council is also required to review and audit Action
Plans as a mechanism of ensuring compliance. The Council is further required to
investigate complaints against any signatory for a breach of its undertakings.

In Section 4, the Covenant uses the principle of product stewardship and places an
emphasis on shared responsibility for the life of the packaging including the
environmental impacts during that product life. This principle of product stewardship
is intended to place on every member of the packaging chain a responsibility to
achieve optimal environmental outcomes. Implicit in this is the necessity to involve
other members of the packaging chain to work co-operatively in achieving these
optimal outcomes.

Section 4 states that signatories will (emphasis added) take action as appropriate in
all relevant areas’ and proceeds to enumerate those areas and provide brief
descriptions of the actions required in those areas. These areas are:

Design. A requirement to consider all possible effects on the environment during
the whole life of the packaging, from manufacture through to recovery (or
recycling). This can only be achieved by having the packaging designers work
with the whole packaging chain. Part of this design is to assist recycling by using
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only recyclable material, by using only a single material to assist sorting and
reprocessing, by incorporating recycling logos or instructions, and by facilitating
the capacity to compress the container to reduce volume and maximise return
transport capability.

Production. If it is accepted that the primary function of packaging is to protect a
product and maintain the integrity of the product in form and in a safe and
hygienic condition, then the packaging material used should be the minimum to
maintain that standard.

Distribution. Although the primary function is product protection, the packaging
has to contain a product through the logistics system. The logistic system needs
to be conscious of the need to minimise packaging and to use compatible
systems. At the same time, reductions in energy consumption can be effected or
optimised by material reductions.

Disposal. In this context, disposal primarily includes re-use and recycling, but
incineration has to be considered as a means of both disposal and energy
recovery. Re-use is interpreted as having two basic meanings. The first is
where the container is returned to the filler and re-used for the same product, or
where a consumer has the container refilled with the same product at a retail
outlet.

The second is where the consumer uses the container for a similar

purpose for recycling, and as part of design, consideration has to be given to the
toxic content of glues, dyes, inks, stabilisers and pigments, not only for their
effect on the environment if used in landfill, but also for the results of combustion
or the problems of removing those chemicals in reprocessing waste material.
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Research. Research is given a threefold use and almost a set of priorities. In
the first instance, the signatory is to conduct and facilitate research into
environmental and lifecycle issues of packaging throughout the whole distribution
chain from manufacture, through distribution, recovery and/or disposal. Within
this research framework and/or as a second priority, the research should
endeavour to identify new end uses for ‘secondary materials’ that are essential to
the sustainability of the recycling system. Secondary materials are not defined,
but in the context of recyclable materials, this extends the research from disposal
of the packaging itself to establishing the viability of markets for downstream
processing. The third priority, or almost an afterthought, is that research should
encompass the reduction in the amount of packaging and collect data on the use
of packaging. In this sense, research is directed into product improvement, with
little or no emphasis given to process improvement.

Market Development. This addresses two issues. First, the market for products
made from recycled materials and secondly, the market for recyclable material.
For products made from recycled materials, to ensure that there are no
inappropriate barriers to the use of those products and then to establish
frameworks to accelerate the development of new products to increase the
product range or to enter new markets.

Recyclable material is defined as

material reasonably able to be recovered, reprocessed and used as the raw
material for the manufacture of a new product. In this sense, the sustainability of
the recycling system depends on both recyclable material and recycled material.
The first to ensure that only recyclable material is used in packaging and top
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expand that market. The second is to promote the market for recycled material
as a raw material for further uses.

Education. It is the intention that all members of the packaging supply chain
should share in the responsibility of establishing and financing a ‘balanced
information’ campaign for the general community and for school students.
Generally, signatories are expected to assist consumers in making informed
purchasing choices by providing reliable information.

Labelling. This labelling requirement only refers to the instructions for disposal of
the packaging, including the capacity for recycling.

It is intended that the

information be provided on the package or on a label to enable and encourage
the consumer to make an informed choice and to adopt the appropriate
practices.

Manufacturing and Retailing.

Although this appears to be directed at

manufacturers and retailers only, the detail includes users of packaging. In the
preamble of Section 4, specific reference is made to packaging manufacturers,
packaging users and retailers as part of the packaging chain.

Additional

requirements are placed on these three groups. First, to collect data and report
on developments in packaging and the quantities of packaging produced.
Secondly, to provide measures the amount of packaging material generated, the
amount and utilisation of recovered material and the amount of residual
packaging waste disposed of in landfill. The intention is to develop a form of key
performance indicators, in co-operation with the governments, to monitor
progress in these fields. Thirdly, to educate the general community on the role of
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packaging and the preferred or most desirable method of handling packaging
waste consistent with the requirements of the particular local conditions. This is
in addition to the general programme described under Education.

On the other hand, Schedule 1 states that ‘Each Action Plan should, however,
identify the major commitments, financial resources and arrangements that will be
put in place to address all Covenant undertakings relevant to the signatory’. The
schedule then lists ‘some of the options’ that should be included in an Action Plan to
demonstrate compliance with the principles and undertakings. In each case, the
signatory is directed to ‘appropriate’ or ‘relevant’ options and reminded that the list of
options is not exhaustive or inclusive. The options are shown as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

9.4

establish measurable performance objectives and mechanisms to monitor
their achievement.
make commitments to continuous improvement of environmental and waste
minimisation outcomes in the production, use, sale and/or reprocessing and
recovery of packaging materials.
develop/review material specifications for the use of recycled products.
provide support for kerbside collection and/or other recovery systems that
divert waste from landfill.
implement best practice collection principles and service models.
contribute to research and development into product design to achieve waste
reduction.
support the development of markets for the use of recovered and recycled
material.
provide examples of labelling/provision of information to provide the general
community with details about waste minimisation, reuse, recycling and litter
information.
undertake education and community awareness programmes.
co-operate in the collection of relevant data on a national basis.
implement alterations to logistics systems in order to reduce environmental
impact.
ANZECC, 1999b, Schedule 1
Action Plan Guidelines

To add to the requirements spelt out in the Section 4 and in Schedule 1, the
Packaging Council issued Action Plan Guidelines. Under the title ‘What is an Action
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Plan?’ the Guidelines point out that an Action Plan requires not only specific
commitments, but also requires a detailing of how and when those commitments are
to be effected. It is apparent that the guiding principle is to establish empirically
verifiable objectives and this covers the actions to be undertaken, financial
resources proposed and all other arrangements to meet all the signatory’s
undertakings for packaging waste reduction and management.

However the

requirement is to address all Covenant commitments relevant to that signatory’s
place in the packaging chain.

Although the emphasis is on all Covenant

commitments, the proviso is that the Covenant has sufficient flexibility to allow not
only for different commitments for different sectors, but also for different
commitments for signatories within the same sector. This extends to an industry
association or group being able to make commitments, to which the individual
members may subscribe.

The content of the Action Plan is described simply in the Guidelines. First, the
signatory needs to be described – who is the organisation, what does it do, where is
it placed in the packaging chain, the size and location of the markets. Secondly, the
signatory needs to address each commitment in the Covenant, relevant to the sector
in which the organisation operates, and to show how the organisation intends to
achieve a continuous improvement in packaging waste reduction and management.
The Guidelines suggest the use of the headings in Schedule 1 as a checklist, but
even then, the headings are given as advisory only and not mandatory. However,
while the guidelines state that the signatory is to address each commitment in the
Covenant, there are two statements to mitigate the effect of this. The first is that
where the signatory considers that it is ‘not possible’ to take specific action, then the
commitment must be addressed and a reason given for the lack of action. The
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second instance is where the signatory can show that a particular commitment is not
relevant to that organisation.

It is probably implicit in the demonstrating of continuous improvement in waste
reduction that organisations need to have a baseline from which to commence and
need to establish performance indicators by which they intend to monitor and prove
their commitment. Although not specified in the Action Plan section of the Action
Plan Guidelines, the section dealing with Annual Reports clearly indicates the
requirement of:
• information on performance against objectives.
• the benchmarks identified in the Plan.
• new performance levels with new milestones and time lines.
• what activities you have undertaken.
• what resources have been used.
• any problems or difficulties encountered.
ANZECC, 1999b, p16

9.5

Summary of Commitments

To re-inforce the requirements of the Action Plan, the Guidelines list a Summary of
Commitments by Sector and ‘suggestions’ for Waste and Impact Reducing Actions.
Once again, the commitments are listed as mandatory and that the signatories of
each sector ‘will’ conform to these undertakings.

The Summary separates the

general commitments for all signatories from the commitment required from industry
signatories and government signatories. For the second list, the suggestions are
directed at the various parts of the packaging chain, even including consumers. The
list for each part of the packaging chain is not to be seen as mutually exclusive, and
some suggestions apply to several parts or may need to involve co-operation
between different parts of the packaging chain. It is difficult to see the relevance of
a question to a consumer “Are you informed about the environmental aspects of the
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packaging you use?” when the Guidelines are focussed on the Action Plan of a
signatory to the NPC and it is not expected that customers would be signatories.

9.6

Additional Commitments

The commitments for all signatories generally summarise the requirements already
established by Section 5 and Schedule 1:
•
•
•

produce Action Plans for evaluating and improving environmental
outcomes in production, usage, sale and/or reprocessing and recovery of
packaging materials.
co-ordinate education and promotion programmes and establish
communications framework to facilitate information collection and
dissemination.
report to Covenant Council on performance against undertakings.
ANZECC, 1999b, p5 and Schedule 1

However, some alternatives or variations are included. The first should be implied
undertakings in becoming a signatory to the Covenant:

•
•

apply Covenant principles to their own operation.
promote the Covenant.

The second part of the additional commitments then specifically refers to the
kerbside recycling systems:

•
•

work co-operatively to develop best practice kerbside systems.
provide appropriate financial and other support to optimise kerbside
recycling systems.

Although one purpose of the Covenant is to provide funds for a sustainable kerbside
recycling programme, the provision of funding is the practical limit of the involvement
of most signatories. The development or optimising of kerbside recycling systems is
a function of those directly involved, not the packaging chain as a whole.
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The obligations required by the third group of additional commitments also do not
appear to relate directly to the involvement of every signatory. These are:
•
•

facilitate development of formal market trading structures which optimise
the price of recycled materials.
adopt appropriate pricing policies.

In general, the purpose of the Action Plan is to set objectives and to measure
performance against objectives by setting benchmarks and performance indicators.
To direct all signatories to commit to measures that cannot be quantified, or are of
no relevance to the signatory, appears to negate the whole purpose of a
commitment. Without any practical term of commitment, the requirements here are
no more than statements of intent.

For Industry Signatories, a similar summary of commitments is given under the title
that ‘the industry signatories will commit to improved product stewardship policies
and practices’ under a number of headings. Generally, these follow the guidelines
given for packaging waste management and may be divided into three groups. The
first group provides the general guidelines and instructions to signatories:
•
•

conforming with the implementation of existing national and state industry
waste reduction agreements and plans.
seeking wider implementation of the Environmental Code of Practice for
Packaging, which is attached to the Covenant.

The second group of commitments relates directly to the industry practices and
provide a more direct set of commitments:

•
•

contributing to the environmental management of packaging throughout
its lifecycle.
designing packaging for waste minimisation.

In similar fashion to the commitments for all signatories, the list for industry
signatories requires a commitment to recycling systems:
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•
•

9.7

participating in the development of markets for recycled materials.
providing support for kerbside and other recycling systems, including the
development of infrastructure for reprocessing secondary materials:
participating in the identification, development and implementation of best
practice for recycling systems.

A Comparison of Requirements

To summarise the actions required to be taken or commitments under the differing
parts of the Covenant, Table 49 uses the commitments of Schedule 1 to provide a
reference point with which to compare Section 4 and the Action Plan Guidelines.

Table 49 A comparison of the requirements shown in separate parts of the
Covenant
Schedule 1
Commitments
1. Produce Action plans
Production
Usage
Sale/reprocessing
Recovery

Section 4
“WILL” take action
Design
Recyclable material
Single material
Recycling
instructions
Compressibility
Production
Minimise material
Distribution
Minimise packaging
Material reduction

Action Plan Guidelines
Action Plan Options
Commitments to
Continuous
environment
improvement
Waste minimisation

Disposal
Re-use
Recycling
Toxic components

2. Education
Promotion
Communications
Information

Research
Lifecycle issues
Secondary material
market
Usage data
Reduction in use
Market development
Products from
recycled materials
Recyclable material
Education
General community
Schools
Packaging chain
Labelling
Disposal instructions
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Waste reduction R&D

Review use of recycled
products
Market development
Community awareness
General education

Provide examples

3. Report

Manufacturing
Data collection
Performance
Indicators

Data collection
Measurable
performance objectives
Monitoring mechanisms

4. Apply Covenant
principles
5. Promote the
Covenant
8. Market Trading
Structures
9. Pricing policies
Process improvement

9.8

Action Plans

Covenant signatories are listed on the Packaging Council web site and, where an
Action Plan has been submitted and approved by the Council, that Action Plan is
also available on the web site. The Action Plans for major packaging suppliers and
supermarket chains are available and it is intended to examine these in relation to
the commitments required by the Covenant.

9.8.1. Visy
The Mission Statement of Visy Industries is ‘Visy’s aim is to provide our customers
with the world’s best packaging and recycling solutions’. In support of this, Visy
claim the first Action Plan submitted under the NPC and that this had been accepted
on 23rd May 2000. This first Action Plan is no longer available on the Packaging
Council web site, but the Action Plan for Year Two has been available until
superseded by the Action Plan for 2002/03, lodged in September 2002.

The company commenced operations in 1948, making cartons for the fruit industry.
Since then, it has developed into the largest privately owned packaging and
recycling company in the world.

In Australia, Visy operates more than 100

manufacturing sites and these are divided into five divisions:
•

Visy Recycling. Collecting waste paper and recyclables.
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•
•
•
•

Visy Paper. Recycling waste paper into packaging paper.
Visy Board. Makes corrugated cartons from the recycled packaging Visy
paper.
Specialties. Specialist printed and non-printed packaging.
VisyPak. Consumer and industrial packaging using PET, aluminium,
tinplate rigid plastic and cardboard.

In the pre-amble to the Action Plan 2002/03, Visy note that they have been involved
in recycling since 1979 and it is clear that the company is an enthusiastic supporter
of the Covenant. It is not clear whether the Covenant has been the catalyst and
impetus for an environmental focus or whether the Covenant fits into a long-term
commitment to environmental sustainability as part of company culture. The Year 2
Action Plan comments that:
‘The work to achieve the commitments of the Action Plan has improved Visy’s
lifecycle management of packaging materials through better design, less
wastage and more recovery and recycling’.
Visy Industries Action Plan Year 2. p5
In the management of NPC commitments, Visy uses an Environment Management
System (EMS) based on ISO 14001. This EMS is more focussed on activities than
the products themselves, but by examining the way in which goods are produced,
the context in which they are provided and the types of goods themselves, the EMS
provides the tracking and feedback required by the Covenant. In addition to the
Packaging Council, Visy reports to the EPA, other government agencies,
government departments and community groups. EPA licenses are required for
many operations and the National Pollutant inventory requires reports on emissions.
It is noted that in 2001/02 the company was fined for a spill of starch powder and for
failing to submit one EPA report on time.

The cost savings attached to the reduction of waste largely measures
implementation of the EMS. A number of examples are given where the reduction
of on-site waste has resulted in a reduction of waste disposal costs of up to $30,000
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per year. As an over-riding policy, the Chairman’s directive calls for no waste paper
to be despatched to landfill from a Visy site, all Visy sites to implement co-mingled
recycling systems, preferred purchasing of recyclable products and the active
observance of reduce, reuse, recycle.

The Action Plan targets for 2002/03 indicate the strength of this commitment in the
paper and paper products area. Commissioning a paper mill in the Tumut area has
been a key achievement, where the mill has been designed to minimise the
environmental impact. This mill is one of the lowest water users in the world, and
the waste water is treated and used for irrigation. The mill uses plantation pine and
produces chlorine-free kraft paper that has a 20% recycled paper content. This
plant has allowed the company to end the importation of over 35,000 tonnes per
year of high quality long fibre material, material that was difficult to recycle, and as a
result, much of the material was exported.
‘
Another Key Performance Aspect is described as ‘spreading the word and Visy
suggest that they have been very pro-active in communicating the Covenant
requirements and other environmental benefits of ‘lighter, stronger, recyclable
packaging’. In particular, this is translated into assisting other companies, especially
key suppliers, to develop their own Action Plans.

BP (British Petroleum) and

Ingham (Inghams Enterprises Pty Ltd) have been singled out as examples of this
assistance, which has been directed to 50 companies.
For 2002/03, the review of the performance targets of interest set by Visy is shown
in Table 50:
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Table 50 Visy Industries performance targets
Action Description
3
Seek Strategic partnerships
to disseminate information
to small business
6
Tailor optimal box solutions
for customers
7

8
13

14
20

21

Offering services to develop
materials and processes for
materials not currently
recycled.
Product improvement by
review of material
specifications and usage
Conduct community
awareness programmes
Work with industry and
governments to share
expertise.
Provide organisations with
Visy personnel for briefings.

R&D
Trim reduction programme
Starch reduction
Improve strength/weight
ratios

Measure
Alliances with 3
organisations

Progress
1

Number of
customers assisted
Target 100
Report on changes
in material usage –
Target 3 reports
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Report on changes
in material usageTarget 3 reports
Report on number of
people and number
of associations.
Target 2.5 million
Report on number of
meetings
Target 25
Report on number of
meetings
Target 30

3 specifications
reviewed.

Target 0.5% waste
reduction

5 trials

Several local
councils
Achieved
Achieved.
Information
presented to key
industry bodies
And stakeholders
Not achieved.

Then the specific proposed actions for paper products for 2002/03 are:
Table 51 Visy Industries commitments 2002/3 (Paper and paper products)
Action
Increase the use of non-waxed boxes
in non-moisture critical areas.
Trial use of Tumut fibres in container
manufacture
Reduce waste from corrugated paper
manufacture by further 0.5%
Reduce water use per tonne of paper
production by further 5%

Measure
Total tonnes of wax.
Trial report
% waste offcuts
KL/tonne

For ‘spreading the word’, there is no proposed action or measure.
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An assessment of the Visy response to the Covenant would indicate that, at a macro
level, the company business is linked to environmental sustainability and governed
by an Environmental Management System as part of sound business practice.
Management of the Covenant requirement fits easily into the record keeping and
reporting required by the EPA, government agencies, government departments and
community groups.

Again, at a macro level, considerable effort is directed to environmental
sustainability through vertical integration of processes, import replacement
strategies, plant efficiency and product improvement. The size of the company and
the range of products and interests necessitate a comprehensive overview.

In

communicating this through the Action Plan, the focus appears to remain at a level
that provides policy rather than the detailed requirements of the Covenant. In the
Year Two Action Plan, some objective targets are stated, but the majority of the
measures are stated as reports, without objectives or performance indicators. Of
the forty two Proposed Action statements in the 2002/03 Action Plan, only nineteen
have an objective measure.

Sixteen measures involve reports.

The education

requirement has been omitted in the latest Action Plan and there is no proposed
action involving the supply chain generally, other signatories or the community.

9.8.2.

Amcor Fibre Packaging

The Amcor Action Plan Year Two for August 2001 to July 2002 incorporates the
report on the previous year.

In the Introduction, the Covenant is used as a

background to support the environmental policies of the company:
•

the Actions Plans are an extension of the strict controls and regulations
introduced within our organisation to meet self-imposed environmental
targets.
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•
•

•
•
•

this Plan continues our emphasis on supporting recycling, education,
product development and research, resource use and support systems
that achieve effective, responsible environmental management outcomes.
the Covenant has provided Amcor with an exciting opportunity to renew
our ongoing commitment to good environmental practice and reaffirm our
environmental stewardship responsibilities as a member and partner of
the packaging manufacturing chain.
the National Packaging Covenant confirms Amcor’s belief that the future
welfare of Australia is linked directly to the successful management of
resources.
as a community we all have a great deal to gain from effective,
responsible environmental management.
by working together, we can minimise waste and make use of resources
that would otherwise be wasted.
Amcor National Packaging Covenant Action Plan Year Two, p1

In addition, ISO 14001 is being pursued with two sites having already obtained
certification.

Partnerships have been announced with Earthwatch and with

Landcare in Victoria in support of the Corridors of Green Project.

World

Environment Day is supported with community based activities and educational kits
for employees and their children.

