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TO ACCC, attention Ilona Balint. 

Dear Ms Balint, 

RE: Your letter A91079 dated 20 December to Mr Trevor Carroll, (RRA application for 
refrigerant levy increase from $1-50 to $2-00 per kilogram). 

Electrolux Home Products Australia Pty Ltd is a significant supplier of products 
containing refrigerant gasses and supports Refrigerant Reclaim Australia and the work 
it does. 

However, we are concerned that the proposed increase is premature and not sufficiently 
justified. We believe the granting of a new authorisation to allow RRA to increase the 
levy from $1-50 to $2-00 per kilogram should not occur until ACCC are satisfied that 
all avenues of revenue collection and cost reduction are properly explored. In 
particular, the increase should be challenged in two areas: 

In the currently available annual report (2005/06), RRA claim there are 
650 participants who are importers of refrigerant contained in 
equipment. The top ten are listed on the basis of revenue. It is 
apparent from market data (eg Gfk) that some major equipment importers 
are absent. It can therefore be concluded that some suppliers are paying 
a disproportionate portion of income compared to market share. Before 
consideration is given to increasing the levy, ACCC should be satisfied 

' that audit and enforcement procedures are in place so that all importers 
are paying their full share. Under the current voluntary declaration 
system, understating the amount of gas per product is an obvious 
loophole for unscrupulous suppliers. Electrolux believe rigorous 
auditing and enforcement systems are essential to the viability of the 
program. Both Government authorities and RRA should explore how 
effective enforcement can be achieved. Electrolux would support such 
moves, including the levy payments being put on the public record. 

The levy was increased from $1-00 to $1-50 at the start of 2007 as a 
result of application A91008 dated 24th July 2006. In this application 
it was stated that I1RRA proposes to conduct an independent performance 
review ........ to improve ............ the efficiency .......... of the 
programw. In the latest application it has been stated that this review 
has identified ".....there is scope for realigning rebates, and reducing 
the cost of destructionw. It is the view of Electrolux that these 
opportunities should be scrutinised very carefully and challenged before 
concluding that l l . . . . . . .  these changes alone would be insufficient to 
halt the rapid decline of reservesn. Our view is that urgency in 
reducing costs is imperative, and efforts to implement savings should be 
given the highest priority. If doubling of the levy in less than two 
years is unavoidable, it is our view that cost reduction performance 
should be reported and monitored by ACCC to ensure that further 
increases are minimised. 

We are happy for the above response to be published in the submissions report. 

Regards 

Ian Forte 
Regulatory Affairs Manager 
Ph +61 8 8401 3756 
MI3 +61 407 200 201 
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