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Acknowledgement of Country  

We acknowledge that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples are the First Peoples and Traditional 
Custodians of Australia, and the oldest continuing culture in human history.  

We pay respect to Elders past and present and commit to respecting the lands we walk on, and the 
communities we walk with. We celebrate the deep and enduring connection of Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander peoples to Country and acknowledge their continuing custodianship of the land, seas and sky.  

We acknowledge the ongoing stewardship of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, and the 
important contribution they make to our communities, economies and the environment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

About ACOR  

The Australian Council of Recycling (ACOR) is the peak industry body for the resource recovery, recycling, 
and remanufacturing sector in Australia. The Australian recycling industry contributes almost $19 billion in 
economic value, while delivering environmental benefits such as resource efficiency and diversion of 
material from landfill.  

Our membership is represented across the recycling value chain and includes leading organisations in 
container deposit scheme operations, kerbside recycling, and recycling of oil, metals, glass, plastics, paper, 
tyres, textiles, electronics, solar panels, batteries, organics, and construction and demolition material. Our 
mission is to lead the transition to a circular economy through the recycling supply chain. 

 



  Page 3 of 30 

Table of contents 

Executive summary ................................................................................................................................ 5 

1. Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 6 

2. Zero waste hierarchy .................................................................................................................. 6 

3. Definitions ................................................................................................................................. 7 

4. Avoid and reduce waste ............................................................................................................. 8 

5. Product stewardship and extended producer responsibility models ............................................. 9 

6. Reuse and repair ...................................................................................................................... 11 

6.1. Reuse exports ...................................................................................................................................... 11 

6.2. Enabling repair ..................................................................................................................................... 11 

7. Recycle .................................................................................................................................... 13 

7.1. Collection, contamination and education ........................................................................................... 13 

7.2. Processing: closed-loop and open-loop recycling ............................................................................... 14 

7.3. Markets for Australian recycled products ........................................................................................... 16 

7.4. International markets .......................................................................................................................... 18 

7.5. End-of-waste ........................................................................................................................................ 18 

7.6. Certification: improving market confidence in recycling outcomes.................................................... 19 

8. Recover.................................................................................................................................... 20 

8.1. Chemical recycling ............................................................................................................................... 20 

8.2. Fuel recovery ....................................................................................................................................... 21 

8.3. Energy from waste ............................................................................................................................... 21 

9. Treat ........................................................................................................................................ 23 

10. Dispose .................................................................................................................................... 23 

10.1. Waste levy setting ............................................................................................................................... 23 

10.2. Differentiated approach for recyclers ................................................................................................. 23 

10.3. Waste levy harmonisation ................................................................................................................... 25 

10.4. Levy hypothecation ............................................................................................................................. 25 

10.5. Compliance .......................................................................................................................................... 25 

Appendix 1: Summary of Recommendations ......................................................................................... 27 

Appendix 2: Implementation roadmap ................................................................................................. 30 

 



  Page 4 of 30 

Case studies 

Case Study 1: Australian Library of Things Network .................................................................................. 9 

Case Study 2: Smarterlite ........................................................................................................................... 8 

Case Study 3: Packaging reform ............................................................................................................... 10 

Case Study 4: European Union Packaging and Packaging Waste Regulation .......................................... 10 

Case Study 5: TOMRA Reuse .................................................................................................................... 11 

Case Study 6: Revolve Recycling .............................................................................................................. 12 

Case Study 7: ‘Nos objets ont plein d’avenirs’ (Our objects have plenty of futures) .............................. 12 

Case Study 8: Circular Plastics Australia ................................................................................................... 15 

Case Study 9: Southern Oil Recycling ....................................................................................................... 15 

Case Study 10: Tonerplas ........................................................................................................................... 15 

Case Study 11: Pact Noise Walls ................................................................................................................ 15 

Case Study 12: BlockTexx ........................................................................................................................... 16 

Case Study 13: iQRenew SPEC Facility ....................................................................................................... 16 

Case Study 14: rPET .................................................................................................................................... 17 

Case Study 15: ecologiQ ............................................................................................................................. 17 

Case Study 16: Queensland’s energy from waste policy & energy from waste hierarchy ........................ 20 

Case Study 17: Tyre-derived fuel ............................................................................................................... 21 

Case Study 18: Processed engineered fuel and refuse-derived fuel .......................................................... 21 

Case Study 19: Co-generation in paper mill ............................................................................................... 23 

Case Study 20: Industrial energy from waste: pulp and paper production in Europe ............................... 22 

Case Study 21: NSW Energy from Waste Technical Note .......................................................................... 23 

Case Study 22: Mixed waste sorting .......................................................................................................... 23 

Case Study 23: Metal recyclers .................................................................................................................. 24 



  Page 5 of 30 

Executive summary 

Australia’s transition to a circular economy is essential for improving resource efficiency, reducing waste, 
lowering emissions, and strengthening domestic manufacturing and supply chain resilience. The Zero 
Waste Hierarchy provides a practical framework for achieving these goals, prioritising actions that deliver 
the greatest environmental, economic and social benefits: starting with avoiding and reducing waste at the 
design stage, followed by reuse, repair, recycling, and energy recovery. 

The recycling sector plays a critical link in closing the loop in a circular economy. As a remanufacturing 
supply chain, recycling transforms end-of-use products and materials into valuable secondary resources, 
supporting economic productivity, local employment and environmental protection. However, despite 
strong industry capability and significant public and private investment, current policy and regulatory 
settings across Australia do not consistently support outcomes at the top of the Zero Waste Hierarchy, nor 
do they provide sufficient certainty to fully unlock investment that supports a circular economy. 

This paper sets out ACOR’s priorities for applying the Zero Waste Hierarchy in a practical, scalable way that 
maximises the value of recovered resources and minimises waste. It highlights the need to shift focus 
upstream, towards avoidance, reduction, reuse and repair, while ensuring that recycling systems are viable, 
well regulated and supported by strong markets. The paper also recognises that energy recovery, waste 
treatment and disposal will continue to play a role for residual materials, but must be carefully defined and 
regulated to avoid undermining higher-order circular outcomes.  

The key issues addressed in this paper include: 

• The need for clearer national definitions and regulatory distinctions across all stages of the Zero Waste 
Hierarchy, particularly in relation to reuse, recovery and end-of-waste. 

• The critical role of well-designed and governed product stewardship and extended producer 
responsibility in funding circular outcomes and addressing market failures. 

• The importance of designing for durability, repair, reuse and recyclability from the outset. 

• The necessity of strong markets and procurement settings for Australian recycled materials. 

• The role of certification, enforcement and compliance in maintaining confidence and integrity across the 
recycling sector. 

• The need for waste levies, export controls and recovery policies to be harmonised and aligned with the 
intent of the hierarchy and circular economy principles. 

The paper makes a series of targeted recommendations across the hierarchy, including strengthening 
product stewardship governance, establishing a transparent ‘Trigger Framework’ for new schemes, 
supporting scalable reuse systems, enacting right-to-repair reforms, embedding Australian recycled content 
requirements, defining end-of-waste, improving certification and enforcement, and harmonising waste 
levies and regulatory settings across jurisdictions. 

If implemented, these actions would support a more resilient and productive recycling system, enable 
investment certainty, and accelerate Australia’s transition to a circular economy. By applying the Zero 
Waste Hierarchy consistently and pragmatically, governments and industry can work together to keep 
materials in use at their highest value for as long as possible, reduce reliance on disposal, and deliver lasting 
environmental, economic and social benefits through a circular economy. 



  Page 6 of 30 

1. Introduction 

Recycling is the link that closes the loop in a circular economy.  

The recycling sector’s overarching priority is to maximise the value and volume of recovered resources, 
enhance resource efficiency, and divert materials from disposal, in order to reach and exceed the 
Australian Government’s target of an 80 per cent average resource recovery rate from all waste streams by 
2030.  

The recycling industry contributes almost $19 billion annually to the Australian economy and supports 
95,000 jobs across the country. The sector is poised to deliver broader economic, environmental and social 
benefit; however, current national policy and regulatory settings must be addressed to realise this 
potential. The right regulatory balance has not yet been struck between mitigating the risks of waste and 
unleashing the benefits of recovered resources.  

Achieving a circular economy and reaching zero waste will require a comprehensive approach. The zero-
waste hierarchy rightly prioritises avoidance, reusability, and designing for and incentivising repair. After 
these interventions have avoided, minimised or prolonged product life and material use, products reach an 
inevitable end-of-use, where the ideal outcome is recycling.  

While the end goal is complete material circularity, under current regulatory and technological settings, the 
aim must be to keep products and materials in use at their highest value for as long as possible. To optimise 
environmental outcomes, rigorous life cycle assessments and strict standards should be applied at every 
stage of the waste hierarchy. 

This paper sets out the necessary considerations at every step of the zero-waste hierarchy to ensure 
optimal outcomes can be achieved to maximise resource efficiency.  

2. Zero waste hierarchy 

The Zero Waste Hierarchy is a decision-making framework that supports the transition to a circular 
economy by prioritising actions that conserve resources and prevent waste. It should be understood as a 
flowchart to guide evidence-based decisions, recognising that each stage of material use, from design to 
disposal, has a role to play. 
 

Figure 1: Zero waste hierarchy 
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3. Definitions 

A circular economy cannot advance if materials recovered for reuse, repair or recycling continue to be 
indefinitely classified and managed as waste. The Zero Waste Hierarchy provides a clear framework for 
prioritising actions to reduce resource consumption and keep materials in productive use. But to apply it 
meaningfully, each tier of the hierarchy, from avoiding and reducing through to recovering, requires 
consistent, practical definitions and appropriately targeted policy and regulatory settings. 

