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receive any particular volume of recycling.  This means they will be less incentivised 
to offer attractive pricing in their tender submission, and it will be difficult to 
underwrite potential new investment or upgrades on the basis of uncertain volumes. 

o The Application suggests that suppliers can have comfort regarding the volume of 
recycling services to be awarded, even in the absence of guaranteed volumes, 
because the Participating Councils will be required as part of their statutory duties to 
dispose of the waste somewhere.  Cleanaway submits, with respect, that this does 
not provide the Commission with the full picture.  The volume of recycling services 
likely to be awarded under the proposed panel arrangement will reduce materially in 
upcoming years because:  (1) the councils who will be participating in the proposed 
conduct have a smaller volume of waste for processing than those that the 
Commission originally authorised to participate in the collective procurement 
(around 40,000 tonnes less); (2) not all MRFs are able to process the sorted glass 
from the bins that will be introduced as a result of the change in Victorian 
Government policy, meaning that additional waste volumes will be removed from 
the general "market"; and (3) there will be a material further reduction in waste 
volumes (potentially of around 15%) following the introduction of the Victorian 
Container Deposit Scheme. 

o It is not accurate to suggest (as the Application does at page 9 and 12) that a public 
benefit arising from the Proposed Authorisation is that less waste will be sent to 
landfills.  The reality is that all of the Participating Councils have existing 
arrangements for the disposal of recycling at one of the three main recycling services 
(operated by Cleanaway, Visy and Polytrade respectively) in the case of commingled 
recycling, or any of a number of other MRFs in the case of other types of recyclables 
(operated by companies such as Australian Paper Recyclers, JJ Richards and others), 
or could readily secure a disposal arrangement.  The only reason that co-mingled 
recycling delivered from those councils and accepted at a facility would end up in 
landfill instead of being recycled would be if the waste was contaminated in some 
respect, or the recyclable material did not otherwise comply with the standards 
required for disposal at a relevant facility.  The Proposed Authorisation is unlikely to 
result in any material change in the volume of recycling being diverted from landfill. 

o Finally, Cleanaway has doubts about the extent that Participating Councils will 
receive the full benefit arising from a reduction in transaction costs, in light of the 
proposed change to the authorised conduct which will involve the insertion of 
MWRRG (or a successor entity) in between the Councils and the suppliers, for the 
purpose of managing a "common gate fee" mechanism.  It is obviously a matter for 
the Councils whether they consider that such a model is in their interests or those of 
their constituents, but Cleanaway considers that it may increase costs for Councils in 
two ways:  (1) MWRRG may impose a fee for its intermediary services, which will 
constitute an extra cost that would not otherwise be payable by the Councils; and (2) 
Councils that take active steps to manage the level of contamination in their 
commingled recycling, and to ensure compliance by their residents with bin rules, 
would ordinarily expect to receive more attractive gate rates as a result, because 
their waste is cheaper to process.  Under the proposed model, those Councils will in 
effect be penalised by not receiving the benefit of that and instead having to pay the 
same price as other Councils.  This will not assist in encouraging Councils to ensure 
their streams of recycling waste are "clean". 