In support of Product Stewardship, Amcor states that the broad scope of the Action
Plan demonstrates the principles of support for recycling, education, product
development and research, resources utilisation, and support systems.

These

headings are used to expand the Action Plan, but the targets set and targets
achieved are without detail. The performance indicators are listed as commercial-inconfidence and not for public disclosure, an action that prevents the report from
having any real value. The actions related to paper and paper products are:

Table 52 Amcor Action Plan commitments (paper and paper products)
Recycling

Action
Increase total wastepaper recovery
Maximise wastepaper recovery from
kerbside markets
Encourage, support and contribute to
programmes that develop secondary
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Measure
Management
reports
Management
reports
Management
reports

markets that increase demand for
recycled products
Work with fibre box customers

Education

Increase recovery of industrial and
commercial white paper
Assess opportunities to maximise
recycled content in corrugated box
components
Research opportunities to develop
new products that increase use of
recycled fibre
Assist and positively support
initiatives to develop white
wastepaper recovery strategies and
programmes
Conduct waste audits to identify
opportunities for landfill diversion for
major customers and suppliers
Review opportunities to increase the
recovery of recyclable materials from
Amcor’s customer facilities.
Encourage customers and major
suppliers to be signatories to NPC
Expand customer support programme
Update Amcor web site
Conduct environmental awareness
training and update training modules
to include NPC
Ensure all employees involved with
product design are familiar with
Environmental Code of Practice
Promote to customers benefits of
labelling that includes environmental
credentials
Review environmental policy to
ensure that NPC is encapsulated.
Nil

Product
development
Resource
Use less virgin fibre in carton
utilisation
manufacture than was consumed in
1999/2000
Support
Establish a NPC review committee
systems
Continue leading roles held with
major associations within the
packaging industry to advance the
uptake of the NPC.
Conduct audits with customers of
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Minutes from
meetings
Minutes from
meetings
Management
reports
Management
reports
Management
reports
Management
reports
Minutes of
meetings
Audit reports
Customer waste
audit reports
Contact 20
customers
Minutes of
meetings with 5
customers
Action Plan on web
site
Copies of training
schedule
Copies of training
records
Minutes of
meetings with key
customers
Completed

Further reduction
from 2000/01
figures
Completed
Minutes of
meetings
Audit reports

Amcor packaging to determine
opportunities to reduce its
environmental impact.
Provide data to Government groups
and industry associations to support
monitoring of waste reduction and
recycling programmes.
Establish KPIs for an internal
benchmarking programme across
each Division

Reports submitted

Quarterly reports

As one of the major achievements for 2000/01, Amcor note that the company has
concentrated on establishing robust systems and educational programmes to
ensure a solid foundation for ongoing initiatives. All business units have developed
and instituted their own Action Plans and extensive education, training and
communication programmes have supported these ‘Internal’ Action Plans.

To

support the business units, a Management Steering Group has been formed to
monitor, assist, capture information and provide an effective, timely reporting
system.

As a final comment in the Action Plan, Amcor is not only a foundation signatory to
the Covenant, but is also a foundation member of many of the organisations that
negotiated the Covenant. In addition, Amcor holds executive positions in a number
of those associations ’to facilitate opportunities to pro-actively contribute to the
establishment of the National Packaging Covenant’.
As a commitment to the Covenant, the position of Amcor reflects that of Visy; i.e. a
large conglomerate that has established environmental credentials as part of sound
business practice. Once again, the requirements of ISO 14001 appear to be the
objective and the standard by which the company’s operations are to be judged,
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with the Covenant being an opportunity to publicly commit to good environmental
practice.

In the Action Plan, no objectives or performance indicators are stated except for one
statement under education.

Support is given to ‘increase’, ‘maximise’, ’review’,

‘assess’, ‘conduct’ or ‘encourage’, but the nearest statement to an objective is an
undertaking to ‘Use less virgin fibre in carton manufacture than was consumed in
1999/2000’. The measures to be used are mostly Management Reports, Minutes of
Meetings or Copies of Training Schedules.

In the education area, Amcor is to

encourage 20 customers and suppliers to be signatories to the Covenant and to
meet with 5 customers in a customer support programme. Otherwise, education is
limited to an update of the website and in-house training.

In a business sector with a limited number of participants, it is understood that the
Covenant Council should recognise “commercial in confidence” reports. However,
this contrasts with the open philosophy of the Covenant requiring transparency of
operations and the involvement and education of the packaging chain.

9.8.3.

Huhtamaki

Huhtamaki separates their Australian operations into four main business units, each
of which has a core competency in a particular type of packaging and which reflects
the technology and materials used. These business units are:
•
•
•
•

Rigid Food Packaging. Using thin-walled plastic and paper packaging.
Flexible Food Packaging. Using laminates, barrier films and bags.
Moulded Fibre Packaging. Made from kerbside post-consumer and postindustrial waste fibres.
Food Service. Thin-walled plastic and paper containers, cups, plates and
foam trays.
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For the fruit and vegetable industry, the Moulded Fibre Division produces inserts
and dividers. The manufacturing process involves using recycled newspaper and
other paper products, mulching these with water, forming the mulch over a mould
and then drying or de-watering to stabilise the product. Probably the most common
example of a moulded fibre product is the moulded egg carton, one of the principal
manufactures of this Division. To hold fruit, the moulded product is in the form of a
tray that is placed within an outer container and with indentations to locate the fruit.
The design of the tray has to take into consideration the dimensions of the
carton/container in which it is to be placed, the size of the fruit to be contained, the
shape of the particular fruit, and whether the tray is to used as a single layer tray or
is to be placed on a layer of fruit in a container to provide multiple layers. Stone fruit
are normally placed as a single layer in a tray in a carton with sides of approximately
100 mm. Apples and oranges are normally three layers deep in a carton. Mangoes
are a single layer in a deep carton. As a result, a wide variety of moulded fibre trays
are produced. Huhtamaki claim a production in excess of 135 million units and use
in excess of 13,000 tonnes of kerbside recycled paper.

The Huhtamaki Action Plan points out that the company operates in 34 countries
and that the National Packaging Covenant is an adjunct to the company’s global
environmental policy, where environmental protection forms an integral and
essential part of company corporate responsibility. As the company operates in
compliance with the EU’s Packaging Waste Directive and ISO 14001, the Covenant
is seen as a natural extension of the existing policies. Therefore, the company
‘welcomed’ the introduction of the Covenant not only for the product stewardship
principles, but also for the responsibility and undertakings requiring compliance from
the industry as a whole. As a result Huhtamaki became a signatory to the Covenant
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in June 2000 and produced an Action Plan for the period June 2001 – May 2002.
Since then, the Action Plan for July 2002 – June 2003 has been produced, together
with the review of the Year One (June 2001 – June 2002). Although the corporate
Action Plan has been published, Huhtamaki indicate that each business unit has its
own action plan, but these have not been published.

The Year One Action Plan addressed the commitments under 4 headings –
Recycling, Reduce, Reuse and Education. In general, the Action Plan addressed all
the requirements of the Covenant, as the variety of products provided sufficient
scope for activity in one of the business divisions. For moulded fibre packaging, this
resolved to a number of general issues in addition to specific objectives. Using the
main headings –
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Recycling. By December 2002, to replace the intake of fresh water by dewatering the fibre waste in the moulded fibre production system.
Recycling. In 2001, to create new markets and to expand existing
markets by launching new products in moulded fibre.
Recycling. By December 2001, all Huhtamaki offices to have paper waste
collection for recycling.
Reuse. By December 2001, to investigate and utilise alternative methods
of shipping products, such as carton reuse or bulk packaging.
Education. To promote the Covenant through discussions with key
partners, industry representatives, key customers, suppliers and industry
bodies.
Education. Support customers and suppliers in meeting their obligations
to the Covenant.
Education. Promote Covenant awareness through publication of the
company’s environmental mission and Action Plan. A public document
was to be prepared by September 2001.
Education. To promote environmental awareness amongst employees by
the production of an internal directive for distribution within offices and
plants. The key terms used were ‘to educate, train and motivate all
employees’.

In the Executive Summary of the Year Two Action Plan, the general focus is
restated under five headings – Collaboration and co-operation, product stewardship,
market development, waste minimisation, and education and promotion. In general,
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there is emphasis on collaboration and co-operation through the entire packaging
chain.

For the Action Items, the indications are that Huhtamaki has presented a realistic
assessment of progress.

Audits and benchmarks have been established.

The

project to de-water fibre waste is now described as a three year project with new
equipment now installed, but initial targets not met. Similarly, new products have
been created, but sales have not met expectations. New projects have been listed,
but no details given. For education, the review indicates that contact has been
made with fifty customers and that addresses at conferences have reached 100+
people.

Effort has been made to assist key partners in the industry with the

preparation of their own Action Plans. In the actual promotion of awareness of the
Covenant, 2000 public information brochures have been printed and the Action Plan
has been placed on the PCA web site. Communication to employees has been by
the company intranet with an intranet document and employee presentations. For
the promotion of the NPC to households, one suggestion was to print a message on
the inside of egg cartons. A Covenant message has been printed on 500,000 egg
cartons, which appears to be a limited response given the total production of
moulded fibre trays is estimated at 135 million.

As a response to the requirements of the Covenant, the Huhtamaki Action Plan
follows the trend of the major corporations in re-stating their environmental
credentials and providing policy direction rather than detailed objectives to be met.
For the Australian operation, the Action Plans for the different entities of the
corporation might provide the detailed undertakings that are the basis of the
Covenant, but these plans have not been made public. Therefore, while there may
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be detailed commitment at an individual enterprise level, it is not shown at a
corporate level.

The education figures show the limited scope of the education process. The impact
of 2000 public information brochures is hardly likely to be noticed as is the effect of
addressing 100+ people at conferences. These measures appear to be re-active
rather than a pro-active promotion of the benefits of the Covenant and a declaration
of Huhtamaki support.

9.8.4. SCS Plastics Pty Ltd

SCS Plastics was established in 1985 in Shepparton, Victoria, to provide for the
packaging needs of the area.

Specifically, the company provides pressure and

vacuum formed plastic packaging. The initial interest was in fruit and vegetable
trays, liners and punnets, meat and fish trays, dairy packs and some general items
used for instore packaging. Diversification has extended the company range into
toys, confectionary, hardware, automotive and cosmetics in addition to general
packaging.

In the food area, packaging is related to three areas, fruit and

vegetables, general packaging, and meat, fish and bakery.

An extensive product range within fruit and vegetables provides
•

•
•
•
•
•

fruit liners, commonly referred to as Plics, used for a range of fruit. The liner
has a ‘cup’ into which the fruit is placed and the number of cups per tray
reflects the size of the fruit and is normally given as a ‘count’. To cater for the
packaging for both export and domestic market, these are available in 2
sizes, and a total of 28 counts. i.e 56 separate liner items.
kiwi fruit liners. Available in 8 counts.
strawberry punnets in 3 sizes.
raspberry punnets in 3 sizes.
blueberry punnets in 2 sizes.
mushroom trays in 2 sizes.
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• sprout punnets with lids.
• vegetable trays with lids in 4 sizes.
• stonefruit retail packs in 5 sizes
In Western Australia, the sales of stonefruit liners are between 500,000 and 750,000
per year, depending on the seasonal variation.

The only difference between the Year One Action Plan and the Year Two Action
Plan is the separation of Measurable Performance Objectives into Objective and
Action.

In the Year One Action Plan, the Measurable Performance Objectives

consisted of a number of statements without standards, KPIs or time lines.
SCS Plastics state that they are dedicated to the Covenant, and view the Covenant
as an opportunity to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

analyse and reduce the effect our operation has on the environment.
support co-operative companies in their strategies to develop recyclable
products.
minimise and recycle production scrap.
encourage the changeover to recyclable plastic where possible.
educate customers and the larger community of the environmental impact
of their packaging choices.
promote kerb side collection.
use innovation to create positive new markets for recycled packaging.
provide achievable packaging solutions.
work with suppliers and customers alike to achieve the requirements of
the Covenant.

As packaging manufacturers, with only some influence over design and retail use,
SCS Plastics consider that their prime responsibility is to the Environmental Code of
Practice

within

the

Covenant.

The

comments

made

under

Reduce/Recover/Reuse/Recycle are reflected in the Measurable Performance
Objectives. These are summarised in Table 53:
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Table 53 SCS Plastics performance objectives
Design

Production

Research
Market
Development

Education

Labelling

Objective
Assist in technical design of customers
packaging.
Down gauge plastics
Use Environmental Code of Practice

Action
Measure
number
of
products down gauged

Adhere to Environmental
Code of Practice
Design packaging configurations for Document new tools
waste minimisation
created
for
waste
minimisation
Monitored scheduling and production Record
production
procedures – TQM
activity
Sort production scrap
Document
waste
tonnage
Work with Visy Plastics in support of Identify and report
recovery and recycling
Convert to environmentally friendly Report
materials
Continuous improvement
Case studies
Use of recycled materials in traditional List customers
market segments
Comment on acceptance
In conjunction with major retail chains, Report
promote use of environmentally
friendly plastics
Educate customer and end user of
benefits
of
recycled/recyclable
packaging
Working with local council on Assess success
community awareness
Promote signing NPC
Inform staff and ensure information is Report on customers
passed on to customers
advised.
All products to have appropriate Report
on
tooling
symbol
adapted
Encourage customers to include
symbols on packaging

A footnote on Page 5 of the Action Plan refers to the ‘traditional’ market segments
and comments:
“Historically, customers and consumers are comfortable with particular
packaging as it suits a particular purpose. Little consideration is given to the
attributes of the packaging, except for functionality
In summary, SCS have given broad statement in support of the Covenant, but little
detail of the practical application. The measures indicate reports only without any
use of base lines, objective measures, performance indicators or time lines. With
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Visy Plastics as a major supplier of raw material, the awareness of recycled material
and recyclability of material is hardly surprising and the use of recycling symbols is
not likely to involve any substantial effort. With product being sent all over Australia,
working with one local council is a limited objective. Within the fruit and vegetable
area, there is no objective that indicates an involvement with the packaging chain,
only an undertaking to educate customers.

9.8.5.

Tacca Plastics Australia Pty Ltd

Tacca Plastics are a small company (43 employees) situated in Moorebank, New
South Wales. The company commence operations in 1987 to supply thermoformed
packaging to local orchardists, but has now expanded into providing thermoformed
packaging for point of sale, household and electrical goods, beauty/cosmetics and
industrial.

In their Environmental Policy statement, minimising negative environmental impacts
and providing a safe and healthy work place are given as the company policy. To
achieve this, commitments are given to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

waste minimisation.
minimising the cost and impact of waste going to landfill.
recycling of waste product both from the factory and by end users.
the reduction or elimination or negative environmental impacts.
the education of staff, customers and end users of Tacca Plastics
products in positive environmental practices and the National Packaging
Covenant.
effective resource utilisation.
a safe work environment.

In a general statement on environmental initiatives, Tacca Plastics indicate a range
of waste and resources reduction activities. These include:
•
•
•

recycling waste plastic from the factory.
recycling waste cardboard, paper and cores.
recycling waste machine oil.
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•

minimising material and resource usage by utilising innovative design
methodologies.
recycling of timber from unused pallets.
embossing product with recycling logos.

•
•

In the body of the Action Plan, these measures are well detailed, under the
headings:
Environmental Objective Action
Aspect
Plan

Target
Date

Achieved Measure
Yes/No

Targets listed for completion by July 2002 are all marked as completed. However
the measures are listed as audits, records or management meeting minutes. In the
area of education, two objectives are concerned with the training of staff in the
Covenant, waste minimisation and disposal, and the Environmental Code of
Practice for Packaging.

Public and customer awareness is limited to the

development of a web site.

The Action Plan is part of the Company Quality Management System (QMS), which
is allied to Quality Assurance certification. The QMS provides the record keeping,
regular review and audit to satisfy the requirements of the Covenant.

As part of their response to the Action Plan requirements of the Covenant, Tacca
have placed some emphasis on objectives and target dates in their Action Plan.
However, once again, the reporting is through management reports, records or
audits and these are not made public. Their statement that the Action Plan is part of
the Quality Management System places their commitment to the Covenant in
perspective. While their waste management practices are noted, no commitment is
given to industry consultation or to Covenant promotion and the only public
awareness is limited to a web site.
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9.8.6.

Q Pak

Q Pak manufacture in Palmwoods in Queensland and are represented in Western
Australia by Quality Packaging in Canning Vale. Quality Packaging concentrate on
plastic liners for mangoes and avocados, with kiwi fruit and stonefruit, liners also
available but meeting strong competition from other suppliers.

Q Pak are not signatories to the Covenant and do not intend to be signatories. As
such, they do not have an Action Plan. However, the manager advises that they are
aware of the Covenant from articles in Packaging News and on the internet.

28

The

company claims that the Covenant has had no effect on their operations, but that
they have instituted ‘best practice’ systems. First, Q Pak use PVC exclusively and
all scrap is recovered, granulated and sent to recycling centres.

Secondly, all

cardboard and cardboard cores are sent for recycling to a recycling company. The
remaining ‘dirty scrap’ is sent to local landfill and this amounts to approximately one
domestic (Otto 240 litre) bin per week.

9.8.7.

Foodland Associated Limited (FAL)

FAL operates in Australia and New Zealand in both wholesale and retail operations
across food and general merchandise categories. FAL became a signatory to the
Covenant in May 2001 and submitted their Action Plan in September 2002.

In

Western Australia, Action supermarkets are the company’s wholly owned operation,
and FAL co-ordinates 217 independent supermarkets and shops under banners
such as Dewsons, Supa Valu, Foodland and 4 Square. Australia wide, FAL has
offices and distribution centres in Perth and Brisbane, has 8140 employees with a
turnover of $2 billion on 2002 figures.
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In introducing the Action Plan, FAL note that environmental initiatives already
implemented over the last years have improved environmental performance,
assisted in reducing cost through improved energy efficiency and waste
minimisation, and improved work place safety. These objectives are listed as:
•
•
•
•
•
•

reduce the amount of paper and shrink wrap.
recycle cardboard waste from warehousing and retail operations.
recycle office waste paper.
use recyclable paper, solvents and inks.
replace company vehicles with LPG fuel alternatives.
monitor energy consumption and improve energy usage efficiency.

Energy savings are being realised through more efficient construction and operation
of retail stores and taking advantage of technology improvements in the design of air
conditioning, refrigeration and lighting.

The factors used in identifying the Objectives of the Action Plan are:
•
•
•
•

the ability to influence widespread changes throughout the supply chain.
opportunities for cost savings.
level of direct control over key issues.
current level of activity in the various areas of product stewardship.

From this, the stated objectives are:
•
•

•
•

28

raise the awareness of the National Packaging Covenant to wholesale
and retail customers.
implement an integrated waste management system to first quantify the
split between recyclable and general waste with an aim of reducing
packaging requirements and maximise recycling activities in all business
units.
improve the recognition of the Environmental Code of Practice for
Packaging on the development of new products that are under the direct
control of FAL.
work with suppliers to improve packaging materials in support of the
Covenant principles.

Interview Mr J.Stevenson, 13th January 2003.
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These objectives are specified in the Action Plan under the standard headings, but
with measures only, and not targets. Emphasis has been placed on the house
brand, Signature Range (SR), as a means by which the company may have control
over the packaging used as the company can specify all its requirements. The
reliance on SR packaging is shown in Table 54.

Table 54 FAL objectives
Principle
Target
Design
& Review SR packaging
Production
to identify
improvements
Adopt NPC checklist
for new SR packaging

Action
SR packaging audit

Measure
Audit report

Develop checklist

Labelling
Distribution

Label audit
Investigate feasibility for
2 major product lines

NPC compliant
packaging Nov
2002
Audit report
Meeting
minutes.
Feasibility report
June 2003
Waste category
report Nov 2002
General waste
invoices
Feasibility report
Sep 2002
Feasibility report
by Ernst &
Young
Waste
management
invoices
Contribution

Research
Disposal

Review SR labelling
Identify further
opportunities for
returnable transport
containers
Quantify waste by
category
Increase level of
recycling

Market
Support development
Development of market for recycling
materials
Education
Information
memorandum for
customers
Inform major wholesale
customers

Conduct study
Improve recycling
systems at all sites
Implementation of
plastic recycling
Possible Integrated
Waste Management
Service
IWMS to achieve
greater recycling
Support Covenant
Transitional Fund
Brochure

Distribute brochure to
wholesale customers
with sales exceeding $1
million.
Support Wholesale and Offer assistance by FAL
retail customers with
Action Plan co-ordinator
development of Action
Plans
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Brochure
distributed Oct
2002
Brochure and
covering letter.
Support given
on request

One of the requirements of being a signatory to the Covenant is to submit an Action
Plan within 12 months of signing. Apart from the FAL Action Plan not meeting the
time requirement of the Covenant, it appears that the plan has been written before
establishing base lines or having established a waste audit, as one of the actions is
to conduct a waste study. Studies must have been undertaken concurrently with the
Action Plan, as reports were due in September, October and November.