Currently, many elements of the hierarchy lack agreed national definitions or operational clarity. This gap 
hinders effective implementation. For example, ambiguity around what constitutes legitimate reuse or 
repair can result in inconsistent treatment across jurisdictions, discouraging investment and innovation. 
Similarly, without a clearly defined boundary between waste and resource, recovered materials can remain 
subject to waste controls even after they have been processed into valuable products. 

The ‘once waste, always waste’ mindset is a legacy of the linear economy. It must be replaced by a 
framework that enables recovered materials to re-enter the economy as inputs, governed by appropriate 
safety, consumer protection, and industry standards. Waste must not be indefinitely managed as a 
pollutant once it has been transformed into a resource with economic and environmental value. 

Recycling is one area in which definitional clarity is advancing, but challenges remain. For instance, 
processed and pelletised recycled plastic is a commodity and should be treated accordingly. Recent reforms 
to Australia’s waste export regulations have recognised this, enabling some reprocessed plastics to be 
traded as non-waste. However, inconsistencies across regulatory systems continue to create compliance 
burdens and disincentives for industry. 

As part of its contribution to clearer practice, ACOR defines ‘recycling facilities’ as physical sites where one 
or more of the following occur: 

• The sorting or dismantling, or other processing of recovered material into a value-added, reusable 
material that is suitable for the purpose of further recycling. 

• The processing of recovered materials into secondary materials that have undergone sufficient 
transformation to meet the standards for use in a production, construction, manufacturing or 
remanufacturing process. 

• The use of recovered materials (but not secondary materials) in a production, construction, 
manufacturing or remanufacturing process, thereby replacing virgin or raw materials. 

While this definition is focused on recycling facilities, it highlights the broader need for clarity and 
consistency across all stages of the hierarchy. For example: 

• Avoid and reduce: What constitutes an avoidable product or unnecessary packaging? How is reduction 
measured, and how should it be incentivised across supply chains? 

• Reuse and repair: What defines a legitimate reuse or repair activity, and how should these be supported 
through policy, standards, and consumer protections? 

• Recycle: When does a material stop being waste, and what standards must be met to facilitate its re-
entry into the economy? 

• Recover: What qualifies as recovery and under what conditions should it be supported? How can 
recovery be limited to residuals only, and support the hierarchy’s intent to prioritise higher-value 
resource preservation? 

These questions are not merely academic; they are critical to delivering practical, scalable circular economy 
outcomes and must be matched by real, sustained investment. Clear, shared definitions and regulatory 
distinctions are essential to provide industry certainty, build consumer confidence, and align policy with the 
priorities of the Zero Waste Hierarchy. 

Governments must take the lead in working with industry and stakeholders to develop a nationally 
consistent framework that defines each element of the Zero Waste Hierarchy and the practices that give 
effect to them. With this foundation in place, the hierarchy can serve as a reliable decision-making tool and 
effectively support the transition from a waste-focused to a resource-focused economy. 
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4. Avoid and reduce waste 

The most effective measures to reduce waste are to avoid, reduce and limit unnecessary consumption from 
the outset, while designing products and services in accordance with circular principles and for end-of-use 
management. This includes ensuring durability, reusability and repair, and enabling mechanisms that 
facilitate these processes.  

Effective end-of-use design requires a clear commitment or understanding of the intended end-of-use 
solution from the outset of the design process. This is often assumed rather than actively integrated into 
the design process and is rarely tested before production begins. 

Design choices can either prevent or enable higher-order recycling when products ultimately reach the end 
of use—most products currently circulating were not designed to be repaired, reused or recycled. It is 
estimated that 80 per cent of a product’s environmental impact is influenced by decisions made at the 
design stage.1 

Designing for repair, reuse, and recycling can take the form of: 

• Using mono materials 

• Excluding harmful contaminants 

• Ensuring ease of disassembly 

• Clear labelling that identifies materials and instructions for disposal; and  

• Maximising the value and volume of recoverable materials.  

Designing for repair, reuse, and recycling must also consider the value chain. Design parameters for 
packaging that can be recycled, for example, must consider scaled and viable avenues for collection at end-
of-use, processing capability, and robust markets for recycled materials. 

Another way to avoid and reduce waste is by slowing down material loops. For example, sharing systems, 
such as borrowing rather than purchasing products. In the built environment, reducing waste can take the 
form of refurbishment and adaptive reuse, rather than demolition and rebuilding. It can also be achieved 
through repair to keep products in use for as long as possible.  

 
1 Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 'An introduction to circular design’.  

Case Study 1: Smarterlite 

Smarterlite’s Environmental Exit Signs set a benchmark for sustainability with their battery-free design, long lifecycle 
and plan for circularity.  

By avoiding the need for unnecessary batteries, Smarterlite reduces harmful contaminants and the risk of potential 
fires associated with conventional battery-reliant exit signs. This battery-free design extends the operating life to 
between 16 and 30 years (depending on the model), minimises e-waste and supports a sustainable take-back 
program, contrasting with electric-battery exit signs that only last between 2 and 4 years. 

Smarterlite’s proactive approach significantly lowers environmental and safety risks associated with battery-
powered exit signs. Batteries are the Achilles’ heels of these models, as they contain harmful contaminants and can 
be volatile when damaged. Millions end up in landfills and recycling facilities every year. 

The modular design of Smarterlite’s signs allows for easy disassembly, ensuring that every component can be 
recycled, maximising resource recovery and aligning with circular economy priorities for recovered materials. This 
comprehensive strategy not only reduces waste but also facilitates full lifecycle management, where Smarterlite 
takes responsibility for recycling. 

Designed and manufactured in Australia, these signs support local jobs and contribute to the economy while 
delivering substantial environmental and social benefits. 

Smarterlite’s Environmental Exit Signs successfully disrupt the traditional take, make, and waste model that challenges 
the waste and recycling sector. It showcases an ‘avoid, reduce and design’ approach and practical ways of promoting a 
circular economy through product design, comprehensive lifecycle management, and responsible stewardship. 

https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/news/an-introduction-to-circular-design#:~:text=In%20fact%2C%2080%25%20of%20a,and%20materials%2C%20and%20regenerate%20nature.
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Additionally, as addressed in Section 1 ‘Recycle’, effective waste management and proper separation within 
recycling systems reduce contamination, improve recycling rates, and ultimately minimise the volume of 
waste sent to disposal.  

5. Product stewardship and extended producer responsibility models 

As a net importer of finished goods and a relatively small player in the global market, Australia has limited 
influence over the design of many imported products. However, regardless of their origin, products sold in 
Australia ultimately enter domestic waste and recycling streams.  

Australian legislation requires that certain ‘wastes’, including plastics, glass, tyres, e-waste and batteries, 
cannot be exported; they must be processed domestically. This reinforces the need for product 
stewardship or extended producer responsibility (EPR) schemes to ensure producers and distributors 
address the full lifecycle cost of products sold in Australia and contribute to cost-effective, circular 
outcomes. 

If designed and implemented properly, product stewardship and EPR schemes can drive investment in 
circularity. This includes designing for repair, reuse and recycling, as well as ensuring there are viable 
markets for recycled materials. Such schemes are particularly important where recycling rates are low or 
materials have low or negative value, that is, where market failure exists in managing products at end-of-
use. 

To be effective, product stewardship schemes must be co-designed and governed in partnership with the 
full supply chain, including recyclers, and underpinned by timely, transparent public reporting against clear 
and consistent metrics to track progress and evaluate performance. 

In some cases, other regulatory approaches, such as landfill bans and waste export bans, may offer efficient 
and appropriate means of managing materials responsibly at end-of-use. Retrofitting stewardship schemes 
onto mature recycling markets can be inefficient and disruptive. Ongoing uncertainty about how and when 
new schemes might be established can deter investment in particular material streams, creating a ripple 
effect that undermines confidence across the broader recycling sector. There is a need for clarity about 
where Governments will, and will not, intervene, with a priority of engaging closely with the recycling 
sector to ensure that domestic investment is not disrupted or undermined. 

A nationally consistent and transparent ‘Trigger Framework’ should be developed to guide when a product 
stewardship scheme is warranted, for example, where persistent market failures exist or recovery rates are 
stagnant or declining. Considerations for the development of a Trigger Framework may include 
environmental and waste management challenges, policy and regulatory drivers, economic and financial 
factors, and public, political, and industry readiness. 

Recommendation 1. Strengthen the Australian Government’s Product Stewardship Accreditation 
Framework to ensure robust scheme governance, accountability, and genuine, 
scaled recycling outcomes.  

Recommendation 2. Establish a transparent ‘Trigger Framework’ to determine when a product 
stewardship scheme is required. 

Case Study 2: Australian Library of Things Network 

The Australian Library of Things Network (ALoT), established in 2022, connects community-run “Libraries of Things” 
across Australia. These libraries allow people to borrow items such as tools, camping gear and kitchen equipment 
rather than buying them, helping reduce consumption, save money and minimise waste. The network supports 
member libraries by sharing knowledge, resources and best practice, and by helping new initiatives get started. 

More broadly, sharing systems like these help slow material loops—keeping products in use for longer by enabling 
borrowing rather than purchasing. As the number of Libraries of Things in Australia has grown to more than 40, ALoT 
has played a key role in promoting resource sharing as part of the transition toward a circular and low-waste economy, 
while reducing waste, saving money and lowering emissions. 

https://www.alotnetwork.org/
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Case Study 3: Packaging reform 

Mandatory extended producer responsibility for packaging is long overdue, underpinned by design standards that 
ensure recoverability and recyclability in Australian infrastructure, traceability, and minimum thresholds for 
domestically recycled content. 

