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The final conclusion reached by the 9 Members of Scottish Parliament, composing of 4 Labour party members, 2
Scottish National Party members, 1 Liberal Democrat, 1 Conservative and 1 Green party member was reached

UNANIMOUSLY by the committee and states:-

"19. The Committeereiteratesits support for the Bill” s stated objectives. To achieve these objectives, the Committee

urgesthe Executive to include ambitious measuresto address plastic bag usein its waste prevention strategy. The

Committeeisnot persuaded that thelevy as currently proposed in this Bill is an effective meansto achieve these

objectives. The Committee, ther efor e, recommendsthat the Parliament does not agree to the general principles of the

Bill."

To put this into perspective, it is clear that ALL political parties agree that a tax on plastic bags , for that is what was

proposed, is not considered an intelligent response to what is perceived to be a problem.
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Don't ban the bag: report

By NASSIM KHADEM

RETAILERS and governments
should abandon plans to phase
out plastic shopping bags by
2008, according to a Productivity
Commission report.

The independent advisory
body on policy and regulation
has presented its report on waste
management, saying while more
Australians are recycling than
ever before, it can be a costly and
ineffective method of reducing
waste.

The report said that in
2002-03, Australians generated
32.4 million tonnes of waste, with
15 million tonnes of it recovered
for recycling. In Victoria, waste
recovered through
increased from about 40 per cent
in 1994-95 to 51 per cent in
2002-03.

recycling .

A number of states, including
Victoria, have developed “zero
waste to landfill” policies —
encouraging waste reduction and
recycling — which in theory aim
to stop waste being dumped in
landfills. The State Government
wants 65 per cent of all municipal
waste and 80 per cent of all com-
mercial and industrial waste
diverted from landfill by 2014.

But the report said that “zero
waste'’ policies were almost
impossible to achieve.

Governments are working
with retailers to phase out single-
use plastic bags by the end of
2008, but the report recommends
they scrap the plan until a cost-
benefit analysis is carried out,

Presiding commissioner
Philip Weickhardt said the
reduction in plastic shopping
bags had simply resulted in more

Australians buying large rubbish
bin bags. “Before you ban them,
you need to think carefully about
whether there are cheaper
options,” he said. “This appears
to be a heavy-handed approach.”

The report also calls on state
governments to scrap levies on
landfills. Victorians pay the
$7-a-tonne levy through their
rates. The report says that while
waste disposal results in pol-
lution, it could be reduced to very
low levels through “appropriate
regulation’’ rather than landfill
levies,

The report also questions
whether local councils are best
placed to manage domestic waste
collection, suggesting regional
bodies — similar to those
regulating water and sewerage —
be established to deal with the
problem.
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Ban on plastic bags
‘not worth the cost’

Matthew Warren

THE cost of banning plastic bags
is about four times higher than
the environmental harm they
cause, according to an indepen-
dent report handed to the Vic-
torian Government before it
announced a bag tax in July. -
Slower checkouts and retrain-
ing of retail staff could cost more
than $1 billion over the next 10
years, which would be only
partially offset by the environ-
mental benefit of removing plas-
tic bags from the litter stream.

The findings followed a warn- *

ing by the Productivity Commis-
sion in May that bans on plastic
bags should not proceed unless
supported by “transparent cost-
benefit = analysis”, suggesting
tougher ~ anti-litter laws and
greater community participation
as possible alternatives.

Despite both these warning
signs, the Bracks Government

announced in July a ban on free
plastic bags from large super-
markets, with most bags attract-
ing a mandatory 10c levy from
2009,

At the time, it was reported
the move could be the catalyst
for a nationwide ban, with NSW
and South Australia already
considering similar measures de-
spite research suggesting the
costs outweigh the benefits.

The Allen Consulting cost-
benefit report of nine phase-out
strategies to the Environment
Protection and Heritage Council

in May estimated a cost of

between $650 million and
$1.3 billion between last year and
2016. Victorian Environment
Minister John Thwaites is a
member of the EPHC.