An

Integrated Waste Management Strategy is to be investigated and implemented, but
without performance indicators or quantifiable targets.

FAL have noted the

development of their Signature Range as their house brand and the intention to
ensure that this packaging conforms to the principle of the Covenant. Releasing an
Action Plan in October 2002 and setting a target of compliant packaging by
November 2003 does not indicate an ongoing commitment to improvement or a
commitment to process improvement, only product improvement. The commitment
to process improvement is in the intention to investigate returnable containers for 2
major product lines, without specifying the lines.

As there is the intention to

investigate/implement and Integrated Waste Management System, then the
investigation of returnable containers might have warranted a similar proposal
instead of a particularly limited study. The education commitment is to customers
and wholesale customers in particular, and this is limited to a brochure and covering
letter. No objective is set for the education of suppliers, or consultation with the
supply chain.

9.8.8.

Woolworths Limited

The Woolworths Limited Action Plan covers the period May 2002 –June 2003.
Woolworths currently operates 1400 stores in Australia. Of these, 604 are listed as
supermarkets trading as Woolworths, Safeway and Food For Less. The Company

196

also operates two internet grocery businesses under the names of Woolworths
Homeshop (Sydney and Canberra) and GreenGrocer.com.au (Sydney and
Melbourne). In addition to these grocery businesses, Woolworths operate the BIG
W discount stores, liquor outlets under the names of Dan Murphy’s, First Estate and
BWS, electronic goods stores Dick Smith Electronics and Tandy Electronics, and
finally petrol outlets trading as Plus Petrol.
distribution centres throughout Australia.

Woolworths own or control 32

Their Action Plan is applicable to all

sectors of their operation.

The Action Plan commits Woolworths to managing its operations in an
environmentally responsible manner and undertake projects to reduce the impact on
the environment.

The target areas are reduction of energy consumption,

minimisation of waste, increasing recycling efforts and the use of alternative fuels.
Three main sources of packaging have been identified in the Woolworths supply
chain:
•
•
•

product packaging
distribution packaging
packaging used by customers to transport goods (plastic checkout bags)

To some degree, product packaging is outside the control of the Company, except
for ‘house’ brands, where the type and style of packaging can be stipulated.

Fruit and Vegetable packaging has benefited from a programme to substitute plastic
crates for waxed cardboard boxes. The use of polystyrene boxes is being actively
discouraged with growers/suppliers being encouraged to change to recyclable
packaging. At the same time, greater emphasis is placed at Distribution Centres
and individual supermarkets on the need to separate cardboard, plastic and green
wastes. By recycling the green waste as animal feed and fertiliser, 13,000 tonnes
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has been diverted from landfill.

In recycling of cardboard, Visy Industries are

referred to as a ‘recycling partner’ and it was noted that a donation of $10,000 was
made to the Australian Koala Foundation in recognition of the improved recycling
performance in NSW and SA supermarkets.
After becoming a signatory to the Covenant in May 2001, Woolworths has
introduced a number of initiatives. Probably the most publicised of the programmes
has been the campaign to reduce dependency on the plastic checkout bags. In
general, the programme aims to raise customer and staff awareness of reducing,
recycling, reusing and replacing plastic checkout bags.

Awareness campaigns

combined with a programme to encourage economy of use by service cashiers aims
to reduce the number of bags used by 20% by 2005. Checkout bag recycling bins
have been installed in the supermarkets.

Woolworths note that 80% of group total sales is derived from supermarkets and
that the Action Plan focuses on the Supermarkets Division. The commitments in the
Action Plan relevant to their fruit and vegetable operations are shown in Table 55.

Table 55 Woolworths Action Plan commitments (Fruit and vegetable division
only)
Category
Distribution

Research

Action
Reduce the use of cardboard boxes at
Distribution Centres by substituting
plastic reusable boxes
Reduce amount of shrinkwrap.
Research and trial options.
Evaluate trial use of reusable plastic
crates
Evaluate trial of replacement of wooden
pallets with plastic pallets.

Audit packaging materials from supplier
to customer. (to include recovery rates)
Market
Contribute to kerbside Transitional
development Funding Scheme
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Measure
Percentage
reduction
Reduction
Introduce to all
distribution centres
Reduction in
number of wooden
pallets used.
Database

Education

Develop an environmental awareness
programme for all employees
Distribute environmental information
poster to schools
Publish environmental policy on web site

Implementation
Distribution
Published

In responding to the requirements of the Covenant, the Woolworths Action Plan is a
comprehensive document that clearly describes the direction of the company. This
is given in a series of statements of intent with a measure and a target date. As
demonstrated with previous signatories, the measures are all non-specific and point
to reduction in use or reduction in amount, instead of giving specific targets. As one
of the statements refers to the conduct of an audit of packaging materials from
supplier to customer, it might be assumed that the company has not conducted a
base line audit and, as such, does not have any reference points on which to base
objectives or to establish performance indicators. Without the base line figures, the
evaluation of a trial of reusable plastic crates may not be completely objective, but
the company indicates that it is prepared to evaluate process improvement in
addition to product improvement. In the statement of a trial of replacing wooden
pallets with plastic pallets, the description of the advantages of the plastic pallets
pre-supposes acceptance of the advantages and therefore, the need for or extent of
the trial is questioned.

Given the highly publicised campaign on plastic shopping bags, the educational
awareness and consultation with the packaging chain appears very limited. Once
again, the web site is seen as a suitable vehicle for public information and a
recycling and environmental issues poster for primary schools is the extent of the
focus on schools. As Woolworths recognise that ‘retailers are an important part of
the packaging supply chain – connecting product manufacturers with consumers’, it
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might be expected that more attention be paid to the supply side of the packaging
chain.

9.8.9 Coles Myer Limited (CML)
In the Executive Summary to the Coles Myer Action Plan, CML point to a pro-active
strategy in support of the Covenant. The plan, covering the three years August
2001 to August 2004 is described as a pro-active and responsible approach to
packaging waste minimisation through the Covenant. The current Environmental
Compliance Policy is to be revised to place a stronger and more direct focus on
waste minimisation.

The goals of the plan are to:
•
•
•

actively attempt to reduce the amount of packaging waste generated.
achieve an increase in suppliers’ awareness and implementation of
Covenant principles.
improve customer and employee actions in relation to packaging waste
minimisation and resource recovery.

The target of these goals is to have 80% of CML stores committed to active, storebased waste minimisation strategies with specific targets and objectives and
capable of independent audit. This commitment is described as being implemented
in three Key Result Areas –
•
•
•

partnership and programmes
education and information
supply chain relations.

CML claim to be Australia’s largest retailer, operating more than 2,000 retail outlets
with a staff of approximately 157,000 and a supply chain of 13,000 participants.
These stores operate as Coles and Bilo in the supermarket area, Myer Grace Bros
as a department store, Kmart as a general merchandiser, Target and Fosseys in
apparel and homewares, Red Rooster in fast food, Liquorland in beverage retailing,
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Officeworks for office supplies and finally, automotive supplies through KMart Tyre &
Auto and MyCar.

In 1999, CML formed a Covenant Compliance Committee with representatives from
each brand with the task of developing the Action Plan, and determining the
appropriate means for implementation, monitoring, reporting and auditing.

This

process involved a four stage consideration:
•
•
•
•

a review and documenting of current packaging and packaging waste
management.
a packaging flow analysis.
consultation with suppliers to support the CML approach.
the identification of opportunities for packaging waste minimisation.

The review and documenting followed the implementation of the CML Environmental
Policy in 1998 and provided an understanding of packaging usage. The materials
flow analysis focussed on the packaging chain and where the emphasis should be
placed to provide maximum influence.

While this process did not establish

benchmarks or methodologies, it did provide estimates and directions and shaped
the development of the Action Plan.

The CML approach was to consider packaging materials in three broad areas –
packaging entering CML, materials handling within the company and materials
exiting the company. The analysis of packaging entering the company led to a
consideration of the supply chain and the factors governing the packaging for all
products sold.

CML has control over ‘house’ brands and packaging, but is

dependent on the suppliers of other brands.

While CML can exercise product

stewardship over house brands, CML can only use its influence to encourage
product stewardship by suppliers. It is estimated that 93% of all packaging used by
CML is within the scope of the Covenant and CML expects major suppliers to be
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Covenant signatories. However, a survey of 24 suppliers indicated that only 38%
had heard of the Covenant independently, 8% had heard of the Covenant through
dealings with CML and 54% were not aware of the Covenant.

Of the packaging material entering CML, their estimate is that 83% is passed
through to customers, leaving them with direct control over only 17%.

Having

identified the areas of influence, CML states its goals as:
•
•
•

to actively aim to reduce the amount of packaging waste generated
through its operations.
to achieve an increase in supplier’s awareness and implementation of
Covenant principles in business dealings with CML.
to improve consumer/employee actions in relation to packaging waste
minimisation and resource recovery.

No baselines are stated nor are there any performance indicators or measurable
targets. Instead, the Success measures are stated as:
•
•
•

increased resource efficiency in packaging usage.
increased supplier participation in Covenant, in innovations associated
with reusability, recyclability, lightweighting, downsizing and recycled
content material usage.
number of consumers/employees who have been provided with education
and/or communication in relation to packaging waste minimisation
aspects.

The Action Plan provides a total of 20 commitments and those relevant to their fruit
and vegetable operations are:
• the Environmental Compliance Policy to have a more specific focus on
waste minimisation, with emphasis on suppliers.
• collect and analyse trends in terms of resource efficiency on an industry
wide level, including supply and demand ends.
• develop and disseminate a Suppliers Kit for use by suppliers to encourage
product stewardship, to increase Covenant compliance and to encourage
innovation in the minimisation of packaging.
• conduct a supply chain survey to determine the approach of the suppliers
to the environment, waste and the Covenant.
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In focussing on the supply chain, emphasis is given to ‘supply chain innovation’ in
terms of minimisation of packaging. Commitment 13 indicates that CML will survey
the supply chain and not only determine the supplier’s approach to the Covenant,
but also the capacity of the supplier to create ‘innovative opportunities’.

The CML Action Plan preface has a statement of support for the Covenant from the
Board of Directors of CML and commits the company to achieving the objectives in
the Plan.

However, the Plan is better described as a policy statement, is a

comprehensive statement of intent and support to the Covenant.

As a Plan, it

indicates a series of commitments without any specific targets.

CML have adopted a useful approach in analysing the packaging flow and
determining at which point the responsibility for packaging should be taken.
The company had already adopted a series of environmental practices concerned
mainly with recycling and waste minimisation and introduced under other
programmes such as Clean Up Australia, National Recycling Week, Planet Ark and
the Buy Recycled Business Alliance. With this information, CML had a starting point
to examine the management of waste under their direct control. The emphasis on
the supply side of the packaging chain is positive, but there is no indication that CML
intend to work with suppliers on a co-operative basis or that the supply chain
innovation will extend beyond minimisation of packaging into process improvement.
CML have developed suppliers kits and in the Suppliers Kit for the Food, Liquor and
Logistics Group, this is fundamentally a restatement of the conditions of the
Covenant and the NEPM with a condition that ‘CML expects that its suppliers will
seek to be signatories’.

This appears to substitute for industry and supplier

consultation and education.
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Given the size of the CML operation, it could be expected that the preparation of an
Action Plan would be difficult. However, some measurable objectives should have
been expected and could have been made. Outcome statements that list ‘informed
consumers’ as an outcome of public education initiatives, or that list ‘informed
stakeholders’ as a result of an environmental web page do not appear to be in the
spirit of the Covenant.

9.9

Conclusion.

In general, it would appear that the Covenant has presented an opportunity for firms
to make a public commitment to waste management in support of preservation of
the environment. However, the robust nature of commitments required under the
Covenant has not been generally accepted or followed. Where companies such as
Visy, Amcor and Huhtamaki have a long history of involvement in recycling, the
Covenant has been embraced as another means by which their environmental
credentials can be advanced. Action Plans are detailed and specific and these
companies appear as leaders in the field and prepared to carry to carry the burden
of compliance in the interests of the public good.

The size and scale of the

businesses allows companies such as these to carry free-riders and incorporate the
costs of free-riding into the overall costs of conducting business. The dominant
position only requires minimal input from the total packaging chain, so that the
achievement of collective goals is almost wholly dependent on these companies.
One result is that static efficiency, or the maximising of net benefits while minimising
net costs using existing technology, is promoted.

Dynamic efficiency, or any

innovation that may not involve their products, is unlikely to be promoted.
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Static efficiency may be seen as a characteristic of the suppliers of ancillary
packaging. Although an important part of packaging, no company is large enough to
dominate the field and each is heavily dependent on maintaining good relationships
with Visy and Amcor as the principal plastic recycling companies that provide the
recycled inputs and dominate the secondary market. The Action Plans of these
companies are directed towards static efficiency and production gains.

For the supermarket chains, the Action Plans generally demonstrate an
unwillingness to commit to specific courses of action. As statements of policy, the
plans show an understanding of what needs to be done, but there is an obvious
contrast between the detail of the plans of the packaging manufacturers and these
plans. These plans indicate few base lines, few real performance objectives, few
specific time lines and many generalisations. With the number of stores involved for
each supermarket chain, and the size and scale of the operations, the magnitude of
the task should not be underestimated, but having accepted the responsibility of
being a signatory to the Covenant, the Action Plan should match the Covenant
requirements.

The Action Plan Guidelines re-inforce the requirement for specific commitments, and
while there is the opportunity to tailor those commitments to the particular place in
the packaging chain, the continual emphasis is that the commitments must be
empirically verifiable.

For this process to be credible, there must be some

opportunity for public scrutiny to ensure that whole process is open and transparent.
In-house reporting does not inspire confidence that there is a real commitment to the
Covenant.
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Education is not given any emphasis whether this is for the general community,
schools, users of packaging or the packaging chain generally. The limited print runs
of information material and the reliance on a web site as a means of information
transfer do not indicate any pro-active or positive effort to educate either the public
at large or the packaging chain partners.

Assisting other signatories with their

Action Plans may have partnership benefits, but does not reach into the areas
where there could be benefits from the Covenant. In particular, education should
involve reaching individual growers through their industry bodies and providing
encouragement for industry bodies to be part of the Covenant.

One of the functions of the Covenant Council is to “Receive, register, examine and
assess Action Plans in accordance with the audit process set out in Schedule 1.”
The next Chapter examines the implementation of the Action Plans to provide a
measure of the effectiveness of the guidelines and the Council’s examine and
assess process.
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CHAPTER 10

10.1

IMPLEMENTING THE ACTION PLANS

Introduction

The actual performance of the Action Plan may be seen as a measure of the
commitment of the signatory or whether the Action Plan is a mere token
contribution. In this sense, it is to determine whether ‘actions speak louder than
words’. The purpose of this Chapter is to examine the application of the Action
Plans to determine whether the objectives of those plans are being met.

The intended approach was to interview the principal decision makers responsible
for fruit and vegetable packaging for each company in order to gain an
understanding of the effect of the Covenant and/or Action Plans on the operations of
that company. The follow up was to interview others within the organisation to
determine the effect of the Covenant or the application of the Covenant on those not
at the management level. In each case, a record of interview was to be established
as an agreed position.

The principal contact point within companies varied greatly. For the manufacturers
of cartons, a sales representative is the normal company representative. Those
companies making liners are represented by an agent, either as a sole trader or as
part of a number of products marketed by a small agency. At the supermarket level,
the manager of the fruit and vegetable section is responsible for the complete fresh
fruit and vegetable operation and has an extremely large area of responsibility. In
general, those interviewed were most co-operative and frank in their comments.

207

10.2
29

Visy. W.A. State Sales Manager

Although Visy is a major supplier to the fruit and vegetable industry, no individual
sales representative is responsible for servicing the industry. The points made by
the Sales Manager were:
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

the Visy corporate culture reflects the ethos of the owner, Mr Richard
Pratt, that all company actions have to be environmentally sustainable.
the NPC is seen as a natural extension of the corporate culture and
the practices used by the company.
the Sales Manager is aware of the NPC, but has not read the
document.
the Action Plan and Visy Statement are available on CD and in booklet
form on request, but were not immediately available at the O’Connor
office. (The actual production is 500 CD ROM, 2000 copies of the
Action Plan, 4000 brochures on the Covenant)
the Action Plan has had no effect as it only reflects long established
practices.
an Environmental Management System (EMS) is in place to control
and monitor all aspects of environmental sustainability. A technical
manager at Head Office actively monitors environmental impacts.
Each plant provides continuous feedback to monitor waste levels, trim
savings, etc.
at plant level, daily meetings are held as part of the EMS.
ideas from the workplace are encouraged and fostered.
KPIs and other performance standards are set by company action, not
in response to the Action Plan.
the company is actively working on carton improvement and in
particular, on cartons as a replacement for polystyrene boxes.
Continuous improvement in carton design and in the materials from
which the carton is made must still maintain the recycling capacity of
the whole product.
while there is some discussion on carton design and manufacture with
users of large quantities of cartons, there is no whole of chain
approach or consultation with all sectors of the industry.
as far as the company is concerned, supermarkets specify the
packaging requirement to growers and the Company supplies the
appropriate cartons to the growers.
no education programmes or consultation has been undertaken
through grower associations, grower groups or with the supermarkets
as a group.
active assistance is provided to recycling practices or schemes.

A return message from the email address of the Sales Manager advised that the
email containing the notes of this meeting was deleted without being read.
29

Interview conducted 25th September 2002
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10.3
30

Amcor Fibre Packaging. Sales Executive

The Sales Executive is one of the two representatives responsible for fruit and
vegetable packaging. Points made were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

10.4

is aware of the Covenant, from a briefing given by the State Manager.
has not read the Covenant and has not seen the Amcor Action Plan.
is not aware of any initiatives being implemented as a result of the Action
Plan or the Covenant.
is not aware of any performance indicators in his area.
as a large international organisation, Amcor is involved in a number of
initiatives and programmes, each having merit and canvassing support.
The Covenant could be seen as just another of those programmes.
no effective mechanism to involve all sectors of the packaging chain to
ensure that the product is the most suitable or that changes are
acceptable to the whole industry.
the only industry consultation has been to address very specific issues
and this has only involved the stakeholders directly involved.
no education programme is in place to promote the Covenant or
environmental initiatives to growers or grower organisations.
packaging needs appear to be supermarket driven, without consideration
of cost or effect on the packaging chain.
growers needs can usually be catered for from within the existing range of
cartons.
there is a need to standardise the designs of cartons so that cartons from
different suppliers can be used interchangeably. Standardising designs
assists in interstacking on pallets and maintains ventilation channels.
the use of colour on cartons does not appear necessary as the chain store
control most of the market and the cartons are only to transport the
product, not be part of the display.
product design now provides stronger cartons and cartons more resistant
to moisture absorption in cool stores. At the same time, the ability to be
recycled has been improved. To provide this strength, little use is made
of recycled material in the actual carton manufacture, but recycled
material is a significant part of other downstream processes.