The need for national packaging reform has been highlighted by fragmented State bans on single-use plastic. In an 
attempt to reduce plastic packaging waste, many State and Territory governments have prioritised banning single-
use plastic packaging formats.  

The bans are blunt instruments that have largely failed to drive products further up the waste hierarchy to 
avoidance, recyclability or reuse. Instead, single-use plastic bans have, in many cases, given rise to substitute 
products made from composite materials or ‘biodegradable’ materials, many of which are neither reusable, 
recoverable nor recyclable in existing systems.  

Evidence-based standards must be the arbiter for determining real-world recoverability and recyclability of 
packaging. International standards for designing for recoverability and recyclability in packaging include the 
RecyClass design for recycling guidelines which is a European non-profit, cross-industry initiative, and the EU 
Packaging and Packaging Waste Regulation. A key parameter in assessing recyclability is whether there are viable 
and robust end markets to economically sustain the recovery of various packaging formats. 

Case Study 4: European Union Packaging and Packaging Waste Regulation 

The European Parliament has passed strict rules for packaging, to make packaging more sustainable and to reduce 
waste. Most packaging will have to be recyclable by fulfilling strict criteria, with minimum recycled content targets 
for plastic packaging, and recycling targets by weight of post-consumer packaging. 

The regulation introduces minimum recycled content thresholds. By 2030, the minimum recycled content for plastic 
packaging will be 30 per cent for PET packaging and beverage bottles, 10 per cent for contact sensitive packaging 
from other polymers, and 35 per cent for all other plastic packaging, rising in 2040 to 50 per cent for PET, 65 per 
cent for beverage bottles, 25 per cent for contact sensitive packaging from other polymers and 65 per cent for all 
other plastic packaging.  

All importers of recycled resins and packaging will be required to meet strict EU environmental standards, 
effectively ensuring that the European recycling and packaging manufacturing industry is not disadvantaged by the 
importation of cheaper materials from overseas facilities where environmental conditions may not meet 
appropriate standards. 

Other provisions include: 
• mandated packaging recyclability 
• reuse targets 
• packaging reduction targets 
• mandatory container deposit schemes 
• packaging collection targets 
• reporting and labelling obligations 
• a ban on PFAS above certain thresholds in food contact packaging. 

However, it is becoming increasingly clear that there must also be stringent requirements to procure EU-sourced 
recycled content in order to sustain a packaging recycling sector in the EU. 
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6. Reuse and repair 

Reuse and repair help keep products in circulation for longer, at their highest value. Reuse can take many 
forms: for household goods, reuse is managed through a robust charitable store network. In construction, 
there are considerable opportunities for the reuse of construction materials on-site. For packaging and 
food service, well-designed reuse systems can limit the need for single-use packaging. Repairing products 
keeps material value high, increases the lifespan of products and minimises consumption and wastage. 

Reuse systems for food packaging should be economically viable, environmentally sustainable, and 
scalable, supported by robust collection processes and efficient end-of-use processing. These systems must 
adhere to minimum design standards, ensuring products meet defined reuse thresholds. 

6.1. Reuse exports 

Exporting for the purpose of reuse should be conducted in a transparent and credibly verified manner, to 
ensure that waste—including unwearable textiles and e-waste—is not misclassified as reusable. Such 
misclassification can result in harmful social and environmental impacts in developing economies2, while at 
the same time undermining Australian investment in recycling.  

To prevent the export of textile waste, for example, a clear and standardised definition of ‘unwearable’ is 
essential. This should encompass clothing and other textiles (e.g. stained or torn sheets or towels) that are 
no longer fit for reuse. All textiles must be sorted within Australia, and unwearable or unusable textiles 
should, where feasible, be recycled domestically. Stronger and more proactive enforcement mechanisms 
are needed to ensure alignment with Australia’s obligations under the Basel Convention.  

Currently, Australia exports a record 124,000 tonnes of clothing textiles annually. An unknown proportion 
of this ends up as waste in developing countries—a practice critics describe as ‘waste colonialism’, where 
the environmental burden of Australia’s waste is shifted to less developed nations.3  

To uphold the integrity and legality of export practices, outcomes must be verified through independent 
foreign end-market verification. 

Recommendation 3. Support and incentivise trials and implementation of scalable reuse systems, with 
involvement of stakeholders across the lifecycle of products. 

Recommendation 4. Prevent the export of waste products such as textiles and e-waste by establishing 
definitions around reuse and requiring foreign end market verification for exports.  

6.2. Enabling repair 

Product repair is a consumer right and environmental necessity. However, for repair to be supported at 
scale, it must be realistically enabled by the removal of legal, technical and physical barriers, and within the 
context of available skills, infrastructure, and improved product design. While ‘right to repair’ legislation is 
essential to ensure fair and reasonable access to repair opportunities, success will depend on broader legal 
and regulatory reform to remove barriers, incentivise repair, support skills development and establish 
necessary repair infrastructure.  

 
2 As a signatory to the Basel Convention amendment to control transboundary movement of non-hazardous as well as 
hazardous e-waste, the Australian Government is moving towards tightening export conditions for e-waste. 
3 ABC News (2021) ‘Dead White Men’s Clothes’, Foreign Correspondent. 

Case Study 5: TOMRA Reuse 

Reuse systems require a minimum scale and participation to be feasible. TOMRA Reuse is trialling a reuse system 
that enables a shift from single-use takeaway packaging to reusable takeaway packaging, by offering an 
infrastructure system that can operate across an entire city. The system, currently being piloted in Aarhus, Denmark, 
is designed as an open system, meaning packaging from different providers can be returned 24/7 to a shared 
infrastructure of automated collection points in a city. Allowing different packaging providers to utilise the same 
shared collection and logistics infrastructure reduces waste, optimises resource usage in urban areas, and simplifies 
the transition for retailers and hospitality outlets.  

https://www.dcceew.gov.au/environment/protection/waste/publications/national-waste-resource-recovery-reporting/international-comparisons-exports-2024#Exports-of-waste-and-recovered-materials:~:text=Data%20Viewer%2014%20Waste%20Exports
https://stopwastecolonialism.org/
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-08-12/fast-fashion-turning-parts-ghana-into-toxic-landfill/100358702
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Policy should incentivise repair, encourage competitive markets in repair, and ensure the availability of 
secondary parts, which can lift rates of reuse and repair. A good repair policy should end practices that limit 
repairability, such as digital locks combined with exclusive service contracts at point-of-sale, or limit the 
means for repair, such as proprietary repair software and tools.4 

Repair opportunities can range from the micro, such as council-run repair cafes, where consumers can have 
broken items fixed and learn repair skills, to the macro, such as processes for disinfecting and reusing 
medical equipment at scale.  

Repair can be challenging when products are not designed for repair or are of inferior quality, such as when 
cheaper assembly methods, like gluing or riveting, prevent easy disassembly and reassembly. Removal of 
the legal, technical and physical barriers combined with improved product standards, consumer education, 
and extended producer responsibility can help address the issue of poor-quality and poorly designed 
products. 

Opportunities for repair can also be limited when the lack of standards, specifications or clarity around 
liability precludes the use of reconditioned products.  

The Productivity Commission’s final report on Right to Repair in 2021 contained a suite of key 
recommendations to address the ‘significant and unnecessary barriers to repair for some products’, 
including consumer, competition and intellectual property challenges.5 

Recommendation 5. Enact Right to Repair legislation in Australia, in line with international best practice.  

 
4 Anthony D Rosborough, 'Repairing Competition: A look at intellectual property and refusals to repair', lecture, 
Griffith University, 23 May 2024. 
5 Productivity Commission, ‘Right to Repair’ Inquiry Report, no. 97, Canberra, 29 October 2021.  
6 ADEME, Towards more repair of everyday objects: the Ministry of Ecological Transition and ADEME are launching a 
campaign to present the repairability index to the French, accessed 2025 
7 Ibid. 
8 Right to Repair, The French repair index: challenges and opportunities, accessed 2025 

Case Study 6: Revolve Recycling 

Every year, 1 million bikes are sold in Australia, of which 50 per cent are poor-quality bikes from big-box stores 
which last only 72 hours, as tested by Choice. Meanwhile, research suggests that every year 350,000 households 
have a bike they no longer need.  

Revolve ReCYCLING is improving end-of-use outcomes for bikes and e-bikes by refurbishing donated and discarded 
push bikes for reuse, as well as adding value by modifying pushbikes into e-bikes. Revolve Recycling has trialled a 
process for reuse that is safe and repairable, with all necessary warranties. Since 2021, Revolve ReCYCLING has 
diverted 5,000 bikes per year from landfill, with the opportunity to scale further.  

Revolve ReCYCLING has also given away 500 bikes per year to disadvantaged children, through the Revolve 
ReCYCLING Foundation, as well as selling good-quality bikes at affordable prices, providing everyone with the 
opportunity to get into biking.   

Case Study 7: ‘Nos objets ont plein d’avenirs’ (Our objects have plenty of futures) 

France has been a pioneer in Europe’s right-to-repair movement. The campaign Nos objets ont plein d’avenirs (Our 
objects have plenty of futures) launched by the French Agency for Ecological Transition, presents a repairability 
index that informs consumers about how easily a product can be repaired.6 

Under the Anti-Waste Law for Circular Economy (AGEC law), this index scores products from 0 to 10 based on 
criteria such as spare parts price and availability, ease of disassembly, and availability of technical documentation. 
The scheme currently applies to five product categories: smartphones, laptops, televisions, washing machines, and 
lawnmowers.7 

Sellers are required to display the repairability score both at points of sale and online, next to the product price. 
Additionally, manufacturers must provide a reporting sheet detailing their product’s score.8  

https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/repair/report
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/repair/report
https://www.ademe.fr/presse/communique-national/vers-plus-de-reparation-des-objets-du-quotidien-le-ministere-de-la-transition-ecologique-et-lademe-lancent-une-campagne-pour-presenter-lindice-de-reparabilite-aux-francais/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.ademe.fr/presse/communique-national/vers-plus-de-reparation-des-objets-du-quotidien-le-ministere-de-la-transition-ecologique-et-lademe-lancent-une-campagne-pour-presenter-lindice-de-reparabilite-aux-francais/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://repair.eu/news/the-french-repair-index-challenges-and-opportunities/
http://www.ademe.fr/
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7. Recycle 

The recycling system is a remanufacturing supply chain that delivers recovered materials back to market.  

