Leigh Fulton

15/22 The Parade 

Five Dock NSW 2046

Thursday, June 12, 2003

The Secretary, 

Senate Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts Legislation Committee, 

Parliament House, CANBERRA ACT 2600, 
Email: ecita.sen@aph.gov.au
Dear Committee Members, 

Re: Plastic Bag Levy Bill 2002 and Plastic Bag Education Fund Bill 2002

This is a submission against Senator Bob Brown’s bill to introduce a levy on plastic bags purchased by retailers.

The aim to reduce litter is laudable. Efforts must be implemented in the most effective way so as to maximize the positive environmental impacts at the minimum cost to consumers and Australian society at large. 

Based on my observations and readings I make the following points for the Committee to consider in rejection of this Bill.

· Plastic bags comprise an infinitesimal part of our waste trail in terms of volume and weight and attract a disproportionate blame for environmental problems caused by all litter

· Only a minority of our citizens litter and a levy would penalize all users of bags.

· Plastic bags are convenient, hygienic, strong, waterproof and are easily collapsible for reuse

· Administration costs of the levy do not appear to have been considered adequately: 

1. It was proposed to have the levy administered by the Australian Taxation Office (ATO) from returns submitted by retailers based on the number of plastic bags they purchase for their shops each year. 

2. The cost of another return for retailers who employ about half the workforce might be the straw that breaks the backs of retailers. 

3. The cost of the extra ATO administration staff will be a burden to all taxpayers, diverting money from other public service programs.

4. The administration costs will be unsustainable if the proposals worked any where near as well as proponents claim the experiment did in Ireland. On that “Irish” basis the estimated A$260 million raised in the first year would drop to an annual A$26 million rate after 5 months. 

5. Administration levy/tax collection costs are relatively fixed. The total collection cost per dollar of levy raised will skyrocket as the ATO and retailer administration costs will not reduce. The cost of a levy return report to the ATO will be the same for a retailer purchasing 1 bag for a shop as for the purchase of 100,000 bags for the same shop. The costs of collecting the $260 million of the first year will not drop by the “Irish” 90%, forcing recovery by the ATO and retailers from other income streams.

6. The ATO appears to have difficulty in coping with administration of existing taxes. ATO monies, which would be spent on administering a plastic bag levy, would undoubtedly provide a greater return to the community if deployed in existing tax areas. 

· The plastic bag levy proposed would appear to penalize shopkeepers as there appears to be no basis for refund of levy paid if the proposal works as well as anticipated by proponents and a retailer then finds he has a surplus stock of plastic bags.

· It is understood that there is only one plastic shopping bag manufacturer left in Australia. The bill does not propose any compensation to those in this manufacturing company if it succeeds as the proponents claim. This will add to the costs of the community caused by implementation of the bill in supporting out of work manufacturing personnel.

· The bill seems to be making plastic shopping bags the scapegoat for all litter, pollution and environmental problems way out of proportion to any direct impact these bags have on the environment.

In summary, the bill should not proceed as it exaggerates the impact the bags have on our litter trail, will on the basis of the proponents’ own supporting figures not be economically sustainable, impoverishing the overall community.

Yours faithfully,

Leigh Fulton

15/22 The Parade, Five Dock NSW 2046

PAGE  
1 of 2