Huhtamaki. Marketing Manager, Moulded Fibre Food Packaging
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The Marketing Manager was only promoted to the position of Marketing Manager
three weeks prior to the interview, but had worked on the Action Plan and
understood the company position. He was from the Melbourne office and visiting
30

Interview conducted 17th September 2002
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Perth for familiarisation and product promotion. The points made by the marketing
manager were:
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Huhtamaki have a Task Force for the Covenant with a principal contact for
the company. Each Division is represented on the Task Force and
provides a Project Sponsor.
the moulded fibre business is based on recycling and therefore, support to
recycling is critical to the business.
there is an assumption that retailers are also Covenant signatories and
therefore actively pursuing the same objectives. At the same time, no real
change will occur unless it is specified by the retail chains.
growers have no influence on decisions at retail level. Growers are price
takers and accept buyers demands regarding packaging, pack sizes, pack
weights and all other aspects concerning the manner in which fruit and
vegetables are packaged and transported.
the Covenant is driven by the PCA. The PCA and the company are
always conscious of the influence of the Environmental Protection
Authority or similar body in each State.
the Covenant has been a catalyst for better consideration of actions. The
company has promoted a ‘stop and think’ approach based on the ‘cradle
to grave’ stewardship requirement of the Covenant. One example of a
successful outcome has been the water recovery system used in dewatering for moulded fibres.
targets and KPIs are based on the Covenant.
other than placing the Action Plan on the internet, there has not been any
active promotion of the Plan or the Covenant.
fruit and vegetable packaging represents a small percentage of the
market. The focus is on egg cartons.
presentations on the NPC have been made to the egg industry and a start
has been made on including a recycling message on egg cartons.
there has not been any whole of chain approach to either the egg industry
or to the fruit and vegetable industry. No discussions have taken place
industry wide or with grower organisations.
discussions have taken place with a few large packing houses.
no active promotion has taken place within the company on either the
Action Plan or the Covenant. The corporate culture itself promotes
environmental consciousness and as the company subscribes to the
environmental principles that support the NPC, no particular need is seen
to promote the NPC.
although the NPC is on the internet, the format could be made more
interesting and thereby attract a wider readership.

When contacted by phone on the 3rd September, the Representative at the Perth
Office of Huhtamaki had no knowledge of the Covenant and referred the enquiry to
the Melbourne office.
31

Interview conducted 25th September 2002
210

At the Mango Industry Conference in Darwin in August 2002, a sales advisor
represented Huhtamaki with a trade display stand.

A 16-page brochure of the

Huhtamaki Action Plan was available, but the Advisor advised that he was not
familiar with the Covenant and that promotion of the Action Plan was reactive, i.e.
given out when requested.

10.5

SCS Plastics Pty Ltd. Representative

The Western Australian representative is a stonefruit grower who acts as the State
distributor. The agent claims that SCS provide approximately 80% of the liners for
stonefruit, with seasonal sales of 500,000 to 750,000 liners. 32

SCS have not passed on any information on the Covenant and have not provided
the agent with their Action Plan.

As a grower, the agent is a Perth Hills District delegate to the Summer Fruit Council
of Western Australia and advised that the Covenant has not been on the Council
agenda.

10.6

Tacca Plastics Australia Pty Ltd

The company advises that there is no representative in Western Australia.

10.7

Q Pak Representative from Agents in Western Australia.

Q-Pak is represented in Western Australia by Quality Packaging in Canning Vale.
Inserts are provided for mangoes, avocadoes and kiwi fruit. For stonefruit, orders
are placed with the representative of SCS Plastics.
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Quality Packaging are not aware of the Covenant and no information has been
provided by Q-Pak.33

10.8

Foodland Associated Limited. (FAL) Business Development Manager

34

The FAL Action Plan was submitted one week prior to interview. FAL became a
signatory to the Covenant approximately 18 months prior to the submission, but
significant changes to the corporate structure delayed the finalisation of the Action
Plan. The Plan had originally been developed by one of the company accountants.
The points made were:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

the Action Plan was submitted to the Packaging Council in mid September
2002, and this was outside the required 12-month registration period.
change in General Manager and a company restructuring caused a break
in continuity. The Action Plan was commenced by others and completed
by the business development manager.
plan designed to work on a top down process by identifying general areas
of need and then working through to particular needs. Big ticket items to
be given priority.
Action Plan has been distributed to each Divisional Manager and to each
business unit. Quarterly meetings are to follow.
no base lines have been established, but Ernst & Young have been
retained to conduct an environmental audit.
the problem of mixed waste has already been identified and the possibility
of separating green waste from recyclables has been given a priority.
Shrinkwrap use has been targeted as it is considered that there is
excessive use of shrinkwrap.
The company is investigating an
Environmental Management System outsourced to contractors.
the implementation and introduction of a ‘house’ brand (Signature Range
and Black & Gold) gives an opportunity to control all aspects of
packaging.
for fruit and vegetables, approximately 80% are supplied in plastic crates.
There are concerns regarding accounting for the crates (potential for
losses/shrinkage), cost of sorting crates after emptying, cost of return to
the service provider and sanitation (some crates arrive in a dirty
condition). {Note. This contrasts to the 1995 advice to growers by Action
Food Barns that only cartons would be accepted.}
in the eastern states, all cardboard cartons except for some localised
crate schemes.
there have not been any discussions with growers or grower organisations
and, at this stage, there is no plan to promote the Covenant to growers or
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Interview with company representative 11th January, 2003.
Interview Mr B.Walker, 14th January 2003
34
Interview conducted 1st October 2002.
33
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•

grower organisations. However, as FAL depend significantly on grower
direct arrangements, it is recognised that meeting the objectives of the
Action Plan will require grower involvement.
to date, the Covenant has had no operational effect. However, plastic
recycling has commenced and an information brochure for suppliers and
customers is due for release at the end of October 2002.

On the 6th September 2002, a meeting was held with the category manager for the
Fresh Produce Division of FAL. The comments made were;
•

•
•
•
•
•

10.9

the fresh produce warehouse handles distribution for FAL stores and
franchisees operating under different franchise arrangements. These are
Foodland (108 stores), Dewsons (57 stores), Supa Valu (89 stores) and
Associated (100 stores).
Action Food Barns are a wholly owned subsidiary of FAL and operate
their own distribution system from the same warehouse, but with a
separate office and management under Mr Igidio de Jesus.
not aware of the Covenant, or that FAL had become a signatory to the
Covenant or that there was a requirement for an Action Plan.
has not been consulted on the Action Plan, nor asked to provide figures
on throughput or recycling.
the warehouse has a baling machine for cartons, but has low usage. Is
aware of complaints from smaller stores about the time involved in
crushing and baling cartons.
expressed a preference for returnable crates to overcome the recycling
problem and noted that the majority of produce is now accepted in plastic
crates.

Woolworths. Interview Manager Fruit and Vegetables.

35

The comments made were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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is aware of the Covenant and that Woolworths is a signatory. Information
and briefing notes have been passed by email.
has not read the Covenant or seen or read the Woolworth’s Action Plan.
Woolworths have appointed a Covenant sponsor, Mr Nick Barrett, in the
Strathfield (Sydney) office.
there is an active programme of collecting information on packaging
usage.
performance indicators are being developed, but Mr Lewis is not aware of
any targets yet set for recycling or usage.
estimates that 20-30% of all produce is now accepted in reusable
containers, in addition to that contained in bulk bins.
the trend to reusable containers is an evolution or a natural progression in
handling, not a conscious decision in response to the Covenant. Now
sending crates to country locations.

Interview conducted 19th September 2002.
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•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•

•

now moving to a system of field to display in the same container. It
appears that systems in the eastern states are moving to follow the W.A.
model.
there is a need to standardise container sizes, particularly crates.
Significant labour time and cost is involved in sorting and accounting for
crates. However, no attempt has been made to quantify the cost of using
crates vs. the cost of handling cartons. It is recognised that the cost to
growers for a carton is significantly higher than the cost of hiring and
handling a crate.
there are concerns about the cleanliness of crates. Crates are cleaned
and sanitised by the service provider, but may become soiled or
contaminated by field use.
problems have been encountered in ensuring that all stickers are removed
from crates. Old stickers can interfere with computerised handling
systems, but discussions are being held with the service providers to find
a compromise between glues that bind a sticker under adverse moisture
conditions and glues that release under cleaning conditions.
the only requirement for printing is the need to comply with regulations
that stipulate the name of the grower, district, variety of product, size and
grade. No other printing is warranted.
there is a conscious effort to phase out polystyrene.
carton recycling is undertaken by returns through the Woolworths
Distribution Centre.
contact with growers is made through the senior buyer. There is no
formal mechanism for contacting growers, either as individual suppliers,
groups of product suppliers or through grower organisations or commodity
groups.
a voluntary code will work better than legislative enforcement.

10.10 Coles Myer.
Contact was made with the Coles representative at Costa Fresh Produce in
Spearwood. Costa Fresh Produce provide the logistic support to Coles Myer and
arrange the buying and distribution. The representative advised that he was not
authorised to speak on behalf of Coles Myer and referred the enquiry to the
Covenant Co-ordinator, National Manager, Compliance & Regulatory Affairs, Food
Liquor & Logistics Group, in the Coles Myer Melbourne Office. Advice from the
Covenant Co-ordinator was that all information was available on the web site and in
the Suppliers Kit.
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10.11

Conclusion

In June 2002, The United Nations Association of Australia presented a World
Environment Day Award to Visy Industries for its Environmental Best Practice
Programme in the Business Enterprise category.

The remarks of the Chief

Executive Officer, Mr Harry Debney, exemplify the approach of all the manufacturers
of cartons. First, that it is possible and highly desirable for excellent environmental
and business performance to go hand in hand. Secondly, that a commitment to
environmental best practice is integral to the day-to-day functions of the business.
Thirdly, that an EMS either based on or leading to ISO 14001 certification is the
basis for performance improvement.

Although recognition is given to the Covenant, it does appear that business
performance is the principal criterion. ISO 14001 has been consistently used as a
reference point for best practice, and it appears that certification is regarded as a
higher priority and the record keeping of the certification facilitates Covenant
reporting. The extent of the education element of the Covenant appears limited,
both within the Companies and in the commitment to the packaging chain. No
serious attempt has been made to involve or consult with customers outside the
organisations subscribing to the founding of the Covenant.

Certainly, no

consultation has been conducted with grower organisations or commodity groups at
W.A. State level, and no indication is given of any co-ordination with grower
organisations at a national level. At the same time, the effect of the information
transfer within companies has been so limited that the actual knowledge of the
Covenant at a managerial/representative level is not sufficient to allow any
confidence that the Covenant has any effect on operations.
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Although there has been a significant move to returnable containers, there is no
indication that this is the result of a commitment to the Covenant. As the managers
of the fruit and vegetable divisions have no detailed knowledge of the Covenant or
the Action Plan, it must be assumed that the change is the result of other factors
such as economic imperatives or grower pressure.

This lack of information at

divisional manager level indicates that individual store managers and staff have not
received any information or, more particularly, any detailed information on their
responsibilities as part of the company commitment to the Action Plan. The lack of
consultation or involvement of growers, either individually or as a group, is indicative
of the lack of any commitment to the packaging chain as a whole. The low numbers
of brochures and information packages suggests that the distribution is severely
limited. Public relations exercises involving ‘community information’ are unlikely to
be effective in influencing the packaging chain to use product and process
improvement to reduce the amount of packaging waste in landfill.
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CHAPTER 11

11.1

THE GOVERNMENT RESPONSE

Introduction

The Roles and Undertakings of the Commonwealth, State, Territory and Local
Governments are detailed in Paras 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4 of the Covenant. As already
noted, the Covenant was the result of protracted negotiations between ANZECC
officials, the ALGA and stakeholders from the packaging chain. These negotiations
followed the 1992 agreement on material specific reductions and the National
Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development. Covenant negotiations formally
commenced in 1996 with the Covenant finally implemented in August 1999 for a
term of five years. Given this lead time, the presumed agreement of all participants,
the relatively short life of the Covenant and that the Covenant was a Government
initiative, it might be expected that the Governments would have been prepared for
immediate or early legislative action.

In a media release on the 31st August 1999, the Australian Local Government
Association (ALGA) reaffirmed its opposition to the Covenant in its present form and
stated that the Association would not become a Covenant signatory (ALGA, 18/99).
The ALGA position is that the Covenant fails to require the packaging chain to take
adequate responsibility for the waste created and transfers the responsibility for the
recovery of materials to a body not part of the packaging chain, to local
government.36 Subsequently, some local authorities have become signatories, but
the ALGA is still recognised as being hostile to the Covenant (Williams, 2003, p2).

36

For a current statement in support of this position, see www.alga.asn.au/policy/environment/waste.php.
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The purpose of this chapter is to examine the legislation and regulations introduced
in support of the objectives of the NPC by the federal government, W.A. State
Government and by Local Governments.

11.2

General responsibilities

Every signatory to the Covenant accepts responsibility for the Roles and
Undertakings listed in Part 5.1 of the Covenant and, as a signatory, the
Commonwealth, State, Territory and Local Governments are required to accept
these general commitments. These commitments are summarised as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

produce Action Plans within twelve months and report annually to the
Covenant Council.
provide financial and other support to optimise kerbside recycling
systems.
apply Covenant principles to their operations.
work co-operatively on best practice systems and markets for secondary
materials.
promote the Covenant.
co-ordinate education and promotion of the Covenant.
facilitate the development of market trading structures.

It should be noted that all national Industry Waste Reduction plans in existence at
the time of the introduction of the Covenant were deemed to be Action Plans. In
addition, where an existing State or Territory agreement or understanding met the
objectives of the Covenant, it could not be superseded by any national Action Plan.
The Covenant is quite specific in noting that the agreement shall not be superseded
(emphasis added) On the other hand, ‘industry parties’ could propose that these
State agreements be ‘enshrined’ in any relevant national Action Plan (ANZECC,
1999b, p6). The inclusion of these comments indicates that the Governments are to
be denied any opportunity to increase waste reduction targets and that the targets
could be manipulated by opting for the least onerous targets.
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11.3

Action Plans

As previously discussed in relation to industry signatories, the Action Plan is the key
to the functioning of the Covenant, the illustration of the commitment to the
Covenant and a working document to show how the objectives of the Covenant are
to be achieved. The Preface to the Covenant points out that:
‘the Covenant represents a significant policy initiative in the management of
used packaging and paper products’.
ANZECC, 1999b9, Preface.
This statement illustrates that the Ministers for the Environment for the
Commonwealth, State and Territory Governments, meeting as ANZECC, either
promoted the Covenant or enthusiastically endorsed the Covenant as government
policy.

With the lead time already discussed, It should follow that these same

governments would take the lead in presenting Action Plans that are timely and
models of support for the Covenant.

11.3.1 Publication of the Commonwealth Action Plan
The Covenant Council uses the number of signatories, and the completed action
plans and reports as a performance indicator.

It is expected that the web site

contains accurate and up to date information.

The Action Plan for the

Commonwealth was developed by Environment Australia for the period September
2000 to December 2001.37

This is the only Commonwealth document on the

Packaging Council of Australia website and the document itself does not indicate
that it follows an Action Plan for Year 1.

Having been an initial signatory, the

Commonwealth Action Plan was not submitted within the required twelve months.
On the web site, there is no indication of an Action Plan to follow from December
2001 or annual progress reports for the subsequent years. As reports are required
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annually at end of the financial year, the choice of a fifteen month initial plan
appears to be an odd decision. At February 2004, no further report was available,
but the representative of the Environmental Stewardship Team advised that the
report to September 2003 was being considered.38 It is noted that the National
Packaging Covenant is not listed on the Environment Australia web site either as a
project or under consideration for regulatory changes.39 A search of the same web
site using National Packaging Covenant showed 404 occurrences, relating to
Covenant Council minutes, reports and submitted Action Plans. Although there is
considerable historical or archival information, with the end of the Covenant period
in sight, it should be expected that the Covenant would receive some priority.

11.3.2 Publication of the Government of Western Australia Action Plan
This Action Plan is dated 28 June 2002 and with the imprest of the State
Department of Environmental Protection.40 The Report to July 2003 is also on the
website. The Action Plan gives no indication that there has been any previous
action plan and this shows that the State Government has taken three years to
develop a plan for a single year, even as a founding signatory. The Report to July
2003 shows a tabular record of the year without any preamble.

There is no

indication of a further Action Plan for Year 5 of the Covenant. This tends to reinforce the impression that the State Government has not established the Covenant
as a priority, with the Department of Environmental Protection either unable or
unwilling to commit resources without full government support.

11.3.3 Publication of Local Government Action Plans

37

www.packcoun.com.au. Commonwealth of Australia National Packaging Covenant Action Plan.
Advice by phone from Environment Stewardship Team, Environment Australia, Canberra. 9 February 2003
39
www.ea.gov.au.
40
www.packcoun.com.au. Government of Western Australia National Packaging Covenant Action Plan to
July 2004.
38

220

Of the 142 local Aathorities in Western Australia, four have become signatories to
the Covenant.41 These are the Town of Port Hedland, and the Shires of Capel,
Dardanup and East Pilbara. The dates of signing are not given but Action Plans are
only available for the:
•
•

Town of Port Hedland for July 2003 to June 2005, and
Shires of Capel and Dardanup with a joint plan for 1 June 2003 to 30 May
2004.

Once again, there is no indication that the Action Plans have followed within the
year and, in both these instances, the plan is effectively for only Year 5 of the life of
the Covenant.

11.4

Government Responsibilities

In addition to the general responsibilities, specific responsibilities are listed for the
three levels of government.

As the Action Plans incorporate these additional

responsibilities, these should be considered before a detailed examination of those
Action Plans.

For all levels of government, Section 5.2 of the Covenant details those actions that
may best be described as co-ordinating actions. In summary, these are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

41

determine the appropriate management tools to be used for the
development of recycling strategies.
promote community education in resource recovery, particularly best
practice collection and sorting schemes.
gather reliable data.
ensure that future waste management agreements conform to the
Covenant.
identify and remove barriers to the purchase of recycled goods and
services.
facilitate purchasing policies for recycled goods and services.

www.packcoun.com.au.
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The second part of the responsibilities of government relate to regulation and policy
issues and are directed at Commonwealth, State and Territory Governments only.
These are contained in Section 5.3:
•
•
•
•

11.5

develop and implement the National Environment Protection Measure
(NEPM).
ensure that policies and strategies are subject to regulatory impact
assessment, including environmental, economic and social analysis.
develop consistent and harmonious policies.
promote, support and fund market development initiatives.

Commonwealth Action Plan September 2000 – December 2001

This Plan is divided into three sections:
Covenant Commitment

Commonwealth Action

Performance Indicator and
Timeline

Commitments as specified in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of the Covenant have been used
to divide the Plan into a number of separate commitments, each as the header to
address a set of Commonwealth Actions. This has listed a wide ranging collection
of actions and initiatives, with few objectives and many general statements.

11.5.1 Commonwealth Actions
At the time of publishing the Action Plan, a year after the implementation of the
Covenant, most actions involved a future component. Those actions that can be
identified as being undertaken are:
•

•
•
•
•
•

participation in the National Packaging Covenant, including
provision of Covenant Council Secretariat Services.
monitoring Covenant Action Plans.
hosting Covenant web page.
participation in ANZECC.
participation in the National Environment Protection Council and
committees.
allocation of $6 million through the Natural Heritage Waste Management
Awareness Program.
regulatory impact assessment of all policies and activities.
commenced Covenant mentoring through the Strategic Covenant
Assistance and Mentor Program (SCAMP).
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In contrast, those actions either under way or planned involve:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

developing a ‘green products and services’ guide.
developing a Life Cycle Analysis (LCA) tool.
working towards the introduction of Environmental Management Systems
(EMS) for all Commonwealth departments and agencies.
develop an Environmental Industry Action Agenda.
develop advertisements on the benefits of kerbside recycling and use of
products made from recovered materials.
develop a registration database for public access to Action Plans and for
on-line registration.
develop a Public Environmental Reporting (PER) mechanism. PER
Extension Officers have been placed in three peak industry associations
and a web site is to be developed for the reports.
develop an Australian Waste Database

Prominence is given to SCAMP in the Action Plan as a mechanism to assist small
business to participate cost effectively in the Covenant. mentors have been sought
from Covenant signatories, a consultant engaged to develop the communication
plan and workshops planned for Mentors. The action also notes that facts sheets,
brochures and information folders are to be prepared, together with participant
manuals for the workshops. One of the features of the Covenant webpage is to
allow public access to Covenant Action Plans and provide public access on a
keyword search mechanism. The lack of information on SCAMP on the webpage
does not provide any confidence that that progress has been made.

A Framework for Public Environmental Reporting was published by Environment
Australia in March 2000.42 This comprehensive document is intended to provide
broad guidance on public environmental reporting for those organisations that have
specific mandatory or signatory reporting requirements. It is also intended for both
public and private sector organisations and provides simple, effective guidance for
voluntary reporting. Part of the eight step process to prepare a PER is:

42

www.deh.gov.au/industry/corporate/per/reports/company-name.html.
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Step 1.
Step 2.
Step 3.
Step 4.
Step 5.
Step 6.

Investigate rationale for a PER.
Identify key stakeholders.
Identify key environmental aspects and impacts.
Develop environmental performance indicators.
Set objectives and targets.
Measure and evaluate.
Environment Australia, 2000, p9

In the Action Plan, the claim is made:
“The Commonwealth actively participates in Public Environmental Reporting
(PER).”
Commonwealth of Australia NPC Action Plan, 2001, p12
The success of PER might be measured by the number of reports shown on the
website and the year of submission of the latest PER.