This supply chain is comprised of three essential elements: collection, processing, and end markets. Each of 
these elements is vital for real and practical recycling outcomes, and each must be scaled and economically 
viable.  

 

A thriving recycling system also requires a harmonised and effective regulatory environment that 
distinguishes waste from recovered resources, and product stewardship that delivers genuine recycling 
outcomes. 

Good recycling outcomes are often conditional on uncontaminated source-separated collection, which 
requires a community engaged in good recycling practices, supported by effective education, appropriate 
labelling, accessible collection networks, and incentives for recycling right.  

The term ‘recycling’ must be applied carefully, particularly in light of the ACCC’s focus on greenwashing.9  
Collection alone is not recycling.  

7.1. Collection, contamination and education 

Collection is the first step of the recycling process. Optimised collection is a critical precondition for 
effective recycling, enabling access to sufficient volumes of feedstock. Contamination is a critical issue that 
threatens both the integrity of recycling processes and markets for recycled materials.  

Improperly sorted and non-recyclable materials in recycling systems compromise the quality of recyclable 
outputs and, in the case of hazardous items, endanger worker safety and damage infrastructure. The sector 
faces an existential threat from fires caused by batteries wrongly disposed of in recycling streams. Asbestos 
and other contaminants also disrupt recycling operations.  

Australia’s kerbside recycling system is a successful model for resource recovery and efficiency. Material 
recovery facilities (MRFs) that sort commingled kerbside recycling contend with increasing rates of 
contamination of all kinds. This contamination can lead to higher operational costs, reduce the value of the 
recyclable materials, and increase the risk of recoverable material being diverted to disposal. This can 
erode public trust and create a negative cycle that undermines both current performance and future 
progress in recycling. 

Currently, there is a lack of consistent education on proper recycling practices, with many organisations 
running independent and varying campaigns. A more effective approach would be a unified, coordinated 
education campaign that directs individuals to a central source for accurate recycling information. This 
campaign should be implemented across communities, including schools and workplaces, and maintained 
as an ongoing effort. 

 
9 ACCC, ‘Environmental and Sustainability Claims’, accessed 2025. 

https://www.accc.gov.au/business/advertising-and-promotions/environmental-and-sustainability-claims
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A priority is to educate the community on the benefits of proper recycling and the impacts of 
contamination, alongside effective and equitable compliance measures. With some MRFs managing 
contamination rates as high as 35 per cent, it is crucial for governments and industry to collaborate on 
reducing contamination rates to below 10 per cent. 

Australia has a complex array of kerbside and away-from-home resource recovery systems, influenced by 
various factors such as geography, demographics, council resources, infrastructure discrepancies, access to 
markets and the growth in product stewardship and other social enterprise schemes. 

Different recycling information and rules are being delivered to the community by over 500 local councils, 
State governments, professional recyclers, product stewardship schemes, State container deposit schemes 
(CDS), charities and social enterprises, environmental organisations, community groups and more. This 
results in enormous duplication of effort, mixed messages and often incorrect information, which can fuel 
recycling myths.  

Adopting a one-size-fits-all approach does not accommodate the current complexities of recycling and 
circular economy efforts in Australia, and blanket statements that are not reflective of local recycling 
practices can contribute to confusion and poor recycling behaviours. 

As a government- and recycler-supported national education tool, Recycle Mate is effective in addressing 
these challenges and should play a key role in a coordinated community engagement effort.  

With appropriate resources, Recycle Mate also has the data to build interactive ‘heat maps’ against 
population density to illustrate community access to safe disposal and recycling options for items either not 
suitable for kerbside collection, or which have more positive away-from-home recovery options. The 
mapped data identifies gaps in community access to recovery options to help inform future Federal and 
State policy and legislative actions. 

Appropriate labelling is also required to support good community recycling behaviours at the bin. Growing 
consumer environmental awareness and desire to recycle correctly are often thwarted by a lack of 
information or complex messaging on packaging, which can hinder the ability to make the correct choices 
with respect to recycling or disposing of packaging waste.  

Recommendation 6. Fund national education tool Recycle Mate to deliver higher recycling participation 
nationally and lower contamination. 

7.2. Processing: closed-loop and open-loop recycling 

Materials should be kept at the highest value use for as long as technically and economically possible, as 
enabled by technology, regulation and markets. Closed-loop recycling is a process that returns an end-of-
use product back to market in the same form, such as PET bottle-to-bottle recycling. This can be an 
excellent lifecycle outcome for select materials, noting that this is primarily enabled when products are 
designed for recycling at the outset.  

Where closed-loop processing is not technically or commercially feasible, open-loop recycling supports the 
creation of secondary raw materials for other uses, allowing for the possibility of circularity at the 
economy-wide level, rather than the product level.  

It is a circular economy priority to ensure that, where closed-loop recycling is not possible or feasible, 
materials are kept at their highest use for as long as possible. 

Many materials and products that are not suitable for closed-loop recycling can be recovered and 
repurposed into secondary applications that have both commercial and environmental value, preventing 
their loss to waste-to-energy or landfill. Substituting virgin materials with recovered materials capitalises on 
the inherent value of recovered materials and reduces demand for natural resources. 

https://recyclemate.com.au/
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Case Study 8: Circular Plastics Australia 

Circular Plastics Australia is building a national network of recycling facilities to process multiple plastic polymers 
into high-quality food-grade and non-food-grade resins for new packaging products. Circular Plastics Australia (PET) 
is a joint venture between Pact Group, Cleanaway, Asahi Beverages and Coca-Cola Euro Pacific Partners, and Circular 
Plastics Australia (PE) is a joint venture between Pact Group and Cleanaway.  

Together, these unique industry partnerships aim to provide more sustainable packaging solutions by building 
advanced recycling infrastructure to ensure that traceable, certified, locally collected and processed food-grade and 
non-food-grade recycled resin is available to Australasian manufacturers. Their three new world-class facilities will 
recycle more than 60,000 tonnes of post-consumer plastic packaging into resin each year. Near infrared (NIR) 
sorting, washing, extrusion and decontamination processing technology will produce high-quality, locally sourced 
recycled resins at scale.  

This is a complete closed-loop approach that will help to accelerate the plastics circular economy in Australia. 

Case Study 9: Southern Oil Recycling 

Southern Oil Group is the largest recycler of waste oils in Australia. In partnership with JJ’s Waste & Recycling, 
Southern Oil collects over 150 million litres of waste oil each year from almost every sector of the economy from 
local mechanics to manufacturing plants, ports, defence sites, power generation, farms, mines, and many others.  

Once collected, the waste oil is aggregated for testing and primary processing, then transported to one of two 
advanced re-refineries in Gladstone, Queensland, and Wagga Wagga, New South Wales, to be recycled and re-
refined into like-new products.  

Among these products are recycled fuels, bitumen/asphalt inputs, and base lubricant oils for use in engines, 
hydraulic systems, pumps and turbines. All of these recycled hydrocarbon products displace crude oil-derived 
alternatives.  

Southern Oil’s recycling processes create zero-waste products with significant environmental, economic and social 
benefits over imported crude oil-derived products. Recycling oil for reuse in Australia also offers supply chain 
security for a critical resource: lubricant oils keep machinery moving, vital for every aspect of the economy, 
including transport, resources, agriculture and energy production.  

Finally, ensuring that waste oil is safely captured for recycling and reuse prevents its release into the environment, 
where it would contaminate land, air and water.  

Case Study 10: Tonerplas 

TonerPlas® is Close the Loop’s award-winning asphalt additive. This ground-breaking product is a key ingredient for 
making high-performance asphalt roads that last longer and require less maintenance than traditional asphalt. 

TonerPlas® improves the mechanical properties of asphalt, leading to improved durability, water and rut-resistance, 
without any increased environmental impacts in comparison to a standard road. It is designed to melt into, extend 
and modify the bituminous binder mastic in asphalt, and can be added to existing asphalt plant processes easily.  

Every tonne of TonerPlas uses plastic from 106,000 plastic bags and 2,500 waste toner cartridges. 

Case Study 11: Pact Noise Walls 

Made from up to 80 per cent post-consumer recycled content, Pact Noise Walls have been used in government-
backed infrastructure projects such as Australia’s Greenest Freeway in Mordialloc, Victoria. The panels incorporate 
up to 80 per cent post-consumer materials made from a blend of hard-to-recycle soft plastics, like stretch wrap, and 
recycled ‘milk bottle grade’ high-density polyethylene (HDPE) to provide a second life for single-use plastics that 
were destined for disposal. Pact Noise walls are 100 per cent recyclable at end-of-use, enabling circular outcomes. 
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7.3. Markets for Australian recycled products 

Markets for Australian recycled content must be prioritised domestically to support capability and 
sovereignty, and to promote a local circular economy.  

Australia is a net importer of finished goods, all of which ultimately reach domestic waste and recycling 
streams. At the same time, the export of several forms of waste and finished recycled goods has been 
regulated, requiring this material to be reprocessed domestically—a priority for the Australian recycling 
sector.  