The report then allocated an
environmental cost of $1 for each
of the 40-60 million bags that
become litter each year based on
the value of volunteers’ time to

-

clean them up — but then
admitted this value was probably
“generous’.

Taking all these factors into
account, the net cost of phasing
out plastic bags in Australia
would be between $45 million
and $85 million each year. This
was the result of the relatively
high cost of a widespread or total
ban in order to cut the relatively
high litter and environmental
impact of a_relatively small
proportion of bags.

Plastic bags make up less than
1 per cent of domestic waste in
Australia. They dre estimated to
be about 2 per cent of total litter:
in the country. i

' nomic costs exceed the enyiron-

‘

of their persistence in the envir-
onment and capacity to injure
wildlife, particularly in marine
environments. 3

A spokesman for Mr Thivaites
said ‘last night the strategy
applied in Victoria was not
specifically  included - in the
EPHC report. s

The plastics industry said last
night the report demonstrated a
levy on plastic bags would not
address the problem with litter.

Plasticsand Chemicals Indus-
tries Association chief executive
Michael Catchpole said that in
all scenarios modelled the eco-

mental benefits by substantial

An Envi t Australia re-
port on plastic bags in 2002
estimated that the cost of clean-
ing up littered plastic bags was
about $4 million a year,

The impact of plastic bags is
considered to be higher than
many other litter items because

‘needs to address when consider-
‘ing the uses for and value of

“Titter is — and always has
been — the: issue that buginess,
t and the cc i

lightweight plastic bags.’ Mr
Catchpole said. T
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SENATOR THE HON IAN CAMPBELL
Minister for the Environment and Heritage
Senator for Western Australia

10 AUG 2006
Mr J Neil Young
Managing Director
Simpac Lid
Neil. Young@Simpac.co.uk
Dear Mr Young

Thank you for your email of 26 May 2006 conceming recent developments regarding plastic
shopping bags in Scotland, Ireland and other countries.

You may be interested to know that Australia has adopted a more i Pr h 1o this issue
than has been the casc in Ircland and other countries. The focus of our efforts 1o date has been on
voluntary action to reducc the impact of plastic bags on the environment, This nppmach has yielded
outstanding mults ina relz:uwl) short period. As vou indicate in your letter, major supermarkets
have reported han they did in 2002. A large proportion of the bags
used now are the more efficient, reusable bags. In total, three billion single use plastic bags have
been taken out of circulation since 2002, without recourse to regulation.

However, as a significant number of plastic bags are still entering the environment as litter, the
Environment Protection and Heritage Council recently reaffirmed its resolve 1o phase out plastic
bags by the end of 2008, The means by which 1|I1"\ p}ual.ﬁul. will be achieved are still to be
(ln.u::mmcd. but it could include y or v I have made clear
the o on of the Australian Government to the im on of a tax on plastic bags.

| am aware that plastic bags have a number of posilive uses and are valued by many consumers for
their usefulness as a cheap, efficient and hygienic means of transporting goods. 1 also acknowledge
that many consumers value them for secondary purposes, including their use as bin liners,

Biodegradable bags may provide a solution to the i I bl iated with the
lightweight bags remaining in use whilst still providing an appropﬂatc hygienic means of waste
disposal. The Government is therefore working with the plasties industry, retailers and Standards
Australia to develop Australian Standards for a range of d dable plastics. | | d that a
suite of Australian Standards for biodegradable plastic should be available soon, Further
information on these standards can be found at: www s‘landardmrgau I have also provided
$40.000 to the Plastics and Chemicals Indusiries A ion to develop a “national guide and
commitment” 1o assist in the introduction of bivdegradable plastics in Australia.