Table 56 Public Environmental Reports
Public Environmental Reports
Year
Up to 2000
2001
2002
2003

Number of Companies
19
25
29
7
80
Department of Environment and Heritage web site

The limited number of responses suggests that this initiative has had limited
success. The dramatic reduction to seven in 2003 is as further indication of a lack
of acceptance or a failure of the Commonwealth Government to pursue the initiative
and/or allocate sufficient resources to ensure success. Perhaps an indication of
Government support is that only two Government Departments, Defence
Department and the Department of Family and Community Services, have
submitted a PER. Even the Department of Environment and Heritage is not listed.

11.5.2 Performance Indicator and Timeline
The third part of the Action Plan is concerned with targets. Even with the PER
framework as a guide, the performance indicators can only be described as soft, i.e.
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no baseline, no clear objectives and no worthwhile measures. For example, the
performance indicator for developing consistent and harmonious policies and
systems for the management and disposal of used packaging are given as ‘number
of meetings attended and outcomes related to packaging’.

11.5.3 National Environment Protection (Used Packaging Materials) Measure
When this measure, known as the NEPM, was signed by the Ministers for the
Environment on the second of July 1999, an introductory statement was included;
“The Measure is to be implemented by the laws and other arrangements
participating jurisdictions consider necessary:
see Section 7 of the
Commonwealth Act and the equivalent provision of the corresponding Act of
each participating State and Territory.”
National Environment Protection Council, 1999, p1.
Reference is made to the National Environment Protection Council Act 1994 as the
Commonwealth Act and the authority for the NEPM. Essentially, the NEPM is an
agreement between governments and which provides both a framework for
legislation and limitations for policy options. These provide a goal, guidelines and
data protocols, with all States now enacting implementing legislation. The Northern
Territory has yet to conform to this agreement and there is no reference to any
Commonwealth implementing legislation.

11.6

Government of Western Australia Action Plan to July 2003

This Action Plan is described as expanding on the sector specific commitments
broadly outlined in the NPC guidelines (Department of Environmental Protection,
2002, p3). To achieve this, the plan lists the commitments and provides some
explanatory notes, before summarising the whole in a table. This table provides a
complete view of the proposals of the State Government and is set under these
headings:
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Sector
specific
commitments
broadly
outlined in
NPC
guidelines

Current W.A.
Government
actions
(Stage 1)

Resources

Link to new
actions

New W.A.
Government
actions
(Stage 2)

Resources

Yearly
reporting
performance
indicators

This format has allowed the Government to establish a baseline or starting position
and to identify the new, purportedly Covenant driven proposals from existing
undertakings. It clearly illustrates the allocation of financial resources and highlights
the proposed funding changes as not all projects have been allocated increased
funding. For example, promotion and community education funding is reduced from
$600,000 to $383,000 for Stage 2.

In the current W.A. Government undertakings, reference is made to existing
programmes as the publication date, 28 June 2002.

These include the Waste

Management and Recycling Fund (WMRF), the Resource Recovery Rebate
Scheme (RRRS), a strategic plan titled WAste 2020, the State Recycling Education
and Promotion Strategy and the Recycled Goods Purchasing Policy. While these
have been included as being in support of the Covenant, there is doubt that these
are Covenant initiatives, but they do indicate that action has been undertaken in the
waste management field generally.

The yearly reporting performance indicators are generally non-specific and soft, or
lacking rigour. Attendance and support to the Waste and Recycle Conference 2002,
or the number of website hits do not offer any objectives or challenges. This is
reflected in the Report to 2003 published in July 2003. The establishment of a
Waste Management Board (WMB) was announced in January 2002, conducted
twelve meetings and prepared a draft Strategic Framework for Waste Management,
based on Waste 2020. The Covenant is peripheral to the role of the Board and
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although WAste 2020 aims for zero waste by 2020, the emphasis is on minimising
waste, waste treatment and resource recovery. A website has been established at
www.wastewa.com and the Covenant and the NEPM for Used Packaging Materials
receive little recognition. The website itself is seen as a success with an average of
68 hits per day.

For the Covenant, a Jurisdictional Recycling Group (JRG) has been established.
Under a Chairman from the Department of Environmental Protection, the group
consists of:
•
•
•
•
•
•

a permanent officer of the Department of Environmental Protection.
the manager of funded programmes from the Department.
the Deputy Mayor of the Town of Port Hedland.
the environmental officer of the Shire of Capel.
a representative of the Beverage Industry Environmental Council.
A representative of the Plastics and Chemical Industry Association.

The administrative support for this group, and the Covenant, has been provided by
two permanent officers with a consequent limited impact. The regulations for the
NEPM were recommended by the Environmental Protection Authority on the 31st
March 2003, signed by the Clerk of the Executive Council on 24th June 2003 and
gazetted on 23rd July 2003, in time to expire on 31st August 2004. The Report states
that over 400 companies and 140 local governments were identified as potential
signatories. As there are 142 local government councils in Western Australia, the
suggestion that they are potential signatories is a simple assertion, not an insight
into local government. The 400 companies were identified by a search of company
registrations.

Letters were sent to 200 companies and the result is that two

companies and three councils became signatories in 2002/3.

When phone or

personal contact has been made with a company, if there is any doubt over whether
the company should become a signatory, the company is invited to declare that it
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has less than 1% of the notional market share and therefore not required to be a
signatory.43 No effort has been made to involve peak bodies.

In general, the support to the Covenant appears to be a spin-off from the overall
waste management strategy.

The support provided by the Government to the

secretariat responsible for the Covenant is insufficient to make any impact and,
probably more importantly, is insufficient to provide any monitoring or enforcement.
On the other hand, the Government has established an overall strategy, most of
which is designed to achieve the same ends as the Covenant, the promotion of
resource recovery and the reduction of the amount of waste for landfill.

11.7

Local Government

Since the introduction of the Covenant, Action Plans submitted and approved for the
Local Government category are for:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Australian Council of Recyclers
Hunter Waste Planning and Management Board
Local Government Association of Queensland
Municipal Association of Victoria and Association of Victorian Regional
Waste Management Groups
Northern Adelaide Waste Management Authority
Regional Waste Management Groups
Shire of Capel and Dardanup
Town of Port Hedland

The Packaging Council lists a total of 25 signatories.44 This number includes the
Commonwealth Government and seven State Governments, not including the
Northern Territory.

Included under the Northern Adelaide Waste Management

Authority Action plan but designated as signatories are:
•
•
43
44

City of Playford
City of Salisbury

Personal communication. Covenant Project Officer. 3 February 2004.
www.packcoun.co.au/covtsign1.html. 12 February 2004.
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•

Town of Gawler

Included in the list of signatories, but without an Action Plan are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Central Queensland Local Government Association
City of Marion
City of Prospect
City of Tea Tree Gully
City of Unley
District Council of the Copper Coast
Local Council Waste Management Advisory Committee
Shire of East Pilbara

Although the local government associations of Victoria and Queensland are deemed
to encompass all of the councils in those States, the lack of support from the other
States must be of concern. The lack of Action Plans, the low number of signatories
generally and the delays in signing, indicate a lack of acceptance of the Covenant
from those organisations intimately involved in the kerbside collection and recycling.
This reflected in the lack of support provided by local government in Western
Australia.

11.7.1 Shires of Capel and Dardanup Action Plan
At the end of the packaging chain, local government has limited options to limit the
amount of packaging waste that it is required to handle, but has an important role in
recovery and recycling. These two shires recognise the limitations and have placed
significant emphasis on education in three main areas; the public, business and
commercial waste, and regional co-operation in a regional waste management
system.

The Action Plan is tabulated under the headings:
Commitment

Actions

KPI
Time line
(KPI = Key Performance indicators)

These Shires have used some objective measures, such as:
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How measured

•
•
•
•

a 10% reduction in contamination of recyclable materials in the kerbside
system by 1 December 2003.
a 25% reduction in the same are by 31 May 2004.
to encourage six local authorities to become signatories to the Covenant,
by 31 December 2003.
to encourage nine local authorities to sign by 31 May 2004.
Shires of Capel and Dardanup, 2003, pp8-10

Both Shires are to provide resource recovery areas as part of the recycling strategy.

11.7.2

Town of Port Hedland Action Plan

As part of the introduction , the Action Plan states the ‘vision’ as:
“diversion and resource recovery of greater than 50% of waste currently
being landfilled by 2005”.
Town of Port Hedland, 2003, p6.
The Plan traces the history of waste management and minimisation in the Town
and, as early as 1998, identified the need for diversion from landfill and recovery of
recyclable materials.

In 2001, the Town Council resolved to redefine its waste

management operations to meet the objectives of WAste 2020 with emphasis on the
improvement of recycling and recovery activities.

As a result, the Town has

baseline figures showing the proportions of industrial waste, domestic waste and
green waste as well as the percentage of each category that is recyclable or can be
reprocessed. This objective measure provides a sound basis for the ‘vision’.

In the Summary of Activities, the Town of Port Hedland provides a tabular format
under the headings:
PS Category

Action

Activities

Outcomes

Performance
Measure

Funding

In this case, PS Category is the Covenant’s product stewardship category and refers
to disposal, market development and education
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An extensive list of actions is included in the Plan, mostly concerned with the
detailed planning for the establishment of community recycling centres. Provision is
made for audits at the end of 6 months and 12 months.

Outcomes are broad

statements on the end result of the actions and are followed by performance
measures that are the results of the outcomes. In support of the ‘vision’, no targets
are given and no measurable objectives are shown. In the detail of the Action Plan,
time lines are shown by a project management time chart, which is a very useful
visual indicator of the progress of some of the actions.

Even though the objectives may be considered ‘soft’, the Action Plan does convey a
clear picture of the intentions of the Council and supports their statement:
“The Town of Perth Hedland accepts responsibility for the environmental
impacts associated with the sphere of its own activities.”
Town of Port Hedand, 2003, p6.
However, in deciding to become a signatory to the Covenant, the Town Council
indicated a commitment towards an integrated recycling programme and to source
funds for the development of best practice waste management in a remote location.
It is not clear whether the decision to become a signatory was driven by support for
the Covenant itself, or was a mechanism to access Covenant funds available for
kerbside recycling projects. In view of the stated commitment to WAste 2020 and
the history of addressing waste management issues, becoming a Covenant
signatory is a logical extension of their waste management systems, not an end in
itself.
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11.7.3

Western Australian Local Government Association

The Municipal Waste Advisory Committee (MWAC) is a standing committee of the
Western Australian Local Government Association and has been formed through the
collaboration of the Regional Waste Management Councils. These are
•
•
•
•
•
•

Eastern Metropolitan Regional Council
Geraldton-Greenough Regional Council
Mindarie Regional Council
South East Metropolitan Council
Southern Metropolitan Regional Council
Western Metropolitan Regional Council

As a result, the MWAC considers that its views are representative of the views of all
Local Government bodies responsible for waste management. In November 2003,
MWAC released a report titled ‘Report into the Review of the National Packaging
Covenant Mk1 and Examination of the issues for Future Covenants’.

Given the lack of enthusiasm for the Covenant that is clearly indicated by the lack of
signatories in Western Australia, it is to be expected that this report does not provide
a ringing endorsement of the existing Covenant. At the core of the MWAC argument
is the proposition that, as a key stakeholder in the process, Local Government is not
recognised as the inheritor of a problem created by users of packaging, has not
been adequately consulted, has insufficient representation on the Covenant Council
and the compensation offered by industry is inadequate. In its discussion of the
Covenant itself, the MWAC directs its attention to Action Plans and asserts that the
Covenant cannot deliver substantial results as there is too little guidance, a lack of
objectives, and a lack of consequences. These comments re-inforce the earlier
analysis of Action Plans of the major firms connected with the fruit and vegetable
industry.
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Local Government estimates that, collectively, $100 million per year is spent on
kerbside recycling and points out that the industry contribution through the covenant
is $3.5 million per year (MWAC, 2003, p14). At the same time, the average price for
recyclable material remains low compared with the average cost of collection and
the shortfall is covered by rates. If this substantial commitment were to be reduced,
Local Government would then be in a position to explore other waste management
options, such as the recovery of bio-degradable resources. Even if the industry
payments were made as a direct subsidy, the effect is negligible and not sufficient to
allow Local Government to maintain, expand and improve kerbside recycling.

Industry has undertaken to pay market prices for recyclable materials, but there is
no mechanism to ensure that industry uses materials that are uneconomic to recycle
or for which there is no profitable market for the recycled material. The Covenant
places emphasis on reducing costs by reducing the amount of packaging used, but
there is no positive pressure to adopt more easily recycled packaging where there is
an element of market risk or where market branding may be affected.

MWAC

contends that the cost shifting of waste management and recycling to Local
Government allows industry to use their packaging of choice without bearing the
cost of disposal. This failure to internalise the real cost of packaging results in no
financial disadvantage for the use of packaging that does not minimise handling
costs and removes the incentive for real change or innovation.

With only two of the twelve positions on the Covenant Council, Local Government
considers that their cause is under represented in relation to the role that they are
being required to undertake in kerbside recycling (MWAC, 2003, p10).
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In the review of Action Plans, the MWAC Report highlights a number of points that it
considers deficiencies in the use of action plans (MWAC, 2003, p30). First, that the
Covenant provides little guidance as to purpose, objectives and targets. There is a
lack of specific outcomes for the Covenant as a whole, for each industry sector or
for the individual action plan. Secondly, that action plans generally tended to avoid
specific commitments and showed little of no awareness of the Code of Practice.
They displayed a limited understanding of the content expected of an action plan
and in many cases, appeared as a ‘cut and paste’ exercise. Further, that action
plans did not adequately address the issues of data collection, or measuring and
reporting progress and lacked detail in the assigning of resources. Thirdly, that the
reluctance to commit to action plans may be seen as a lack of engagement in the
process and has led to minimal actual improvement. At the same time, the process
of creating action plans does not appear to have any significant effect in raising or
creating awareness of the Covenant.

The fourth issue is the lack of rigorous scrutiny of the Action Plans and the inability
or unwillingness of the Covenant Council to ensure that action plans make a
sufficient contribution to the aims of the Covenant. By this, the MWAC believes that
the loyalty of the Covenant Council must be to the Covenant, and not to the
signatories, whose self interest may not be in agreement with the Covenant. Too
much latitude has been allowed in the formulation of action plans and the MWAC
comments that ‘flexibility as to means has been confused with flexibility as to ends’.
(MWAC, 2003, p31) The final issue is the lack of consequences. The Covenant
Council is the sole arbiter of whether a signatory has complied with the Covenant
and these obligations are sufficiently vague as to preclude any likelihood of this
occurrence. The obligations of the NEPM are made so onerous that it is unlikely
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that enforcement could be practically undertaken. For this reason, the NEPM is
seen, not as a safety net, but a mechanism for encouraging firms into becoming
signatories and therefore, opting to become a signatory is a strategic decision, not a
commitment to packaging waste management.

Although the MWAC incorporate 18 key recommendations into the Report, no new
insights are offered and no real innovation is suggested.

It is more a case of

patching up the holes and continuing with a Covenant that does not address their
concerns on packaging waste management.

11.8

Conclusion

The final comment of the MWAC Report is that the Covenant cannot fail because it
provides no rational measures by which to assess its performance. Certainly, at a
Commonwealth Government level and a State Government level, the MWAC
provides a valid criticism of the lack of baseline measures. It points to a lack of clear
objectives, inadequate performance indicators and the lack of resources. For a
Covenant with a five year term, the time taken for these Governments to actually
conform to the undertakings given in the Covenant itself indicates a lack of
enthusiasm for or a lack of commitment to the expressed aims. In a sense, the
governments are sending mixed messages. On the one hand, there is a need to
promote environmental awareness and to be seen to be attempting to provide
solutions for environmental issues. On the other hand, the same governments are
following a path with voluntary agreements to encourage industry to provide
leadership for environmental solutions, without undue government pressure and
relying on peer pressure to ensure compliance.
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The lack of whole hearted support from Local Government in general and Western
Australia in particular, brings into question the effectiveness of the Covenant and in
turn, the value of a voluntary code. The critique of the Covenant in MWAC Report
highlights issues of the commitment of industry to the Covenant. As the Action Plan
is the key element of the operation of the Covenant, anything less than full
commitment to the Action Plan diminishes the Covenant as a whole.

This lack of engagement with the Covenant may be seen as free riding. At one
level, it is free riding by those firms that are not prepared to accept targets and
deploy the resources necessary to ensure that they at least perform to an industry
standard. At another level, there is the free riding by whole segments of industry
that are prepared to allow the burden of packaging waste management to fall on
Local Government, as the kerbside recyclers. It is perhaps unfair to label all firms
as free riders, but there is an element of exploitation of those firms actively involved
in supporting the aims of the Covenant.

To overcome the negative aspects of the Covenant, the MWAC proposes stricter
assessment procedures, penalties for non-compliance and targeted objectives so
that each industry sector and ultimately each individual firm, is given a specific set of
objectives. Regrettably, no consideration is given to incentives for innovation or
process improvement, but the proposal to make industry more directly responsible
for the recycling costs would promote innovation by default.
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CHAPTER 12

12.1

CONCLUSION

Introduction

This discussion of the National Packaging Covenant commenced with the questions:
1. Will self-regulation work. Does the Covenant meet the needs of particular
interest groups and not the interests of the packaging industry, the packaging
chain or the community?
2. Can the Covenant achieve the environmental objectives of the Government?

The Covenant was introduced in 1999 with a life-span of five years. The Packaging
Council of Australia (PCA) has already introduced the topic of Covenant Mk II and
argued strongly in favour of a continuation of the present model (Williams, 2003).
Their principal concern is that a failure to proceed with Covenant Mk II will be seen
as a failure of environmental self-regulation and lead the Government along the path
of regulation to fill the policy vacuum. Then the question is whether the Covenant
has achieved enough in five years to warrant a continuation, with some
modifications, or whether the deficiencies in the model are sufficient to suggest a
change of approach. The PCA presents an either/or approach, i.e. either continue
with the Covenant or accept direct regulation, with no middle ground. A more useful
approach is to use the challenge and opportunity to re-evaluate the mechanism
used, learn from the experience and use the experience as a foundation for creative
solutions for meeting the environmental objectives of the Government.
This study has focussed on the Covenant and its application to the fruit and
vegetable industry in Western Australia. The scope of such a study is necessarily
limited, but the issues raised are applicable to the fruit and vegetable industry
Australia wide and to much of the transport packaging used by retail stores and
supermarkets. To summarise the findings, it is proposed to use the template of Key
Considerations for the Design of Policy Using Voluntary Approaches as prepared by
Lévêque (1998, p11) to determine whether the National Packaging Covenant
conforms to this fundamental approach. The second consideration is to apply the
findings to the questions arising from theory to highlight aspects of the application of
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the Covenant to this particular industry.

Finally, policy recommendations and

suggestions for further research are made.

12.2

A Review of the Methodology of the Study

The methodology involved an analysis of the viability of the Covenant as a Voluntary
Agreement, followed by the effect of the Covenant on the packaging chain and the
commitment by Governments at all levels. This is divided into five approaches;
1. a review of Voluntary Agreements and Public Choice Theory.
2. the experience of Voluntary Agreements in the European Union.
3. the Fruit and Vegetable industry awareness of the Covenant and its issues.
4. the impact of the Covenant on carton manufacturers and supermarket chains.
5. the actions taken by the three levels of Government in support of the
Covenant.
It is not intended to give weight to any of the approaches, but to use the approaches
for mutual support for the critique of the Covenant. A summary of the conclusions
follows.

12.2.1 Lessons from Theory
The Theory of Collective Action, the Theory of Economic Regulation and Public
Choice Theory generally, provide insights that guide the analysis of the industry.
The coercive use of the power of the state, the problem of co-ordinating large
groups, the influence of small groups, the opportunity for legislative capture and the
relative power of interest groups all have application. Free riding is of particular
interest and significance.
Innovation and its relationship to regulation provide a counterpoint to the suggestion
that voluntary agreements are a soft option to legislative or regulatory control.

12.2.2 The Experience of Voluntary Agreements
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The lessons from Europe suggest that voluntary agreements have only had a
significant impact where there are clearly defined targets and this is backed by
command and control regulation that ensures that parties fulfil their contractual
undertakings. Clearly defined targets require the VA to focus on specific industries,
areas or problems so that the objectives are the result of a mutual agreement, not
an imposed standard.