Case Study 12: BlockTexx 

At BlockTexx, used textiles are not waste, but a valuable resource.  

In the last eight years, BlockTexx have designed, built, and commissioned the world’s first commercial-scale textile 
recycling facility in Loganholme, Queensland, combining advanced chemistry and engineering. As of 2026, they have 
a processing capacity of up to 10,000 tonnes per annum. By transforming cotton/polyester textiles back into high-
value raw materials, including recycled polyester (rPET) and microcrystalline cellulose, BlockTexx offer a sustainable 
alternative to disposal (currently over 200,000 tonnes per annum), waste-to-energy and export (currently over 
100,000 tonnes per annum). 

BlockTexx’s operations focus on two key areas: a nationwide logistics and decommissioning service that collects 
textiles from post-consumer and commercial sources, and a state-of-the-art chemical recycling facility that converts 
these materials into reusable products. They have built a vast ecosystem of uniform suppliers, retailers, charities, 
and government agencies, alongside a network of decommissioning partners that support 150 indirect employees 
in preparing textiles for processing. 

Using patent-pending technology, BlockTexx separates blended materials into their original raw forms, which are 
then repurposed across various industries. Additionally, proprietary blockchain technology provides full traceability, 
ensuring transparency and accountability throughout the recycling process. 

Beyond recycling, BlockTexx collaborates with clients to design garments for end-of-use recyclability, providing a 
sustainable alternative to conventional waste disposal or export. 

BlockTexx’s operations provide significant economic value to Queensland, as shown in the Queensland 
Government’s REMPLAN economy report. From a direct output increase of $30.892 million, total economic output 
is expected to rise to $47.406 million, reflecting a Type 2 Output multiplier of 1.535. In terms of employment, 
BlockTexx’s activities are projected to create 50 jobs. This boosts both local employment and consumption, leading 
to further economic benefits. 

Recognised as an ‘Australian Hero’ for innovation excellence in 2024, BlockTexx is not only driving circularity in 
textiles, but also contributing to regional growth by creating jobs, wage growth and supporting local businesses and 
manufacturers. 

Case Study 13: iQRenew SPEC Facility 

Over the past five years, iQRenew has progressed from an R&D and trial operation at Tuggerah to Australia’s first 
purpose-built soft plastic processing facility, the SPEC Facility near Taree is engineered to tackle one of Australia’s 
hardest waste streams: complex, post-consumer soft plastics. SPEC is designed to turn mixed and contaminated 
household soft plastics into consistent, reusable raw materials for manufacturing, with a processing capability of up 
to 24,000 tonnes per year. 

In the past 18 months, SPEC has also played a critical role in helping address the legacy stockpiles from REDcycle, 
processing material for NSW, Queensland, Victoria, and Western Australia, and demonstrating a practical pathway 
from “collected” to “recycled” through real processing and end-market outputs. 

SPEC is engineered to convert complex post-consumer soft plastics into Soft Plastics Engineered Commodity (SPEC) 
material streams that can be used as feedstock for downstream manufacturing applications. Outputs include SPEC 
pellet (engineered recycled polymer feedstock), SPEC flake (processed, specification-controlled recycled material), 
and SPEC shred (prepared engineered material for targeted end uses). 

In 2025, the SPEC Facility and iQRenew’s approach were recognised by the waste and recycling industry, receiving 
Innovation of the Year and Facility of the Year—reflecting the facility’s national significance, operational delivery, 
and contribution to restoring confidence in soft plastics recycling. 
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To that end, it is crucial to prioritise markets for domestically processed recycled content of all kinds. Due 
to higher costs of production in Australia, domestically produced material competes on an uneven playing 
field with cheaper virgin and recycled imports. Despite procurement policies intended to prioritise recycled 
materials, there remain persistent and significant barriers to the uptake of domestically produced recycled 
content, including cost competitiveness with virgin and imported materials, and reluctance within the 
supply chain to embrace necessary changes. Mandatory requirements should be established for the 
procurement of domestically processed recycled content, to ensure a viable recycling system, diversion 
from disposal and the transition towards a circular economy. Legislation is needed to mandate the 
procurement of domestically processed recycled content to ensure a viable recycling system, divert 
material from disposal, and support the transition towards a circular economy. 

In the construction sector, standards and specifications can either hinder or enable circularity and 
innovation, as highlighted by the final report of the Australian Government’s Circular Economy Ministerial 
Advisory Committee (CEMAG), which found that ‘moving from input-based to performance-based 
specifications would enable unrestricted use of recycled content, if it meets performance criteria, thereby 
supporting greater adoption of circular materials in construction’. 

For packaging, forthcoming national packaging reform provides a critical opportunity to drive growth in the 
domestic recycling and packaging manufacturing sector. To do so, this reform must incentivise the 
procurement of domestically produced recycled materials. Mandatory minimum thresholds for 
domestically processed recycled content in packaging can be used as a launching pad to introduce recycled 
content thresholds for other priority areas, such as construction, infrastructure, household products, and 
more. 

Recommendation 7. Ensure packaging regulation embeds mandatory minimum thresholds, where 
available and fit for purpose, for traceable, verified domestically recycled content.  

Recommendation 8. Prioritise procurement of Australian recycled content in Government-funded 
projects, underpinned by a traceability framework for recycled materials. 

Case Study 14: rPET 

State and Federal Governments have partnered with industry to invest millions of dollars into new and upgraded 
recycling facilities across Australia for high-value PET processing. However, a significant and increasing volume of 
food-grade recycled PET (resin and packaging) with questionable provenance is being imported into Australia and 
sold at or below the cost of equivalent domestically produced material, threatening the viability of these local 
processors and hindering the viability of Australia’s packaging circular economy. 

Case Study 15: ecologiQ 

Victoria’s ‘Recycled First’ policy has been an effective enabler for procurement of recycled content for infrastructure 
projects. To a large part, this can be attributed to the requirement for all tenderers on Victorian major transport 
projects to demonstrate how they will optimise the use of recycled and reused materials at the levels allowed under 
current standards and specifications.  

However, Victoria’s ecologiQ program —the delivery mechanism for the Recycled First policy—has also been vital in 
building capability and confidence in the procurement of sustainable and recycled materials. The program connects 
big infrastructure projects with those producing recycled material, facilitating communication between industry and 
departments, and challenging why recycled materials can't be used. 

ecologiQ supports innovative procurement methods that might otherwise be perceived as entailing risk by acting as 
a matchmaker: working to understand procurement managers’ concerns about using recycled resources, and 
soliciting data and testing from industry to demonstrate how materials comply. In verifying recycled products by 
enabling these tests and demonstrating results, ecologiQ is building confidence with government procurers, which 
will flow on to industry.  

This model works by methodically changing the behaviour of key decision-makers. By sharing perceived risk across 
organisations, decision-makers can take first steps together: in explicitly ‘de-risking’ procurement of sustainable 
materials, ecologiQ helps to change the behaviour of key decision-makers to encourage adoption of recycled 
materials. 

Ultimately, through gathering evidence in a voluntary context, this program can help to inform mandatory targets 
for procurement of recycled material. 
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Recommendation 9. State and Federal Governments should establish initiatives that build capability and 
confidence in procurement of sustainable and recycled materials through 
facilitating engagement between recyclers and infrastructure projects, following 
Victoria’s ecologiQ model. 

7.4. International markets 

While domestic markets are evolving, and in the absence of compelling incentives for manufacturers to 
procure domestically processed recycled content, it is crucial that Australian manufacturers of recycled 
products have access to international markets.  

Banning the export of waste builds Australia’s capacity to generate high-value recycled commodities and 
associated demand, addresses concerns in Australia and around the world about plastic pollution of our 
oceans, and ensures that any exports of waste do not cause harm to human health and the environment.  

However, there are lessons to be learned from Australia’s leadership position relating to waste export. 
Australia is the only country to have also enacted legislation on the export of recycled commodities. The 
current approach results in the treatment of manufactured materials as waste, adding cost and delay to the 
trade of recycled commodities and fundamentally undermining investment in domestic recycling 
infrastructure, including hundreds of millions of dollars contributed by governments through the Recycling 
Modernisation Fund. These rules—particularly as they relate to licensing for the export of processed 
recycled material—are not fit for purpose.  

There must be clear criteria for end-of-waste, and reform of the waste export process, to ensure that the 
regulation of waste exports properly distinguishes between unprocessed waste and processed recycled 
products. Once this has been done, waste export rules should be expanded and enforced to ban the export 
of waste textiles and unprocessed scrap ferrous metal. 

Recommendation 10. Ensure that waste export rules are fit for purpose by defining end-of-waste and 
streamlining licensing for the export of processed recycled products. 

7.5. End-of-waste 

The stated goal of Australia’s Environment Ministers is to move to a circular economy by 2030. There is, 
however, a fundamental lack of alignment between environmental policies and circular economy 
principles, hindering the ability to maximise resource recovery. 

Treating recycled products as waste, when they are indistinguishable from virgin products and have a 
market and a value, creates an uneven playing field between producers of virgin and recycled materials and 
impedes circular economy outcomes. Buyers may be unwilling to move from virgin to recycled materials if 
it will entail greater compliance and regulation to receive ‘waste’ materials at their facility. Recycled plastic 
reprocessors regulated as waste facilities often have much stricter storage and other limits than their virgin 
material counterparts, preventing operations from scaling.  