Canberra Perth
Parlinment House, Canberra ACT 2600 GPO Box BSS, Perth WA 6338
Telephone: 02 6277 7640 Telephore: 08 9325 4227
Fax: 02 6273 6101 Fax: 08 9325 7906

In your letter you refer Lo !hl.' ru.r_-m duﬁ report on waste generation and resource efficioncy issued

by the Prod y h the O i has so far only issued a drafl report,
and the J‘\llxllu“.lil Government is yai o Iun-nully respand, I agree that transparent cost-benefit
wnalys righly o ble. For this reason, t aned Heri Couneil will

soon be releasing a cost-benefit analysis of various opnom for reducing the impact of plastic
shopping bags for public consultation. You may find this document of interest when it is released.

You also referred o rousable bag: you point out, the most popular alternative 1o single use high
density  polyethyvlene bags has b the ‘green’ polypropylenc bag. the resource use
perspective, it might interest you o note that these hove been found to be be for the environment
on a lifecycle basis than the single use lightweight bags, provided they are reused several times
before disposal. Further mrurma:lun o l}us u.mnlys:s is nvmlah]c. m lln: following website:
hip:twww. deh, gov.au P P dex.htm|

Thank you for taking the trouble w write. | will cnsure that the information vou have provided
ubout developments oversens is passed 1o the appropriate area in my Department,

Yours sincerely

IAN CAMPBELL

(Fﬁrk 5)
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Packaging using alternative solutions
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Retailers

Boots Small

Large
Next Plc  Small
Medium
Large
Miss Selfridge Small
Medium
Large
TopShop Medium
Large
Burton Small

Large

Fresh fruit
4 apples
5 bananas

600 gr potatoes

loose potatoes

1 x 20 ft container

Tesco carriers

IRISH FACTS:

Scotland Eire Weight Bulk Cost
Wt/1000/Kg Wt/ 1000 /Kg Multiplier Multiplier
Plastic Paper
2.52 13.13 52 7.5 5
7.0 36.12 5.6 15.7 7
13.52 66.67 4.9 11.2 7
26.51 96.98 3.7 11.6 7
43.71 138.55 3.2 11.1 7
2.75 29.61 10.7 7.2
12.91 65.26 55 4.7 6
23.01 108.80 4.6 43 4
14.16 62.1 4.4 13.0
20.67 89.3 43 3.9 4
4.56 43.53 7.6 17.8 13
35.72 104.82 2.9 34 5
1.8 8.11 4.5 atleast15 ?
1.8 19.86 11.0 atleast20 7
1.8 23.81 13.2 at least 20
1.8 17.7 9.8 14 10
Scotland Eire Bulk Cost
# of bags # of bags Multiplier Multipiler
POLYTHENE 1,900,000

1 YOUNG, Neil; 2006, Simpac Ltd, Glasgow, UK.
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Woven Polypropylene 25,000 76 70

Quinns Polythene carriers 1.900,000

green nonwoven polypropylene 32,800 58 32
Topshop Polythene carriers 1,100,000

Nonwoven polypropylene 30,000 36 12
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Imports of Selected HS Ttem

Month Year-to-date
Statistical _ Voo Voo
month heon (Uit Quantity (HK$'000) tity (HKS'000)
2005 | Dec ) 39232110 PACKING BAGS OF POLYMERS OF ETHYLENE (KG) 11027376 105,387 111 431 677 1,060,575
3232 SACKS AND BAGS (INCLUDING CONES), NESOI, OF POLYMERS OF ETHYLENE () 2770 . 31,308
Re-exports of Selected HS Item
Maoath Vear-to-date
Statistical Value Value
month ltem {Unit) Quantity {HES'000) Quantity (HKS'000)
2008 { Dec ) 39232110 PACKING BAGS OF POLYMERS OF ETHYLENE (KG) 6786937 99,002 ( :W 996,934
392 2%0 SACKS AND BAGS (INCLUDING CONES), NESOL, OF POLYMERS OF ETHYLENE ) 1997 : 32.259
—— ~
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