12.2.3 Industry Awareness
The most significant feature is that the National Packaging Covenant has had no
impact on the majority of participants in the packaging chain. At a Grower level,
there has been a lack of consultation with the growers or the grower organisations.
This is followed by the failure of Covenant signatories to communicate with the
growers and to support the Covenant promotion. For the Covenant signatories,
there has been a failure to promote the Covenant within their organisations.
The positive feature is that all stakeholders profess support for measures to protect
the environment.

However, this support does appear to be subordinate to

commercial decisions.

12.2.4 Effect on Signatories
The effect on signatories was judged by their Action Plans and the response to
those Action Plans.

Generally, the Action Plans were deficient in establishing

baselines, setting challenging targets, adopting realistic performance indicators and
allocating resources.

As signatories, promotion of the Covenant to other

stakeholders was generally ineffective and promotion within companies virtually
non-existent.

12.2.5 Support by Governments
The measure of support was the resources allocated to the supervision of the
Covenant and the implementation of the National Environmental Packaging
Measure.

At the federal and Western Australian State Government level, the

allocated resources have been minimal and lack the capacity to provide any form of
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inspection or monitoring. In a measure that has a life of five years, the time taken by
the State Government to legislate for the NEPM does not indicate that the measure
has been assigned any priority or urgency.
In Western Australia, with only four local government councils as signatories to the
Covenant, local government provides minimal support to the Covenant.

12.3

Evaluation Template (Lévêque)

Although Lévêque points out that it would not be sound to identify universal
principles for every form of voluntary approach, there are a number of core issues
that always need to be addressed (Lévêque, 1998, p11). These seven statements
are used as the introduction to the discussion of each aspect of the evaluation
template.

12.3.1

Involvement

“Before initiating or participating in a voluntary approach, all parties should
thoroughly investigate the advantages and disadvantages of involvement.”
Although the Covenant covers the entire packaging supply chain, ANZECC
negotiations were undertaken with a limited number of peak bodies. There is no
indication that any of the peak horticultural bodies, were invited to participate, were
consulted or even informed that this process was being undertaken. During the life
of the Covenant, there is no indication that the Covenant Council has been engaged
with the horticultural industry to present an understanding of the Covenant and/or to
encourage bodies and firms to become signatories. There is also no indication that
Covenant signatories such as the carton manufacturers have engaged with industry
bodies or individual firms to promote the Covenant. With the dependence of the
whole horticultural industry on fibreboard or cardboard cartons, this appears to be a
serious omission in the presentation of a voluntary scheme.
As the managers of the kerbside recycling process, the refusal of the Australian
Local Government Association (ALGA) to support the Covenant should have
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indicated a serious deficiency in the agreement. At least, this should have delayed
the initiation of the Covenant until the ALGA concerns had been addressed.
With this lack of consultation and support, the ‘collaborative approach” is
questionable.

12.3.2

Roles, Rights and Responsibilities

“To prevent problems from arising later, as early as possible in the process of
developing a voluntary approach, a clear statement should be articulated concerning
the roles, rights and responsibilities of all parties.”
In general, these roles, rights and responsibilities have been established for
signatories and the three levels of Government.

It is not clear whether these

statements were developed at an early stage in the negotiation process, but it is
apparent that there has been a lack of acceptance by Local Government. For the
signatories, the statements are in general terms and, without specific objectives, the
statements are always going to be open to interpretation.

12.3.3

Consultation

“Before adopting targets, independent estimates of the business-as-usual trend –
what target variables are likely to be, given natural technical progress within the
considered industry – should be made to give a ‘counterfactual’, that is a likely
outcome in the absence of a voluntary approach.”
In the examination of Action Plans, there is no indication of a comprehensive audit
of the position at the time of undertaking the planning process. No Action Plan gave
an estimate of natural technical progress and the majority of Action Plans only
established ‘soft’ targets or established vague performance indicators. Under these
conditions, the value of improvements to be attributed to the Covenant is difficult to
establish.
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No obvious attempt has been made to extend this analysis to industry segments or
to identify packaging by category in order to ensure that the development of markets
for recycled materials can be subject to suitable scrutiny and audit.

12.3.4

Environmental objectives

“Improvement targets over the counterfactual should be set in discussion with
government and/or other interests.

They should not only result from internal

discussions within companies and industries.”
There are no targets in the Covenant and any objectives in an Action Plan are set by
the firm itself. No requirement is given for consultation with other stakeholders or
with the Government or even with the Covenant Council. One of the stated features
is that the Covenant is not prescriptive.
As a result, no targets are given for different industries or for different sectors of an
industry.

It is apparent that there has been little consultation between carton

manufacturers, growers, wholesalers and retailers.

Where there are signatories

involved, these have been pursuing private or single company agendas and are
failing to communicate their goals or intentions to others in the packaging chain.

12.3.5

Transparency

“The targets should be transparent, and known to and understood by the key
stakeholders involved.”
In the Covenant, part of the commitment was the establishment of an industry fund
of $17.45 million to develop a sustainable market based kerbside recycling system.
A schedule of charges was established as part of the overall documentation. Apart
from this, the Covenant only commits signatories to Action Plans, and these have
been found to be wanting in targets, performance indicators and measures.

12.3.6

Free Riders
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“Obstacles to free riding, and incentives to restrain it, should be implemented when
voluntary approaches involve a collective of firms.”
The two obstacles to free riding are intended to be peer pressure through the
Covenant Council and the National Environment Protection Measure on Used
Packaging Materials (NEPM). As there are only 600 signatories to the Covenant,
including Governments and Government bodies, this number is far short of the
potential number of signatories given that exemption may only be claimed by those
with less than 1% of any market. For the signatories, the Covenant Council audit of
Action Plans, the follow up of annual reports and the monitoring of targets has been
less than rigorous. Finally, the tardiness of the Government in producing the NEPM
does not indicate a whole hearted pursuit of the free riders.
The Western Australian Local Government Association, through their Waste
Advisory Board report, do not use the term free rider, but claim cost shifting on a
massive scale by packaging users as they avoid the costs of managing their
packaging waste.

12.3.7

Non-compliance

“A system involving concerned parties independent from industry should be
established to monitor and verify progress towards and achievement of targets. In
addition, there should be a mechanism for imposing sanctions in the event of noncompliance.”
The Covenant Council consists of a Chairman from the Commonwealth
Government, three representatives from State Governments, two representatives of
Local Government and six industry representatives.

Currently, all industry

representatives are nominated by peak bodies, listed as Packaging Council of
Australia, Australian Retailers Association, Australian Food and Grocery Council,
Beverage Industry Environment Council, Plastics and Chemical Industry Association
and Australian Industry Group. As the Council is the monitoring and sanctions body,
this body cannot be seen as independent.
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The only sanction available is the threat of the use of the NEPM, and since any
complaint has to be dealt with by the Council, there is no effective sanction.

12.3.8

Summary

On these criteria, the Covenant has been found to be inadequate. With particular
reference to the fruit and vegetable industry, the Covenant fails to address any of
the issues.

12.4

Observations from Theory

To re-inforce the observations made on the Covenant as a voluntary approach,
these observations relate to the aspects of Public Choice Theory.

12.4.1

Anti-competitive behaviour

With the domination of the carton manufacturing market by two major firms and the
domination of the retail market by three supermarket chains, there is ample
opportunity for anti-competitive behaviour. Any decision made on packaging by any
one of the supermarket chains has significant flow on effects to growers and then to
packaging manufacturers.
Under the Covenant conditions, signatories enjoy the protection of the Covenant,
but those firms subject to the NEPM are not able to make packaging decisions
completely free from the influence of the signatories.

12.4.2

Strategic behaviour

Without any effective sanctions, the opportunity for free riding allows firms to opt out
of becoming Covenant signatories. The lack of numbers of signatories, the lack of
penetration into areas of business, the number of signatories failing to produce
Action Plans or Annual Reports and the lack of rigour in many of the Action Plans
indicates a lack of commitment to the Covenant. This lack of commitment amounts
to free riding by transferring any positive action to other players.
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Kerbside recycling and waste management generally are accepted as a Local
Government responsibility, where it is funded by the public purse. Effectively, the
cost shifting and failure to acknowledge externality costs, is free riding by the
transfer of these costs to that part of the packaging chain.

12.4.3

More firms, less action

The number of growers and their lack of knowledge of the Covenant and
consequently, lack of involvement, would appear to indicate that this is certainly true
of the Grower sector of the packaging chain. The consultation with the peak bodies
of the packaging manufacturers and supermarkets, together with the lack of
consultation with grower organisations, could be taken as, at best, a serious
omission and at worst, a deliberate exclusion. This appears to be, a deliberate
exclusion to limit the number of firms involved and place all others into the legislative
back up of the NEPM. This may be seen as legislative capture. Alternatively, it is a
serious omission that shows a lack of awareness of the purpose of the Covenant.
On the other hand, of the firms that have become signatories to the Covenant, little
result has been achieved.
action.

Without worthwhile objectives, there has been little

Promotion, education and packaging chain awareness has been almost

non-existent.

12.4.4

Exploitation of large by small

As the majority of small firms are completely unaware of the Covenant, it is difficult
to support a case that there is active exploitation of the larger firms by allowing them
to be responsible for the environmental issues. The two principal firms involved in
the manufacture of cardboard cartons have been actively involved in environmental
issues and have been instrumental in promoting recovery, recycling and the use of
recycled materials. Although these firms might be seen to be using enlightened selfinterest, they have undertaken the industry responsibility in the knowledge that the
industry generally will take advantage of their initiatives. In this sense, there is an
exploitation of these firms.
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12.4.5

Availability of sufficient selected incentives

The lack of general commitment to the Covenant, and the inadequate regulatory
support indicate that the incentives for constructive participation are not sufficient
and that the penalties for non-compliance have no effect.

Government

administrative support is minimal, late implementation of regulations suggests a lack
of Government urgency and/or a low priority.

There is no evidence of NEPM

monitoring and no action has been taken to enforce NEPM penalties.

12.4.6

Static and dynamic efficiency

Efficiency occurs at two levels. Static efficiency of the Covenant itself refers to
whether the scheme is meeting targets at a minimum cost. The major issue is
whether there can be confidence that the Covenant is meeting any targets without a
comprehensive audit and monitoring process. Static efficiency also requires the
maintenance of a rate of technical progress and continuous improvement. Local
Government insists that the cost of compliance has been transferred to their
systems and therefore, the efficiency of the whole scheme cannot be measured.
The efficiency of the actual packaging is measured by indicators such as fitness for
purpose, light weight, strength and recyclability. Using the current range of carton
packaging as a measure, then packaging has either reached or is close to the limit
of static efficiency. However, dynamic efficiency is measured by the generation of
innovative and cost reducing responses to the containment of fruit and vegetables,
and if follows that then there are opportunities for new developments.

The

Covenant is directed to static efficiency, when the UK and European experience is
that real gains are only made through dynamic efficiency as a result of cost
pressures.
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12.5

Options

In response to the two fundamental questions:
1. Will self-regulation work? Does the Covenant meet the needs of particular
interest groups and not the interests of the packaging industry, the packaging
chain or the community?
2. Can the Covenant achieve the environmental objectives of the Government?
The Covenant does not appear to meet the needs of the community or the
packaging chain and appears to serve the interests of particular groups by shielding
them from other than a minimum involvement. The Covenant has done little to
promote awareness either between sectors of the horticultural industry, between
signatory firms or even within signatory firms. The Covenant cannot achieve any
environmental objectives in a systematic fashion since detailed objectives are not
given.
The basic question is whether there are any achievements of the Covenant that are
sufficient to warrant a roll over into Covenant MkII or whether a completely new
approach should be introduced. Perchard (2003, p8) contends that the Covenant
has been successful with an emphasis on qualitative rather than quantitative
improvement and that it only requires the existing Covenant to be strengthened to
become Covenant MkII.

Perchard makes few suggestions to overcome the

deficiencies of the existing Covenant. No targets are recommended as the flexibility
of the Action Plans needs to be maintained. However, he does argue for better
reporting, better data collection and more specific performance indicators.
The Australian packaging industry is classified into five segments – glass
containers, corrugated boxes, aluminium cans. liquid paperboard cartons and steel
cans.45 Plastics appear to be a glaring omission. The fruit and vegetable industry is
one separate, but major, part of the corrugated boxes segment and the Western
Australian industry is a subset of this whole. By giving a focus to the packaging
requirements of this specific subset, there is the opportunity to make comparisons
45

Australian Packaging Issues and Trends. Issues Paper 18 from the Packaging Council of Australia.
www.packcoun.com.au/issues18.htm.
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with the packaging requirements of the same industry in other states or regions. A
targeted approach that highlights the issues and proposes tailored solutions is far
more likely to be acceptable to the industry than the requirement to conform to some
general measure.
To address this within the fruit and vegetable industry, the industry needs to know:
•
•
•
•

the specific problem facing the industry.
the current available data.
the recycling/recovery targets to be set for the industry.
the responsibilities of each sector of the industry.

Using a generalised approach to problem solving does not necessarily accurately
reflect the position in Western Australia. With alternative packaging systems, the
industry needs to understand whether there is a problem of recovery, a problem with
the recycling system, a problem with the use of recycled materials or some
deficiency with the returnable plastic container system. This corresponds with the
need to set a baseline using the available data, or acquiring sufficient data with
which to make an informed decision. It is only with these data that the industry as a
whole can achieve the transparency required to set or negotiate realistic objectives.
From this full information and transparent objectives, it would be possible to assign
the responsibilities of each sector of the industry and to share this responsibility
among the members of each sector.
Given the conditions of the Covenant, a firm that declares that it has less than 1% of
the market may be exempted from becoming a signatory, but is bound by the
NEPM. With the large number of growers in the industry, very few growers would
be expected to be signatories. The challenge here is to engage the growers in
accepting responsibility for the use of packaging and to ensure that there is a
mechanism by which the economic cost of this responsibility may be equitably
shared by growers. This may only be achieved through a full understanding of the
problem in order to show the contribution being made by all stakeholders in all parts
of the packaging chain.
As already noted, that the impetus for innovation is stimulated by the imposition of
more rigorous demands for environmental performance, whether this is by more
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demanding record keeping for monitoring, increasing charges with the intention of
full cost recovery or heavy penalties for non-compliance. Conversely, without any
realistic penalties for non-compliance, the business-as-usual attitude persists with
only cosmetic changes.

The challenge is to find the balance that stimulates

innovation without creating an unwelcome level of direct regulation.
One of the features of packaging in the fruit and vegetable industry is the complete
acceptance of palletisation and the requirement for produce to be handled in as
large a unit as possible. In Australia, a standard pallet size of 1155mm x 1155mm is
established, but the europallet standard is 1200mm x 1000mm.

The europallet

accommodates a carton/container with a footprint of 600mm x 400mm and this has
become the European standard.

In Australia, there is no equivalent accepted

standard footprint and although the Australian pallet has an 11% larger footprint, in
practice, much of this extra space is wasted by not having cartons fill the total area.
The adoption of the europallet as a standard, or of a standard carton/container
footprint to match the Australian pallet offers savings in containers and in transport.
Although Perchard states that an environmental management system, such as ISO
14001, is the most effective tool for minimising adverse environmental impacts, the
ISO standard is seen as too rigorous for the purposes of the Covenant
(Perchard,2003, p4). The Department of Environment and Heritage is promoting ‘A
Framework for Public Environmental Reporting’ that has a comprehensive review
and reporting procedure (Environment Australia, 2000). As a consequence, there
are firms adopting ISO 14001 standards as their principal criteria, firms undertaking
Public Environmental Reporting, firms becoming signatories to a Covenant and firms
committing to all or some of these schemes. There are too many schemes with
different levels of undertakings and there is either confusion, or a lack of loyalty to
any particular scheme.

12.6

Key considerations

The first key considerations is that the problem must be clearly identified to all
participants in the packaging chain.

Secondly, the cost of packaging waste

management must be borne by the users of the packaging. Thirdly, there must be
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incentive for innovation and finally, there must be a certainty of penalty for noncompliance.
These considerations suggest that a continuation into Covenant MkII requires a
radical shift of emphasis. From the research in this thesis, an approach based on
the UK PRN model or the Dutch Covenant model is more likely to achieve the aim of
the Government.

12.6.1

Identifying the need

Given that Amcor and Visy Board account for over 90% of the production of
corrugated boxes, the data should be available to provide an estimate of the total
number of cartons used by the fruit and vegetable industry in Australia, in each
State and industry category. These two companies should be able to provide the
recycling and recovery rates for all corrugated and fibreboard as they are directly
involved in this area. In the absence of the possibility of a detailed count of returned
cartons, interpolating the proportion of recycled materials against the total material
used for cardboard and fibreboard should provide a workable estimate for the
industry’s recycling target.

12.6.2

Costs and innovation

It has already been noted that the heavier the financial impost, the greater the
incentive for innovation. Using the UK PRN model, the industry needs to apportion
responsibility to each segment of the packaging chain. In this way, external costs
are imposed on those who benefit and the cost of the decision to use cartons is
known in advance.
Transferring the external cost of packaging to the user provides the stimulus for
innovation.

This challenge extends to the whole packaging chain and includes

transportation efficiency, the use of re-usable packaging and possible changes to
the manner in which fruit and vegetables are presented. Finally, in order to integrate
into international trade and to incorporate the best practice from overseas may
require some important changes to established practice.
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12.6.3

Non-compliance

At present, there is no effective penalty for free-riding. A penalty requires certainty
of application and equity in use.

The Dutch Covenant model providing for an

enforceable contract is attractive as the individual firm/grower is required to enter in
to the agreement.

On the other hand, the UK model probably offers a greater

degree of administrative convenience as it is based on easily verifiable reporting and
figures.

12.6.4

Administration

The common features of successful approaches are the involvement of the whole
industry in the setting of objectives i.e. the concept of transparency, and certainty of
penalty for non-compliance. Both these features involve considerable administrative
commitment and a great deal more effort than is currently applied to the existing
Covenant.

12.7

Recommendations

These recommendations are based on the fruit and vegetable industry in Western
Australia and by extension, to the industry in Australia. The increasing volume of
interstate trade and the increased reliance on national standards require national
solutions. The operating principle is a targeted approach to each industry and/or
packaging type with every part of that industry having an involvement in identifying
the problem and participating in the solution. Using the fruit and vegetable industry
as the model, packaging may be separated by material (e.g. cardboard, waxed
board, polystyrene, returnable plastic etc) or by product contained (e.g. pome fruit,
tomatoes, lettuce, cauliflower etc).
It is recommended:
1. That the National Packaging Covenant be discontinued.
2. That a complete audit of packaging be conducted to establish the present
position of usage and of recovery and recycling. This information to include
packaging by type and/or product for which the package is designed.
3. That the whole industry be involved in the setting of objectives.
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4. That the responsibility for the achievement of those objectives be apportioned
to the individual sectors of the industry – manufacturers, growers,
wholesalers and retailers.
5. That the cost of recovery, reuse or recycling to meet the targets be met by
the imposition of a cost structure according to each user’s share of the
responsibility set for that sector.
6. That a baseline be set, above which firms will be required to either hold
accreditation by ISO 14001 or to report under the conditions of Public
Environmental Reporting guidelines.