The European Union Waste Framework Directive Article 6 sets out end-of-waste criteria—when specified 
materials cease to be ‘waste’ and become a product:10  

Article 6: End of waste status  

1.  Member States shall take appropriate measures to ensure that waste which has undergone a recycling 
or other recovery operation is considered to have ceased to be waste if it complies with the following 
conditions: 

(a)  the substance or object is to be used for specific purposes; 

(b)  a market or demand exists for such a substance or object; 

(c)  the substance or object fulfils the technical requirements for the specific purposes and meets the existing 
legislation and standards applicable to products; and 

(d)  the use of the substance or object will not lead to overall adverse environmental or human health 
impacts.  

 
10 European Union, Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on 
waste and repealing certain directives (‘the Waste Directive’).  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02008L0098-20240218#tit_1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02008L0098-20240218#tit_1
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Essentially, the criteria require that the material has undergone a recycling process, and the resulting 
product has a use, a market, meets a standard, and will not harm human health or the environment.  

Without clear and established pathways out of waste, recycling is forced to operate through cumbersome 
regulatory loopholes. In order to create a circular economy, material circularity must be the standard, not 
the exception.  

Australia’s relevant legislative frameworks must create a clear definition of the boundary where a ‘waste’ 
becomes a ‘product’, ensuring that recovered resources and recycled products are distinguished from 
waste. A joint government and industry body must be established to deliver a nationally harmonised 
regulatory framework for resource recovery and recycling, underpinned by defined end-of-waste criteria, 
to boost productivity and support circular economy goals.  

Recommendation 11. Establish a joint government and industry body to deliver a nationally harmonised 
regulatory framework for resource recovery and recycling, underpinned by defined 
end-of-waste criteria. 

7.6. Certification: improving market confidence in recycling outcomes 

As recyclers evolve and transition to a more circular economy, there is a need to support better practice 
across industry and improve confidence in recycling outcomes. Recyclers have a very broad range of 
capabilities and practices across the sector, and those engaged in poor practices can affect the reputation 
of the entire industry. 

It can be difficult for stakeholders to distinguish legitimate recycling activities from waste management 
operations, or good from poor practices, leading to increasing demand for generic third-party performance 
and outcome verification. 

Amid the growing suite of mandatory and voluntary product stewardship initiatives rolling out across 
Australia, schemes can prioritise cost reduction over recycling outcomes, contracting with cheap and 
noncompliant operators. Recyclers striving for full compliance operate at a competitive disadvantage to 
these operators, creating an uneven playing field. Conflicts of interest also arise when product stewardship 
schemes create their own accreditation systems. These accreditation systems sometimes involve self-
reports which can go unchallenged. 

A range of unproductive, expensive and duplicative regulatory processes are proliferating to meet this 
need, however, a more efficient and productive process will be a certified standard for recycling facilities, 
to provide confidence that accredited recyclers are operating legitimately, are at, or moving towards, best 
practice; and are proactively meeting appropriate quality outcomes suitable for the recycling sector.  

A certified standard for recyclers will deliver value to industry, government, and the community by providing 
confidence to stakeholders that certified recyclers are operating legitimately; are at, or moving towards, best 
practice; and are proactively meeting appropriate quality outcomes suitable for the recycling sector. Improved 
verification mechanisms can also reduce the risk of greenwashing and ensure recycling claims are credible. 

Accordingly, a key priority is the Australian Recycling Facilities Standard (ARFS), a national site-level 
certification available to all recycling facilities. The ARFS establishes an objective, consistent and efficient 
process for assessing a recycling operator’s performance, providing assurance around the legitimacy of 
recycling operations. ACOR has worked with GECA to deliver this certification, supporting transparency and 
accountability for the sector, while upholding public confidence in recycling.  

Recommendation 12. Support the uptake of the Australian Recycling Facilities Standard. 
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8. Recover 

Where reuse or recycling are not technically or commercially feasible, recovery plays a role in reducing 
waste. Deciding where these boundaries lie depends on careful definition, differentiation, and 
prioritisation. Some materials may be technically recyclable but may lack scaled and economically viable 
collection, processing, and market opportunities, or may be impeded by regulatory frameworks. These 
settings, which may change over time, must inform energy recovery policy. 

One assessment of recyclability is Queensland’s TEEP test, which assesses whether something is 
‘technically, environmentally and economically practical’ to reuse or recycle. The level of subjectivity in this 
test, however, could allow recyclable materials to be directed to energy recovery.  

The terms ‘energy recovery’ and ‘energy from waste’ (EfW) are often used interchangeably, obscuring 
opportunities to prioritise processes that deliver higher value and better environmental outcomes.  

In the context of ‘energy recovery’, regulatory frameworks must clearly differentiate between chemical 
recycling, the production of alternative fuels, and direct combustion of waste (energy-from-waste or EfW). 
A more sophisticated, outcome-based approach is needed, one that recognises the distinct environmental 
value of each process and its respective positions within the waste hierarchy.  

8.1. Chemical recycling 

Chemical recycling processes are the conversion of a material or substance to monomers or chemicals 
intended for the production of materials by changing the chemical structure of a material or substance 
through cracking, gasification, pyrolysis or depolymerisation. 

Chemical recycling processes should be recognised as a higher-order recovery process, as they produce 
products that can substitute virgin materials, rather than simply generating electricity or heat. This is 

Case Study 16: Queensland’s energy from waste policy & energy from waste hierarchy 

Queensland’s Energy from Waste Policy outlines an ‘Energy from waste (EfW) hierarchy’, differentiating and 
prioritising various processes: 

Biological EfW processes such as anaerobic digestion and fermentation are prioritised because, in addition to 
producing fuel, they preserve nutrients and organic matter, which can be returned to the soil to help improve soil 
quality and carbon sequestration. Importantly, biological EfW processes are aligned with the circular economy 
principle of regenerating natural systems, which promotes returning nutrients to soils and ecosystems to 
enhance natural resources. 

The second preference is for EfW technologies that convert homogenous or single-source residual waste streams 
(e.g. agricultural wastes) into solid or liquid fuels that comply with an Australian, Queensland or international 
standard. This includes chemical EfW processes, such as the conversion of waste fats and oils into biodiesel using 
chemical catalysts. These processes align with the Queensland Government’s priority to develop the 
biotechnology and bioproducts sector (including bioenergy) under the Biofutures Roadmap. 

Thermal EfW (such as combustion with energy recovery) is preferred to landfill gas capture and combustion, 
because the latter relies on the continued disposal of organic waste to landfill, which is inconsistent with the 
waste hierarchy. 

 

https://www.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/118433/energy-from-waste-policy.pdf
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reflected in findings by the Productivity Commission11 that chemical processes produce industrial 
feedstocks, such as monomers, pyrolysis oils and hydrogen, that can substitute for virgin fossil resources 
within manufacturing supply chains.  

There is regulatory and policy uncertainty regarding where chemical recycling should sit in the zero-waste 
hierarchy. While chemical recycling processes can potentially help to deliver a closed-loop recycling supply 
chain, in some jurisdictions, these processes are conflated with waste-to-energy and regulated as such. This 
is particularly problematic when policymakers seek to prescribe the allowable market applications of 
products such as pyrolysis oil, which can be used either as a fuel or as a feedstock for plastic manufacture. 

Linking licensing decisions for recycling facilities to the permissible downstream end uses of their products 
will restrict markets. For certain material streams, recycling can be a long remanufacturing supply chain: for 
chemical recycling, monomer product outputs from pyrolysis processes would most likely be sold to oil 
refineries, rather than plastic manufacturers, and it would be unfeasible to require recyclers to attempt to 
set conditions on the future uses of products sold to their customers. In this context, the recognition of 
mass balance accounting, with transparent attribution mechanisms, would better enable the traceability of 
recycled content through complex manufacturing supply chains that incorporate chemical recycling.  

8.2. Fuel recovery 

The production of alternative fuels also provides higher-order recovery than direct combustion of waste 
and provides a replacement for higher-emitting fossil fuels in manufacturing processes. 

Examples of alternative fuels include crude oil from soft plastic thermal treatment, waste-derived fuels, 
tyre-derived fuel (TDF), refuse-derived fuel (RDF), and processed engineered fuel (PEF). 

Alternative fuels derived are manufactured to market specifications and must be recognised as products, not 
regulated as waste. Many of these products also offer a lower emission profile than fossil-derived equivalents 
and can provide a transition fuel where the use of fossil fuels persists, such as for some transport modes, as 
well as industrial processes, such as kilns and boilers. These benefits should be recognised. 

 

8.3. Energy from waste 

Energy from waste (EfW) is the process of generating heat, steam or electricity directly from waste 
materials through combustion.  

It is a lower-order option in the Zero Waste Hierarchy, sitting below avoidance, reuse, repair, recycling, and 
recovery processes such as chemical recycling and fuel recovery. EfW policy must be designed and 
implemented to reinforce this order, with EfW serving as a residual management option only, for materials 
that cannot feasibly or safely be recycled and would otherwise be landfilled. 

 
11 Productivity Commission, ‘Australia’s circular economy: unlocking the opportunities’, August 2025 

Case Study 17: Tyre-derived fuel 

Tyre-derived fuel provides an alternative energy resource to replace fossil fuels such as gas, coal or oil in industrial 
applications such as cement kilns, electricity generation or industrial process heat. It is estimated that 
150,000 tonnes of tyre-derived fuel avoids 174,000 tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions compared to brown coal.  

The greenhouse gas emissions savings from tyre-derived fuel are also favourable when compared to several 
biological fuel sources: like biological-based fuel, there are emissions costs associated with refining and transporting 
tyre-derived fuel. However, unlike biological sources, there are significant emission savings that come from 
unlocking the steel and carbon black in tyre stockpiles, rather than sending it to disposal and putrefaction. 

Case Study 18: Processed engineered fuel and refuse-derived fuel 

Processed engineered fuel (PEF) or refuse-derived fuel (RDF) is an alternative fuel source derived from commercial, 
industrial, mixed construction and demolition materials that would otherwise currently go to waste. PEF has a lower 
emissions profile than virgin fossil fuels, at a lower price point.  