12.8

Further Study

The emphasis of further study should be directed towards innovation in two interrelated areas. First, the question of the value of introducing a standard based on
the europallet. This affects the whole logistics chain – transport platforms, storage
facilities, cool rooms, shipping containers in addition to carton and reusable
transport container sizes. Integration with overseas standards for exports and the
opportunities for economies of scale in the supply of containers should be potentially
valuable outcomes. Secondly, an examination of the logistics of the Australia wide
application of returnable plastic containers, including an evaluation of all containers,
including those based on the European standard footprint. Appendix 5 refers to one
study already conducted.
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APPENDIX 1

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire was printed on A3 paper, both sides, and folded.
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NATIONAL PACKAGING COVENANT

The National Packaging Covenant has been introduced to be the guide for managing packaging waste in
Australia. The objective is to minimise the environmental impacts of consumer packaging waste, in particular,
to reduce the amount of waste going to landfill. The strategy is based on Reduce, Reuse, Recycle – reduce the
amount of packaging, reuse wherever possible and recycle by developing sustainable recycling collection
systems.
Instead of providing legislation and regulations, the Government has preferred to adopt a co-operative approach
and allow industries involved in the packaging chain to ‘self-regulate’ their activities and to accept
responsibility for their own actions. The Covenant is therefore a self-regulatory agreement between industries
in the packaging chain and all spheres of Government, based on the principles of shared responsibility through
product stewardship. That is, all participants in the packaging chain – raw material suppliers, package
designers, packaging manufacturers, packaging users, retailers, consumers, all spheres of government, waste
collection agencies- accept responsibility for the environmental impacts associated with their sphere of activity.
Consumer packaging is defined as packaging products made from any material, or combination of materials, for
the containment, protection, marketing and handling of retail consumer products. Packaging for fruit and
vegetables is vital to ensure the efficient handling, protection and safety of the products between farm and
consumer, but this generates a large volume of packaging. The industry as a whole is being called on ensure
that it shares the responsibility of minimising waste by supporting recycling, by examining packaging practices
and by being innovative and creative in the use of packaging.
The intention is that those who generate the waste should be responsible for its management. If the industry, or
some parts of the industry, does not accept responsibility for the management of packaging waste, the
government has introduced laws as back-up measures to penalise those not co-operating. This is to ensure that
there are no ‘freeloaders’. Under the provisions of these laws, a brand owner is responsible for the disposal of
that packaging and this includes either taking back the packaging or making provision for its collection and/or
recycling.
The objective of this study is to assess the effectiveness of the National Packaging Covenant over the whole
fruit and vegetable industry in Western Australia.
Please put X in the box (except where figure is requested)

PART A
1.

Had you heard of the National Packaging Covenant ?

Yes
No

If NO, please go to PART B
2.

How did you hear of the Covenant ?

Trade magazine
Packaging supplier
Packing shed
Industry IDO
Agent/Wholesaler
Company briefing
Internet
Industry briefing
Other
Strongly
Agree

3.
4.
5.
6.

As a general principle, I support the aims of
the Covenant.
Will self-regulation be effective in achieving
the aims of the Covenant.
My industry body should sign the Covenant.
It is unlikely that individuals (growers,
retailers, agents) will sign the Covenant
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Neither
Agree

Agree or
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
Opinion

7.

Are you prepared to be a signatory to the Covenant

8.

What steps have you taken to implement the Covenant ?

Yes
No
Action Plan
Reduced packaging waste
Increased recycling
Employee education
Specified reusable packaging
Changed packaging
requirements
Other

PART B
1.

As a grower, who makes the decision on the packaging

You

%

that you use ?

Packing shed

%

(as a percentage of your total)

Agent/Wholesaler

%

Retailer
2.

As a retailer, who makes the decision on the packaging

You

%

for the produce that you handle or sell.

Agent/Wholesaler

%

Grower

%

(As a percentage of your total)
3.

%

Would you prefer to use a different packaging to that

Yes

specified by other people (agent/wholesaler/grower etc)

No
N/A

Strongly
Agree

4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

The whole industry should have a say on
regulations affecting packaging.
The whole industry has a responsibility to
support environmental initiatives.
Grower organisations should be consulted on
packaging decisions.
Self-Regulation (or Voluntary Code) is
effective in managing other issues in fruit and
vegetables.
Waste packaging is a significant part of
landfill
Market agents/wholesalers have the best
knowledge of the market requirements for
packaging.
The amount of packaging that I use is an
insignificant part of the total.
Market agents/wholesalers do not consider the
growers’ packaging costs.
Growers usually support initiatives involving
voluntary compliance.
There are too many growers organisations for
the industry to be effectively represented.
Those whose brand is on the packaging should
pay for its disposal.
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Agree

Neither
Agree or
Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No
Opinion

Strongly
Agree

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.

Agree

Neither
Agree/Disagree Disgaree

Strongly
Disagree

No
Opinion

The final user should be responsible for
disposal of the packaging.
Carton manufacturers are in the best position
to control recycling.
Supermarkets should take the lead in
managing waste packaging.
There should be a levy on cardboard cartons to
pay for their disposal.
The government should legislate for packaging
regulations.
The government should undertake research
into means of reducing dependence on
packaging that produces waste.
Recycling should be subsidised by the
government.
It is unrealistic to expect growers to take back
packaging.
The difficulties of policing the take back
option outweigh the benefits.
Growers would use reusable packaging if it
was encouraged by buyers.
Plastic crates are as effective as cardboard
cartons
Greater use should be made of reusable
packaging
Crate deposits are a barrier to the greater use
of reusable packaging.
Changes are needed in the handling of fruit
and vegetables.
Printing is necessary on cartons (except for
information required by law)
All packaging must be capable of being
recycled or reused.
Packaging manufacturers are responsive to
growers needs.
Packaging manufacturers influence the type
and style of packaging.
Colourful cartons sell.
The existing range of packaging is adequate
and suitable.
Environmental considerations are more
important than cost.
As there is only a limited number of carton
manufacturers, they should be responsible for
packaging waste disposal
Packaging that cannot be recycled or reused
should be avoided.

38. In considering the cost of packaging and the need to minimise packaging waste, what changes would you
make in the marketing of fruit and vegetables ?
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PART C
Some information on You, please.
1.

Are you a member of an industry group/association ?

2.

Are you a packaging supplier or crate service provider ?

Yes
No
Yes

If Yes, thank you for your co-operation.
3.

Are you an agent or wholesaler?

Yes

If Yes, go to Question 11.
4.

Are you a retailer of fruit and vegetables?

Yes

If Yes, go to Question 9.
5.

Yes

Are you a grower or packing shed ?

If Yes, go to Question 6.
6.

Your principal crop is

7.

The area under crop is

8.

The percentage of your crop marketed in

Apples/pears
Stonefruit
Citrus
Vegetables
Tomatoes
Other
Less than 5 ha
5 – 10 ha
10 – 20 ha
Over 20 ha
Cardboard cartons/trays
Plastic crates
Bulk bins
Other

%
%
%
%

Thank you for your co-operation.
9.

10.

Your shop is

Part of supermarket chain
Independent supermarket
Growers Market
Independent Greengrocer
Cardboard cartons/trays
Plastic crates
Bulk Bins
Other

The percentage of your produce bought in
(estimate only)

Thank you for your co-operation
11.

As an agent or wholesaler, you operate as

Market agent
Supermarket chain
Non market wholesaler

Thank you for your co-operation
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%
%
%
%

APPENDIX 2

Summary of Responses to Questionnaire

Question B.4
The whole industry should have a say on regulations affecting packaging.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

26.5
20.0
54.6
27.5

52.0
68.0
45.4
54.4
81.9

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

6.9
8.0
0.0
6.5
6.5

Strongly
Disagree

2.0
0.0
0.0
1.5

2.0
0.0
0.0
1.5

No Opinion

9.8
4.0
0.0
8.0

3.0

Question B.5
The whole industry has a responsibility to support environmental initiatives.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

37.3
24.0
54.6
36.2

52.0
72.0
45.4
55.1
91.3

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

4.0
4.0
0.0
3.6
3.6

Strongly
Disagree

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1.0
0.0
0.0
0.7

No Opinion

5.9
0.0
0.0
4.4

0.7

Question B.6
Grower organisations should be consulted on packaging decisions.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

39.2
28.0
45.4
37.7

44.1
64.0
54.6
48.6
86.3

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

5.9
8.0
0.0
5.8
5.8

Strongly
Disagree

2.9
0.0
0.0
2.2

2.0
0.0
0.0
1.5

No Opinion

5.9
0.0
0.0
4.4

3.7

Question B.7
Self Regulation (or Voluntary Code) is effective in managing other issues in
fruit and vegetables.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

12.8
4.0
0.0
10.1

30.4
32.0
54.6
32.6
42.6

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

25.5
24.0
9.1
23.9
23.9
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Strongly
Disagree

16.7
20.0
27.3
18.1

4.9
0.0
0.0
3.6
21.7

No Opinion

9.8
20.0
9.1
11.6

Question B.8
Waste packaging is a significant part of landfill.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

22.6
16.0
45.4
23.2

52.0
52.0
18.2
49.3
72.5

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

10.8
12.0
18.2
11.6
11.6

Strongly
Disagree

2.0
12.0
18.2
5.1

No Opinion

2.9
0.0
0.0
2.2

9.8
8.0
0.0
8.7

7.3

Question B.9
Market agents/Wholesalers have the best knowledge of the market
requirements for packaging.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

9.8
0.0
18.2
8.7

46.1
36.0
54.6
44.9
53.6

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

21.6
28.0
18.2
22.5
22.5

Strongly
Disagree

12.8
28.0
0.0
14.5

No Opinion

5.9
8.0
9.1
6.5

4.0
0.0
0.0
2.9

21.1

Question B.10
The amount of packaging that I use is an insignificant part of the total.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

16.7
4.0
9.1
13.8

31.4
48.0
36.4
34.8
48.6

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

15.7
12.0
18.2
15.2
15.2

Strongly
Disagree

19.6
32.0
27.3
22.5

9.8
0.0
0.0
7.3

No Opinion

6.9
4.0
9.1
6.5

29.8

Question B.11
Market agents/Wholesalers do not consider the growers’ packaging costs.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

33.3
8.0
9.1
26.8

39.2
28.0
18.2
35.5
62.3

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

12.8
32.0
9.1
15.9
15.9
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Strongly
Disagree

4.9
16.0
36.4
9.4

1.0
4.0
27.3
3.6
13.0

No Opinion

8.8
12.0
0.0
8.7

Question B.12
Growers usually support initiatives involving voluntary compliance.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

7.8
0.0
0.0
5.8

43.1
24.0
27.3
38.4
44.2

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

28.4
40.0
27.3
30.4
30.4

Strongly
Disagree

9.8
4.0
27.3
10.1

No Opinion

2.9
4.0
18.2
4.4

7.8
28.0
0.0
10.9

14.5

Question B.13
There are too many grower organisations for the industry to be effectively
represented.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

4.9
4.0
9.1
5.1

26.5
12.0
54.6
26.1
31.2

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

27.5
40.0
9.1
28.3
28.3

Strongly
Disagree

26.5
20.0
18.2
24.6

No Opinion

6.9
0.0
0.0
5.1

6.9
24.0
9.1
10.1

29.7

Question B.14
Those whose brand is on the packaging should pay for its disposal.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

8.8
4.0
0.0
7.3

11.7
8.0
18.2
11.6
18.9

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

18.6
24.0
9.1
18.8
18.8

Strongly
Disagree

31.4
48.0
36.4
34.8

No Opinion

23.5
8.0
36.4
21.7

5.9
8.0
0.0
5.8

56.5

Question B.15
The final user should be responsible for the disposal of the packaging.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

39.2
4.0
36.4
32.6

46.1
68.0
45.4
50.0
72.6

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

5.9
12.0
0.0
6.5
6.5
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Strongly
Disagree

2.9
16.0
18.2
6.5

2.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
8.0

No Opinion

4.0
0.0
0.0
2.9

Question B.16
Carton manufacturers are in the best position to control recycling.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

20.6
20.0
27.3
21.1

40.2
32.0
36.4
38.4
59.4

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

21.6
24.0
18.2
21.7
2.17

Strongly
Disagree

6.9
20.0
18.2
10.1

No Opinion

4.0
0.0
0.0
2.9

5.9
4.0
0.0
5.1

13.0

Table 8.B.17
Supermarkets should take the lead in managing waste packaging.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

40.2
28.0
36.4
37.7

43.1
32.0
45.4
41.3
79.0

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

8.8
32.0
18.2
13.8
13.8

Strongly
Disagree

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

No Opinion

2.0
4.0
0.0
2.2

5.9
4.0
0.0
5.1

2.2

Question B.18
There should be a levy on cardboard cartons to pay for their disposal.
Strongly
Agree

Agree

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

No Opinion

% of respondents

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

10.8
0.0
0.0
8.0

15.7
8.0
27.3
15.2
23.2

17.7
16.0
18.2
17.4
17.4

25.5
48.0
36.4
30.4

24.5
24.0
18.2
23.9

4.9
4.0
0.0
4.4

54.3

Question B.19
The government should legislate for packaging regulations.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

4.9
4.0
0.0
4.4

22.6
16.0
27.3
21.7
26.1

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

20.6
40.0
9.1
23.2
23.2
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Strongly
Disagree

28.4
20.0
36.4
27.5

18.6
16.0
27.3
18.8
46.3

No Opinion

4.0
4.0
0.0
3.6

Question B.20
The government should undertake research into means of reducing
dependence on packaging that produces waste.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

22.6
28.0
0.0
21.7

48.0
56.0
63.6
50.7
72.4

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

12.8
12.0
9.1
12.3
12.3

Strongly
Disagree

5.9
4.0
9.1
5.8

4.9
0.0
9.1
4.4

No Opinion

4.9
0.0
9.1
4.4

10.2

Question B.21
Recycling should be subsidised by the by the government.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

15.7
16.0
9.1
15.2

36.3
28.0
36.4
34.8
50.0

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

19.6
24.0
0.0
18.8
18.8

Strongly
Disagree

15.7
28.0
45.4
20.3

6.9
0.0
9.1
5.8

No Opinion

5.9
4.0
0.0
5.1

26.1

Question B.22
It is unrealistic to expect growers to take back packaging.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

55.9
12.0
27.3
45.7

30.4
48.0
63.6
36.2
81.9

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

4.0
24.0
0.0
7.3
7.3

Strongly
Disagree

4.9
12.0
0.0
5.8

2.9
4.0
0.0
2.9

No Opinion

2.0
0.0
9.1
2.2

8.7

Question B. 23
The difficulty of policing the take back option outweigh the benefits.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

37.3
8.0
18.2
30.4

36.3
48.0
63.6
40.6
71.0

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

% of respondents
12.8
4.0
32.0
4.0
0.0
18.2
15.2
5.1
15.2
7.3

269

2.0
4.0
0.0
2.2

No Opinion

7.8
4.0
0.0
6.5

Question B.24
Growers would use reusable packaging if it was encouraged by buyers.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

36.3
8.0
18.2
29.7

44.1
56.0
63.6
47.8
77.5

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

5.9
28.0
0.0
9.4
9.4

Strongly
Disagree

5.9
0.0
9.1
5.1

2.0
0.0
0.0
1.5

No Opinion

5.9
8.0
9.1
6.5

6.6

Question B.25
Plastic crates are as effective as cardboard cartons.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

33.3
28.0
27.3
31.9

36.3
32.0
18.2
34.1
66.0

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

12.8
12.0
18.2
13.0
13.0

Strongly
Disagree

7.8
28.0
27.3
13.0

4.9
0.0
9.1
4.4

No Opinion

4.9
0.0
0.0
3.6

17.4

Question B.26
Greater use should be made of reusable packaging.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

44.1
32.0
36.4
41.3

42.2
44.0
27.3
41.3
82.6

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

6.9
16.0
9.1
8.7
8.7

Strongly
Disagree

4.0
4.0
18.2
5.1

1.0
0.0
9.1
1.5

No Opinion

2.0
0.0
0.0
1.5

6.6

Question B.27
Crate deposits are a barrier to the greater use of reusable packaging.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

20.6
4.0
9.1
16.7

31.4
28.0
45.4
31.9
48.6

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

9.8
12.0
0.0
9.4
9.4
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Strongly
Disagree

26.5
48.0
36.4
31.2

6.9
4.0
9.1
6.5
37.7

No Opinion

4.9
4.0
0.0
4.4

Question B.28
Changes are needed in the handling of fruit and vegetables.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

15.7
4.0
9.1
13.0

35.3
12.0
36.4
31.2
44.2

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

29.4
64.0
18.2
34.8
34.8

Strongly
Disagree

8.8
16.0
9.1
10.1

No Opinion

4.0
0.0
27.3
5.1

6.9
4.0
0.0
5.8

15.2

Question B.29
Printing is necessary on cartons (except for information required by law).
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

8.8
12.0
9.1
9.4

39.2
52.0
63.6
43.5
52.9

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

% of respondents
29.4
10.8
16.0
12.0
9.1
9.1
25.4
10.9
25.4
13.8

4.0
0.0
0.0
2.9

No Opinion

7.8
8.0
9.1
8.0

Question B.30
All packaging must be capable of being recycled or reused.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

33.3
16.0
18.2
29.0

41.2
64.0
54.6
46.4
75.4

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

13.73
12.0
9.1
13.0
13.0

Strongly
Disagree

5.9
8.0
9.1
6.5

2.9
0.0
9.1
2.9

No Opinion

2.9
0.0
0.0
2.2

9.4

Question B.31
Packaging manufacturers are responsive to growers needs.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

2.0
4.0
9.1
2.9

41.2
44.0
63.6
43.5
46.4

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

30.4
32.0
18.2
29.7
29.7
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Strongly
Disagree

11.8
0.0
9.1
9.4

3.9
0.0
0.0
2.9
12.3

No Opinion

10.8
20.0
0.0
11.6

Question B.32
Packaging manufacturers influence the type and style of packaging.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

4.0
4.0
18.2
5.1

52.0
36.0
45.4
48.6
53.7

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

29.4
36.0
18.2
29.7
29.7

Strongly
Disagree

5.9
8.0
18.2
7.3

2.0
0.0
0.0
1.5

No Opinion

6.9
16.0
0.0
8.0

8.8

Question B.33
Colourful cartons sell.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

8.8
8.0
18.2
9.5

42.2
52.0
45.4
44.2
53.7

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

31.4
20.0
9.1
27.5
27.5

Strongly
Disagree

8.8
8.0
18.2
9.4

2.9
0.0
0.0
2.2

No Opinion

5.9
12.0
9.1
7.2

11.6

Question B.34
The existing range of packaging is adequate and suitable.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

5.9
0.0
9.1
5.1

31.4
48.0
54.6
36.2
41.3

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

37.3
32.0
18.2
34.8
34.8

Strongly
Disagree

15.7
16.0
18.2
15.9

4.0
4.0
0.0
3.6

No Opinion

4.9
0.0
0.0
3.6

19.5

Question B.35
Environmental considerations are more important than cost.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

9.8
8.0
9.1
9.4

23.5
28.0
27.3
24.6
34.0

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

31.4
28.0
36.4
31.2
31.2
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Strongly
Disagree

20.6
32.0
27.3
23.2

9.8
0.0
0.0
7.3
30.5

No Opinion

4.0
4.0
0.0
3.6

Question B.36
As there is only a limited number of carton manufacturers, they should be
responsible for packaging waste disposal.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

10.8
8.0
9.1
10.1

23.5
20.0
27.3
23.2

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

30.4
40.0
9.1
30.4

Strongly
Disagree

25.5
16.0
45.4
25.4

33.3

2.9
16.0
9.1
5.8

No Opinion

6.9
0.0
0.0
5.1

31.2

Question B.37
Packaging that cannot be recycled or reused should be avoided.
Strongly
Agree

Growers
Retailers
Wholesalers
All Respondents

Agree

40.2
28.0
36.4
37.7

44.1
56.0
36.4
45.7
83.4

Neither
Disagree
Agree
nor
Disagree
% of respondents

5.9
8.0
0.0
5.8
5.8

Strongly
Disagree

6.9
8.0
18.2
8.0

0.0
0.0
9.1
0.7
8.7
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No Opinion

2.9
0.0
0.0
2.2

APPENDIX 3

Statistical Test Results (SPSS)

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B4 industry say on regulations
Levene
Statistic
.358

df1
2

df2
123

Sig.
.700
ANOVA

B4 industry say on regulations

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
1.129
69.006
70.135

df
2
123
125

Mean Square
.564
.561

F
1.006

Sig.
.369

F
.319

Sig.
.727

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B5 support environmental initiatives
Levene
Statistic
.126

df1
2

df2
129

Sig.
.882
ANOVA

B5 support environmental initiatives

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.250
50.387
50.636

df
2
129
131

Mean Square
.125
.391

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B6 consult grower organisations
Levene
Statistic
.760

df1
2

df2
129

Sig.
.470
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ANOVA
B6 consult grower organisations

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.537
81.705
82.242

df
2
129
131

Mean Square
.269
.633

F
.424

Sig.
.655

F
.533

Sig.
.588

F
1.178

Sig.
.311

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B7 self-regulation effective
Levene
Statistic
1.499

df1
2

df2
119

Sig.
.228

ANOVA
B7 self-regulation effective

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
1.192
132.972
134.164

df
2
119
121

Mean Square
.596
1.117

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B8 waste packaging landfill
Levene
Statistic
.583

df1
2

df2
123

Sig.
.560
ANOVA

B8 waste packaging landfill

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
1.929
100.682
102.611

df
2
123
125

Mean Square
.964
.819

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B9 market agents knowledge
Levene
Statistic
.144

df1
2

df2
131

Sig.
.866
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ANOVA
B9 market agents knowledge

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.412
148.394
148.806

df
2
131
133

Mean Square
.206
1.133

F
.182

Sig.
.834

F
1.030

Sig.
.360

F
2.784

Sig.
.066

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B10 amount of packaging
Levene
Statistic
2.755

df1
2

df2
126

Sig.
.067
ANOVA

B10 amount of packaging

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
2.985
182.519
185.504

df
2
126
128

Mean Square
1.493
1.449

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B11 packaging costs
Levene
Statistic
2.566

df1
2

df2
123

Sig.
.081
ANOVA

B11 packaging costs

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
6.523
144.112
150.635

df
2
123
125

Mean Square
3.261
1.172
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Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B12 growers support voluntary
Levene
Statistic
.687

df1
2

df2
120

Sig.
.505
ANOVA

B12 growers support voluntary

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.404
107.563
107.967

df
2
120
122

Mean Square
.202
.896

F
.226

Sig.
.798

F
.840

Sig.
.434

F
.392

Sig.
.676

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B13 too many grower organisations
Levene
Statistic
.127

df1
2

df2
120

Sig.
.881
ANOVA

B13 too many grower organisations

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
1.740
124.227
125.967

df
2
120
122

Mean Square
.870
1.035

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B14 packaging brand and disposal
Levene
Statistic
.113

df1
2

df2
127

Sig.
.894
ANOVA

B14 packaging brand and disposal

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
1.131
182.992
184.123

df
2
127
129

Mean Square
.565
1.441

Oneway
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B15 final user responsible
Levene
Statistic
.297

df1
2

df2
131

Sig.
.744
ANOVA

B15 final user responsible

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
1.913
105.012
106.925

df
2
131
133

Mean Square
.956
.802

F
1.193

Sig.
.307

F
1.410

Sig.
.248

F
.617

Sig.
.541

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B16 carton manufacturers recycling
Levene
Statistic
8.065

df1
2

df2
127

Sig.
.001
ANOVA

B16 carton manufacturers recycling

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
2.998
135.071
138.069

df
2
127
129

Mean Square
1.499
1.064

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B17 supermarkets recycling
Levene
Statistic
.705

df1
2

df2
128

Sig.
.496

ANOVA
B17 supermarkets recycling

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.894
92.709
93.603

df
2
128
130

Mean Square
.447
.724
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Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B18 carton levy
Levene
Statistic
3.643

df1
2

df2
128

Sig.
.029
ANOVA

B18 carton levy

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
2.539
204.209
206.748

df
2
128
130

Mean Square
1.269
1.595

F
.796

Sig.
.453

F
.874

Sig.
.420

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B19 legislation required
Levene
Statistic
.367

df1
2

df2
129

Sig.
.693
ANOVA

B19 legislation required

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
2.388
176.157
178.545

df
2
129
131

Mean Square
1.194
1.366

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B20 government research
Levene
Statistic
5.927

df1
2

df2
128

Sig.
.003
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ANOVA
B20 government research
Sum of
Squares
6.142
123.492
129.634

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

df
2
128
130

Mean Square
3.071
.965

F
3.183

Sig.
.045

F
3.100

Sig.
.048

Graph
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B20 government research

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B21 subsidised recycling
Levene
Statistic
2.255

df1
2

df2
128

Sig.
.109

ANOVA
B21 subsidised recycling

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
8.125
167.723
175.847

df
2
128
130

Mean Square
4.062
1.310

Graph
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B21 subsidised recycling

Means
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Excluded
N
Percent

Included
N
Percent
B21 subsidised
recycling * NEWID

131

100.0%

0

Report
B21 subsidised recycling
NEWID
1.00
2.00
3.00
Total

Mean
2.73
3.73
3.32
3.35

N
11
26
94
131

Std. Deviation
1.421
1.002
1.147
1.163
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.0%

Total
N

Percent
131

100.0%

Explore
NEWID
Case Processing Summary

B21 subsidised recycling

Valid
N
Percent
11
100.0%
26
100.0%
94
100.0%

NEWID
1.00
2.00
3.00

Cases
Missing
N
Percent
0
.0%
0
.0%
0
.0%

B21 subsidised recycling
6

5

B21 subsidised recycling

4

3

2

1

120

0
N=

11

26

94

Wholesalers

Retailers

Growers

NEWID

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B22 take back unrealistic
Levene
Statistic
1.734

df1
2

df2
132

Sig.
.181
ANOVA

B22 take back unrealistic

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
3.503
132.867
136.370

df
2
132
134

Mean Square
1.751
1.007

Oneway
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F
1.740

Sig.
.180

Total
N
Percent
11
100.0%
26
100.0%
94
100.0%

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B23 policing difficulties
Levene
Statistic
.403

df1
2

df2
126

Sig.
.669
ANOVA

B23 policing difficulties

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.957
117.012
117.969

df
2
126
128

Mean Square
.479
.929

F
.515

Sig.
.599

F
1.901

Sig.
.154

F
.593

Sig.
.554

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B24 encourage reusable packaging
Levene
Statistic
1.675

df1
2

df2
126

Sig.
.191
ANOVA

B24 encourage reusable packaging

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
2.915
96.589
99.504

df
2
126
128

Mean Square
1.457
.767

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B25 plastic crates effective
Levene
Statistic
2.853

df1
2

df2
130

Sig.
.061
ANOVA

B25 plastic crates effective

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
1.645
180.460
182.105

df
2
130
132

Mean Square
.823
1.388

Oneway
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B26 use reusable packaging
Levene
Statistic
.417

df1
2

df2
133

Sig.
.660
ANOVA

B26 use reusable packaging

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.341
1763.629
1763.971

df
2
133
135

Mean Square
.171
13.260

F
.013

Sig.
.987

F
.601

Sig.
.550

F
1.764

Sig.
.176

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B27 crate deposits
Levene
Statistic
2.009

df1
2

df2
129

Sig.
.138
ANOVA

B27 crate deposits

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
1.927
206.701
208.629

df
2
129
131

Mean Square
.964
1.602

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B28 need for change
Levene
Statistic
2.539

df1
2

df2
127

Sig.
.083
ANOVA

B28 need for change

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
3.702
133.290
136.992

df
2
127
129

Mean Square
1.851
1.050

Oneway
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B29 printing necessary
Levene
Statistic
1.034

df1

df2
124

2

Sig.
.359
ANOVA

B29 printing necessary

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
6.262
105.486
111.748

df
2
124
126

Mean Square
3.131
.851

F
3.681

Sig.
.028

Means
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Excluded
N
Percent

Included
N
Percent
B29 printing
necessary * NEWID

127

100.0%

0

Report
B29 printing necessary
NEWID
1.00
2.00
3.00
Total

Mean
3.91
3.11
3.56
3.50

N

Std. Deviation
.831
1.086
.878
.942

11
27
89
127

Graph
50

40

30

20

NEWID
Wholesalers

Count

10

Retailers
Growers

0
strongly disagree

neither agree/disagr

disagree

strongly agree

agree

B29 printing necessary

Explore
NEWID
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.0%

Total
N

Percent
127

100.0%

Case Processing Summary

Valid
B29 printing necessary

NEWID
1.00
2.00
3.00

N

Percent
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

11
27
89

Cases
Missing
N
Percent
0
.0%
0
.0%
0
.0%

B29 printing necessary
6

5

B29 printing necessary

4

3

2

1

53
130

0
N=

11

27

89

Wholesalers

Retailers

Growers

NEWID

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B30 packaging recycled reused
Levene
Statistic
.061

df1
2

df2
132

Sig.
.941
ANOVA

B30 packaging recycled reused

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.998
128.528
129.526

df
2
132
134

Mean Square
.499
.974

Oneway
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F
.512

Sig.
.600

Total
N
11
27
89

Percent
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B31 packaging manufacturers responsive
Levene
Statistic
.099

df1
2

df2
119

Sig.
.906
ANOVA

B31 packaging manufacturers responsive

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.887
86.006
86.893

df
2
119
121

Mean Square
.444
.723

F
.614

Sig.
.543

F
4.295

Sig.
.016

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B32 packaging manufacturers influence
Levene
Statistic
1.193

df1
2

df2
124

Sig.
.307
ANOVA

B32 packaging manufacturers influence

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
5.031
72.622
77.654

df
2
124
126

Mean Square
2.516
.586
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Graph
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B32 packaging manufacturers influence

Means
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Excluded
N
Percent

Included
N
Percent
B32 packaging
manufacturers
influence * NEWID

127

100.0%

0

.0%

Total
N

Percent
127

100.0%

Report
B32 packaging manufacturers influence
NEWID
1.00
2.00
3.00
Total

Mean
3.00
3.33
3.64
3.53

N
10
27
90
127

Std. Deviation
1.155
.620
.754
.785

Explore
NEWID
Case Processing Summary

B32 packaging
manufacturers influence

NEWID
1.00
2.00
3.00

Valid
N
Percent
10
100.0%
27
100.0%
90
100.0%

B32 packaging manufacturers influence
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Cases
Missing
N
Percent
0
.0%
0
.0%
0
.0%

N

Total
Percent
10
100.0%
27
100.0%
90
100.0%

B32 packaging manufacturers influence

6
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1

53

0
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10

27

90

Wholesalers

Retailers

Growers

NEWID

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B33 colourful cartons sell
Levene
Statistic
.192

df1
2

df2
125

Sig.
.825
ANOVA

B33 colourful cartons sell

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.686
101.189
101.875

df
2
125
127

Mean Square
.343
.810

F
.424

Sig.
.656

F
.126

Sig.
.881

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B34 existing packaging adequate
Levene
Statistic
.614

df1
2

df2
129

Sig.
.543
ANOVA

B34 existing packaging adequate

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.219
112.023
112.242

df
2
129
131

Mean Square
.110
.868
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Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B35 environmental considerations
Levene
Statistic
2.128

df1
2

df2
129

Sig.
.123
ANOVA

B35 environmental considerations

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
3.510
154.005
157.515

df
2
129
131

Mean Square
1.755
1.194

F
1.470

Sig.
.234

F
.294

Sig.
.746

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B36 packaging manufacturers disposal
Levene
Statistic
.296

df1
2

df2
128

Sig.
.745
ANOVA

B36 packaging manufacturers disposal

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
.706
153.675
154.382

df
2
128
130

Mean Square
.353
1.201
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Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B37 avoid packaging
Levene
Statistic
.416

df1
2

df2
132

Sig.
.661
ANOVA

B37 avoid packaging

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
2.886
107.440
110.326

df
2
132
134

Mean Square
1.443
.814

F
1.773

Sig.
.174

Question B20 is significant however Levenes test fails
Question B21 is significant 1 & 2 different (ie wholesalers & retailers)
Question B29 is significant 1 & 2 different again
Question B32 is significant 1 & 3 are different (Wholesalers and growers)
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APPENDIX 4

Analysis of Responses

Table 36. Survey respondents support the aim of environmentally
friendly packaging.
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B1
Levene
Statistic
1.147

df1
2

df2
117

Sig.
.321

ANOVA
B1

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
71.278
1439.847
1511.125

df
2
117
119

Mean Square
35.639
12.306

F
2.896

Sig.
.059

Table 37. Survey respondents support industry consultation on packaging.
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B2
Levene
Statistic
.111

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.895

99

ANOVA
B2

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
2.227
725.851
728.078

df
2
99
101

Mean Square
1.114
7.332

F
.152

Sig.
.859

Table 38. Survey respondents are aware of the need to reduce packaging.
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Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B3
Levene
Statistic
.228

df1
2

df2
116

Sig.
.797

ANOVA
B3

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
25.038
727.281
752.319

df
2
116
118

Mean Square
12.519
6.270

F
1.997

Sig.
.140

Table 39. Survey respondents support voluntary codes.
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B4
Levene
Statistic
.228

df1
2

df2
112

Sig.
.797
ANOVA

B4

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
2.792
339.868
342.661

df
2
112
114

Mean Square
1.396
3.035
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F
.460

Sig.
.632

Table 40. Survey respondents accept responsibility for using environmentally
friendly packaging (product stewardship).
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
B5
Levene
Statistic
.891

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.414

95

ANOVA
B5
Sum of
Squares
363.156
3946.161
4309.316

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

df
2
95
97

Mean Square
181.578
41.539

F
4.371

Sig.
.015

Graph
8
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Means
Case Processing Summary

B5 * NEWID

Included
N
Percent
98
100.0%

Cases
Excluded
N
Percent
0
.0%

Report
B5
NEWID
1
2
3
Total

Mean
55.6250
62.9524
59.3333
59.8061

N
8
21
69
98

Std. Deviation
5.01248
5.48157
6.82699
6.66528

Explore
NEWID
294

Total
N
98

Percent
100.0%

Case Processing Summary
Cases
Missing
N
Percent
0
.0%
0
.0%
0
.0%

Valid
NEWID
1
2
3

B5

N
8
21
69

Percent
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Total
N
8
21
69

Percent
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
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Question B5 (Table 40). Significantly different, Wholesalers different from retailers
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Table 41. Is there evidence that the Covenant is a potential stimulant for anticompetitive behaviour.
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
C1
Levene
Statistic
.091

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.913

86

ANOVA
C1

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
17.447
436.733
454.180

df
2
86
88

Mean Square
8.724
5.078

F
1.718

Sig.
.186

Table 42. Is there evidence of strategic behaviour of participants hiding their true
preferences in the hope that rhis will reduce the burden of compliance (free riding)
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
C2
Levene
Statistic
.431

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.651

83

ANOVA
C2

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
62.836
1197.722
1260.558

df
2
83
85

Mean Square
31.418
14.430
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F
2.177

Sig.
.120

Table 43. Is it valid that the more firms there are, the less likely the action.
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
C3
Levene
Statistic
.322

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.726

84

ANOVA
C3

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
3.207
344.793
348.000

df
2
84
86

Mean Square
1.603
4.105

F
.391

Sig.
.678

Table 44. If one or more firms in a group or sector will benefit greatly from collective
action, they will be willing to incur the costs of achieving that action (exploitation of
the big by the small).
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
C4
Levene
Statistic
.551

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.578

95

ANOVA
C4

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
28.409
769.264
797.673

df
2
95
97

Mean Square
14.205
8.098

F
1.754

Sig.
.179

Table 45. Is there availability of selective incentives which encourage and facilitate
the achievement of collective goals.
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
C5
Levene
Statistic
.677

df1

df2
2

95

Sig.
.510
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ANOVA
C5

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
19.912
617.639
637.551

df
2
95
97

Mean Square
9.956
6.501

F
1.531

Sig.
.222

Table 46. Do the incentive signals encourage action in the public and private
interest.
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
C6
Levene
Statistic
.238

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.789

95

ANOVA
C6

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
14.812
334.861
349.673

df
2
95
97

Mean Square
7.406
3.525

F
2.101

Sig.
.128

Table 47. Is dynamic efficiency likely to emerge or simulate innovation for
productivity gains.
Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
C7
Levene
Statistic
1.309

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.275

92

ANOVA
C7

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
43.501
1244.457
1287.958

df
2
92
94

Mean Square
21.751
13.527

F
1.608

Sig.
.206

Table 48. Is static efficiency likely to be achieved (maximising net benefits,
minimising net costs for existing technology).
298

Oneway
Test of Homogeneity of Variances
C8
Levene
Statistic
1.029

df1

df2
2

Sig.
.362

88

ANOVA
C8

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
14.315
435.069
449.385

df
2
88
90

Mean Square
7.158
4.944
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F
1.448

Sig.
.241

APPENDIX 5

Returnable Plastic Crates, the CHEP Study

In 1946, the Commonwealth Government established the ‘Commonwealth Handling
Equipment Pool’ (CHEP). This company was acquired by Brambles Limited in 1958
with the CHEP name becoming synonymous with pallet hiring. In 1974, Brambles
joined forces with the Industrial Services Division of GKN plc to promote the
expansion of pallet hiring into Europe and then globally. GKN plc is a conglomerate
formed from companies involved in steel and fastenings and takes the name from
those companies – Guest, Keen and Nettlefolds. GKN now have extensive
automotive and aeronautical interest and in 2001, demerged the CHEP and
Cleanaway companies from the Industrial Services Division. CHEP Australia is now
wholly owned by Brambles Limited. CHEP is described as an international pallet
and container pooling company which operates in 37 countries on six continents,
controlling more than 160 million pallets and 34 million containers. In Australia,
CHEP operates 74 depots and controls a pool of more than 10 million pallets and
1.5 million containers. (CHEP Action Plan 2002 – 2004)
In the food area, the CHEP range of plastic crates includes ‘swing bar crates’
(nesting crates that stack by folding over a bar at each end of the crate), foldable
crates, retail display units and produce bins (bulk bins). A family of foldable crates
are now being promoted by CHEP on a national basis and promoted as suitable for
the produce market with the capacity to meet a variety of produce handling
demands. Based on a standard footprint of 577mm x 385mm, the crate is designed
to fully utilise the standard Australian pallet with six crates per layer. The crates are
supplied in three heights, 172mm, 245mm and 332mm, to provide the flexibility to
cover all produce requirements. The crates provide the capacity to stack and
interstack to provide a stacked height of approximately 2.2 metres. For transport,
the crates collapse to a height of 62mm, providing for economies in the transport of
empty crates.
In 2001, Horticulture Australia and Amcor commissioned a study into returnable
plastic crates and this was described as “A national project to research the feasibility
of using returnable plastic crates in the Fresh Produce Industry”. (Horticulture
Australia Limited Project:HG01041). Although the project is listed as a Horticulture
Australia project, Amcor commissioned Third Party Logistics Pty Ltd (3PL) as
Project Leader to facilitate the research. Focus groups were conducted by the
Queensland Department of Primary Industries in the major growing areas of
Queensland.
The Report gives no indication that any background research was conducted.
There is no description or review of RPC systems overseas or in Australia, or even
any indication that there are established systems or models available in Western
Australia in particular, or South Australia and Victoria for local systems.
Consideration was only given to the CHEP RPC and even the CHEP ‘swing bar
crate’ was ignored, as were other designs in regular use in other States. Growers
use a variety of crates for on farm purposes, mostly for transporting fruit from the
field to packing house or for storage, and these were not considered.
In the description of the method of conducting the focus groups, the Project Leader
is described as delivering a background to the project followed by the benefits of
RPCs gained from public reports, supply chain literature and RPC supplier company
brochures. The section of the report headed “Bullet Point Listing of Focus Group
Comments” indicates a lack of awareness that many of the issues raised have
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already been addressed in existing systems and that handling systems are already
in place and working. This brings in to question either the adequacy of the briefing
or the understanding of the issues by the Project Leaders.
As part of the report, a qualitative study was undertaken to assess whether there is
any difference between RPCs and cardboard cartons in their use for produce
handling. In particular, the capacity to protect produce during handling, transport
and cool chain conditions. This study involved a laboratory testing facility with
transport simulation capacity and cool store capacity. The result is an extensive and
detailed analysis using a selection of crops. The selection of broccoli and the icing
treatment indicated a lack of understanding of the commercial application of icing. It
is unfortunate that the experiments only used the largest RPC and not the other two
sizes. The experiments did not include the use of plastic inserts or moulded fibre
trays, which would have significantly widened the number of crops for potential use
and more closely followed the commercial application of packaging for many fruits
including apples, stone fruit, mangoes, kiwifruit and gourmet tomatoes.. This part of
the study could have easily included other RPCs and would have made for a more
comprehensive survey. At the same time, part of the study assessed bruising and
abrasions, and related this to RPCs as a group, not just to this particular model,
where recommendations for some modification may have been a more appropriate
finding. The study lends itself as a testing model for further development and use
over a much wider variety of crops. In its present form, the study is limited by its
application to the one RPC
In concentrating on the operational and technical aspects of RPCs, no consideration
has been given to the environmental aspects and at no stage has the Covenant
entered into the briefing or discussions. As a peak body in horticulture, Horticulture
Australia Limited should have been expected to provide a lead in promoting the
Covenant within the packaging chain, or at least making the industry aware of the
existence of the Covenant. Focus groups were comprised of representatives from
the entire fruit and vegetable supply chain and even the support of Amcor did not
lead to an acknowledgement of or involvement with the Covenant. This failure to
address the environmental issues and the failure to acknowledge the extensive
overseas research detracts from the objectivity of the study.
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