PEF is used for energy production in cement kilns in Australia and South-East Asia without generating residues and 
meets the requirements of the Australian Government’s Clean Energy Regulator under the Emissions Reduction Fund. 

https://assets.pc.gov.au/2025-10/circular-economy.pdf?VersionId=kzNYni.c_7M8UjMSOx3bhMmrRnJ.fWXa
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Where end-markets for domestically recycled materials are weak, unreliable or underdeveloped, or where 
product stewardship settings are insufficient to support economic viability, recyclable materials will default 
to disposal. This is a policy failure, not a justification for EfW. The answer lies in strengthening the 
conditions for recycling, not in treating EfW as a substitute for them. This requires measures to strengthen 
demand for recycled content, support domestic reprocessing and remanufacturing, and provide investment 
certainty for recycling markets. Strong product stewardship and extended producer responsibility settings 
are particularly important in creating reliable pathways for recovered materials and reducing the risk that 
recyclable materials are directed to disposal due to inadequate market conditions. (See Sections 5 and 7.3.) 

Near-term landfill capacity constraints are driving investment pressure toward EfW. This pressure makes it 
more, not less, important that EfW policy settings are robust: these capacity constraints are an argument 
for urgency in strengthening recycling systems and markets. 

The risk of path dependency must also be considered in the case of large-scale EfW investment. Significant 
EfW capacity requires commensurate feedstock volumes over many years. Care must be taken to ensure 
that improved recycling rates are not impeded by this dynamic, in particular by ensuring that facility 
viability does not depend on a continuing supply of recyclable materials. Consideration should also be given 
to how future carbon pricing policy could affect the economics of EfW facilities. The business case for EfW 
investment could be affected by the introduction of an emissions trading scheme. These are relevant 
considerations for both policy design and investment decisions. 

An EfW framework should complement a well-functioning recycling system, rather than compensate for its 
weaknesses. A balance must be struck between the volumes required by EfW facilities to justify investment 
and the need to keep recyclable resources available for higher-order recovery pathways that are 
developing and scaling. The viability of mixed waste sorting—to remove recyclables prior to energy 
recovery—should be assessed before energy recovery processes are implemented. (See Case Study 22: 
Mixed waste sorting.) 

There is, however, a context in which EfW plays a genuinely productive role: when co-located with industrial 
manufacturing processes. Where EfW is integrated into a facility such as a paper mill or a recycling plant, it can 
recover energy from non-recyclable process residues that would otherwise require disposal — avoiding landfill 
costs, reducing transport emissions, and generating on-site steam, heat or electricity that reduces reliance on 
purchased fossil-based energy. In these settings, EfW is not competing with recycling; it is recovering value from 
what remains after recycling is complete. This model is a genuinely residual function, integrated into circular 
industrial systems, and is the kind of application EfW policy should enable and support. 

 

 

Case Study 19: Industrial energy from waste: pulp and paper production in Europe 

European regulations require large industrial facilities covered by the Industrial Emissions Directive to meet Best 
Available Techniques standards for energy efficiency and waste reduction. 

The pulp and paper sector is one of the most energy-intensive industrial sectors, requiring continuous inputs of heat 
and electricity. In response, it is standard practice across the EU for mills to recover energy from process residues 
and use it on-site, with integrated pulp mills typically generating a significant share of their own energy needs from 
these by-products. This reflects both the energy intensity of pulp production, which requires continuous inputs of 
heat and electricity, and the availability of process residues that can be used to meet that demand on-site. 

This is reinforced by the EU Energy Efficiency Directive (2023/1791). Article 26(7) requires Member States to 
support the uptake of waste heat and remove barriers to its use, particularly for new or refurbished industrial 
installations. It also requires cost-benefit analysis, carried out with facility operators, to assess opportunities for 
waste heat utilisation. 

Together, these frameworks support a system in which industrial facilities are expected to make effective use of 
waste heat and process residues. In the pulp and paper sector, this has resulted in energy recovery from process by-
products being standard practice across most mills. 
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Case Study 20: Co-generation in paper mill 

Smurfit Kappa’s Zülpich paper mill in Germany is a practical example of industrial cogeneration using circular waste 
streams. Following an €11.5 million upgrade, the mill redesigned its multi-fuel boiler to generate steam and 
electricity from a combination of natural gas, biogas from its water treatment plant, and residual “rejects” from the 
paper recycling process that would otherwise be treated as waste. 

The mill produces around 500,000 tonnes of paper each year and now uses these side streams as part of its on-site 
energy system. This has reduced CO2 emissions at the site by more than 25 per cent, saving around 55,000 tonnes 
of CO2 annually. Smurfit Kappa also notes that rejects from its Parenco and Roermond paper mills in the 
Netherlands are used as fuel for the Zülpich boiler, extending the circular model beyond a single facility. 

This case shows how cogeneration can support both waste reduction and emissions savings in paper manufacturing 
by turning non-recyclable residual material into useful energy for mill operations.  

 

Case Study 21: NSW Energy from Waste Technical Note 

The NSW EPA's Energy from Waste Technical Note (May 2026) establishes the regulatory framework for EfW in 
Australia's largest waste jurisdiction. The Technical Note reflects the principle that EfW is a lower-order option in the 
waste hierarchy, to be applied only to genuine residual waste, and must not be used as a substitute for higher-order 
resource recovery. Facilities are required to demonstrate that feedstock is genuine residual waste from systems with 
mandated resource recovery or source separation in place, and strict air emission standards apply. 

9. Treat 

For some hazardous materials, safe treatment and containment will remain the necessary management 
option for the foreseeable future, while exploration of innovations to support safe reuse continues.  

10. Dispose 

Landfills will likely remain an essential part of material management in the foreseeable future, for 
legitimate recycling residuals and inert materials that cannot be recovered.  

Policy settings must recognise that recycling facilities inevitably generate residual waste as part of 
legitimate processing, particularly when managing highly contaminated or complex material streams. These 
residuals should not be unduly penalised through blunt levy settings, as high levies on unavoidable 
residuals risk discouraging recovery activity and may divert material away from recycling. 

10.1. Waste levy setting 

To achieve a reduction in waste, the cost of landfilling should be higher than the costs associated with 
waste avoidance and resource recovery. In many parts of Australia and under various market conditions, 
landfilling remains cheaper than higher-priority strategies in the zero-waste hierarchy. Nationally 
harmonised waste levies, set at significantly higher rates, along with long-term certainty about their 
application, provide an important signal to attract private investment in recycling infrastructure. 

The waste levy must be nuanced to achieve highest order circularity and recycling outcomes and sit within 
a balanced regulatory framework that supports the diverse array of recycling operations, prioritises 
markets for recycled materials, and ensures accountable and transparent product stewardship to address 
hard-to-recycle materials. 

10.2. Differentiated approach for recyclers 

Waste levies play an important role as a pricing signal to encourage sustainable business practice, 
discourage disposal and support higher-value outcomes. However, under current settings, they can 
unintentionally disincentivise recycling and the use of recycled content in manufacturing.  

Case Study 22: Mixed waste sorting 

Mixed waste sorting is a final process to recover recyclable materials not captured by other processes before 
residual waste is incinerated or landfilled. TOMRA reports that in Norway, waste management systems that 
introduced pre-sorting mixed waste captured more than double the amount of plastic packaging for recycling than 
separate collection methods. 

https://www.smurfitkappa.com/newsroom/2023/smurfit-kappa-delivers-over-40-percent-reduction-in-co2-emissions?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/Your-environment/Waste/waste-and-circular-infrastructure-plan/energy-waste-technical-note
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Recycled materials inherently contain some level of contamination and non-recoverable fractions, even 
after best practice sorting and processing. Managing these residuals is an unavoidable part of processing 
and using secondary materials. In contrast, virgin materials do not carry these embedded disposal costs.  

The application of landfill levies to these residuals therefore increases the effective cost of recycled 
feedstock relative to virgin alternatives, creating a structural market imbalance. As a result, levy settings 
can penalise manufacturers and recyclers for choosing recycled inputs, despite strong policy objectives to 
grow circularity and domestic reprocessing capacity.  

Waste levies also adversely impact those recyclers who trade on global parity, where end user pricing and 
commercial terms are determined by global commodity prices rather than domestic market parameters. Being 
trade-exposed is what sets some recyclers apart from other recyclers who operate in domestic markets (such as 
organics recyclers, landfills, and C&D recyclers). These recyclers can simply pass the levy on to suppliers at the 
gate alongside their competitors and, by doing so, maintain a level playing field with their peers.  

Another significant issue with waste levy settings for recyclers is a purely economic one. High waste levies 
will soon (or in fact already do) render hard-to-recycle materials, uncommercial to recycle.  

High waste levies and disposal costs may render recycling materials with high levels of non-recyclable 
residuals uncommercial as the artificially inflated cost of disposal outstrips the value of the recovered 
commodity. The unintended consequence of this may drive materials that are very much recyclable into 
landfill (or overseas with waste still attached), which is the opposite outcome intended by government 
waste levy policy settings. 

To address this, waste levy frameworks should explicitly recognise the role of recyclers and 
remanufacturers in recovering value from complex and contaminated material streams. Waste levy settings 
should support, not undermine, these activities.  

 

  

Case Study 23: Metal recyclers 

Global market disadvantage 

Metal recyclers operate in a global marketplace in which prices and commercial terms are dictated by international 
trade, not domestic competition. This means that local steel mills purchase their feedstock from local metal 
recyclers based on global export parity.  

The problem arises when state-based waste levies—unrelated to prices set by global supply and demand—
artificially increase local recyclers' costs. This creates an uneven playing field in which local recyclers incur these 
extra costs, while their exporting and overseas competitors do not.  Waste levies are a metal shredder operator’s 
largest single unit operating cost, and in the context of trading on global parity, this is fundamentally distorting by 
any measure.  
• Suppliers face a choice: accept lower prices for local processing, or export unprocessed metal and avoid the levy.  
• Waste disposal costs (including levies) become too high: when local disposal costs exceed export logistics, an 

arbitrage opportunity emerges, making it more profitable to export than recycle.  

This disadvantage is unique to trade-exposed recyclers. Other recycling facilities, like those processing organics or 
construction and demolition material, operate in domestic markets. They can simply pass the levy on at the ‘gate’ to 
domestic suppliers: in a closed domestic market, everyone faces the same costs.  

Hindering recycling of certain products  

High processing costs, waste levies, and disposal fees can also make recycling certain products uneconomical. For 
example, in New South Wales the waste levy is a metal processor’s highest direct operating cost (higher than 
energy, direct labour, maintenance and waste disposal), clearly distorting by any measure. White goods, while 
offering a 30–50 per cent metal recovery rate, also come with a ~60 per cent waste loading. The levy on this non-
recyclable portion can exceed the value of recovered metals.  The unintended consequence of this may drive 
materials that are very much recyclable into landfill (or overseas with waste still attached) which is the opposite 
outcome intended from government waste levy policy settings, which is instead to enhance resource recovery.  

Without mandated extended producer responsibility schemes, where manufacturers share the disposal costs, high 
waste levies will discourage metal recyclers from accepting these products. The unintended consequence would be 
a higher, not lower, diversion of these products to disposal.  
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A more effective approach is to provide targeted and nuanced waste levy relief for legitimate non-recyclable 
residuals generated through recycling and the use of recycled content as a manufacturing feedstock. This would: 

• Improve the competitiveness of recycled materials relative to virgin inputs 

• Reduce disincentives to process contaminated or complex waste streams 

• Support domestic manufacturing and reprocessing investment 

• Align levy design with circular economy objectives, rather than inadvertently working against them 

Levy relief should be carefully targeted and ensure it applies only to genuine recycling and remanufacturing 
activities. Currently, Queensland's 50 per cent levy reduction for achieving just 60 per cent recycling 
efficiency12 should be carefully considered in the context of the material stream it is applied to. A single 60 
per cent recovery threshold may not meaningfully reward higher performance and provides little incentive 
to improve beyond minimum requirements.  An effective way to assess a recycler’s suitability for levy 
exemptions would be specific industry best practice benchmarking or recycling-specific certification, such 
as the Australian Recycling Facilities Standard (see Section 7.6). 

Careful consideration must be given to the design of any differentiated levy to ensure it is not open to 
misuse. There is a risk of undermining recycling outcomes by allowing material to go to landfill at a lower 
cost. If not well designed, facilities could increase their landfill rate up to the allowed threshold, resulting in 
lower overall recovery. Poorly designed thresholds might also unintentionally discourage the processing of 
highly contaminated or complex material streams, where lower headline recovery rates may reflect deeper 
processing, contamination levels, or additional on-site separation steps that ultimately improve overall 
recycling outcomes. 

Recommendation 13. Provide targeted landfill levy relief for unavoidable residuals generated through 
recycling and for manufacturers using recycled feedstocks, supported by clear 
application to ensure integrity and prevent misuse.  

10.3. Waste levy harmonisation 

A critical consideration in waste levy policy is the impact of lower levies in neighbouring jurisdictions, 
resulting in 'waste leakage' to cheaper landfill sites. Substantial levy discrepancies incentivise waste 
disposal in the lowest-cost regions, hindering resource recovery efforts. For instance, construction and 
demolition waste from New South Wales is diverted to regional areas in NSW where levies do not apply or 
to Queensland's landfill sites due to its lower levies.  

To eliminate these practices, levy portability should be implemented across Australia through Mutual 
Recognition legislation. Furthermore, stronger enforcement of levy regulations is essential. 

Recommendation 14. Introduce nationwide levy portability through mutual recognition provisions. 

10.4. Levy hypothecation 

There should be a clear link between the waste levy and reinvestment into industry and infrastructure 
funding. In jurisdictions where the waste levy is increased, additional revenue should be earmarked to 
support resource recovery and recycling infrastructure capability, helping to achieve resource recovery 
targets and further driving the transition to a more circular economy. 

Recommendation 15. Hypothecate State waste levy revenue to fund circular economy and resource 
recovery initiatives. 

10.5. Compliance 

Illegal and unethical waste management practices undermine investment in resource recovery and 
recycling. Strong enforcement is required to ensure fair competition and prevent environmental harm. 

A primary focus for compliance must be rogue, unlicensed operators. Legitimate recyclers who strive for 
full compliance face a competitive disadvantage compared to unlicensed, non-compliant operators, 

 
12 Recycling efficiency in this context refers to the proportion of recoverable material successfully extracted, not 
simply the total percentage of residual material sent to landfill. 



  Page 26 of 30 

creating an uneven playing field. The industry perceives that regulators prioritise minor or isolated 
infractions from compliant businesses, while non-compliant rogue traders act with impunity. There must be 
much stronger enforcement to address unlicensed operators, as well as better transparency about actions 
undertaken in relation to rogue and illegal activities, to build confidence among legitimate operators. 

All levels of government must more strongly enforce current rules and regulations. Strengthened auditing 
systems by environmental regulators should more effectively address improper practices. Audit reports 
should be submitted to a regulatory body on a semi-annual or annual basis, with penalties enforced for any 
non-compliance. Clear operational guidelines are essential to ensure that all relevant stakeholders, such as 
truck drivers handling exempt waste and landfill operators, fully understand the auditing process.  

Recommendation 16. Federal, State and Territory governments should strengthen enforcement of 
current regulations to address illegal and unethical practices and rogue operators, 
supported by more visible and stringent penalties. 



 

  Page 27 of 30 

Appendix 1: Summary of Recommendations 

Recommendation Rationale 

Recommendation 1. Strengthen 
the Australian Government’s 
Product Stewardship 
Accreditation Framework to 
ensure robust scheme 
governance, accountability, and 
genuine, scaled recycling 
outcomes. 

The current Federal accreditation framework for voluntary schemes 
under the Recycling and Waste Reduction Act 2020 (RAWR Act) 
contains significant gaps that undermine product stewardship as a 
policy tool. Schemes can operate under the appearance of 
government endorsement through Federal branding, yet are not 
required to demonstrate strong governance, transparent reporting, 
or meaningful recycling outcomes. Strengthening the framework 
would ensure schemes are genuinely accountable, effective, and 
outcomes-driven. 

Recommendation 2. Establish a 
transparent ‘Trigger Framework’ 
to determine when a product 
stewardship scheme is required. 

Not every sustainability, resource recovery, or waste reduction 
challenge requires a product stewardship scheme; other policy or 
regulatory levers can often achieve robust outcomes. Currently, 
decisions on when to implement a scheme are inconsistent, which 
can lead to inefficiencies or missed opportunities. A transparent 
Trigger Framework would provide clear, consistent criteria, such as 
market conditions or stagnating recovery rates, for determining 
when a scheme is warranted, ensuring policy action is targeted, 
effective, and evidence-based. 

Recommendation 3. Support and 
incentivise trials and 
implementation of scalable reuse 
systems, with involvement of 
stakeholders across the lifecycle 
of products. 

Reuse can enhance resource efficiency and deliver cost advantages 
relative to the purchase of new products. However, its effectiveness 
is constrained by structural barriers, including the prevalence of 
products not designed for durability, repair, or multiple use cycles. 
Addressing these design and system limitations is critical to 
establishing a functional, scalable, and economically viable reuse 
economy. 

Recommendation 4. Prevent the 
export of waste products such as 
textiles and e-waste by 
establishing definitions around 
reuse and requiring foreign end 
market verification for exports. 

Current frameworks do not provide sufficient regulatory or economic 
levers to ensure meaningful recovery of non-reusable textile and e-
waste. For textiles, there are no established domestic or export 
markets, no restrictions on landfill or export, and limited investment 
in advanced recycling technologies. For used PV panels, effective 
reuse and recycling depend on robust safeguards, including a 
nationally consistent, government-certified testing regime. Products 
should only be resold or exported if independently verified as safe, 
functional, and fit for purpose. Implementing these measures will 
strengthen environmental outcomes, support circular economy 
objectives, and reduce the risk of exporting low-value or hazardous 
waste. 

Recommendation 5. Enact Right 
to Repair legislation in Australia, 
in line with international best 
practice.  

Scaling repair requires removing legal, technical, and physical 
barriers that currently prevent consumers and businesses from 
repairing products. Legislation must also support the availability of 
skills, repair infrastructure, and product designs that are durable and 
maintainable. 

Recommendation 6. Fund 
national education tool Recycle 
Mate to deliver higher recycling 
participation nationally and lower 
contamination.  

Different recycling information is being provided by over 500 
councils to the public. this results in enormous duplication of effort, 
mixed messages and often incorrect information, which can fuel 
recycling myths. With appropriate resources, Recycle Mate has the 
potential to address the challenges and better educate the 
community. 
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Recommendation Rationale 

Recommendation 7. Ensure 
packaging regulation embeds 
mandatory minimum thresholds, 
where available and fit for 
purpose, for traceable, verified 
domestically recycled content.  

Improving recycling rates and realising the full potential of circular 
economy investment requires packaging reforms underpinned by 
clear design standards. These should ensure recoverability and 
recyclability, establish minimum thresholds for domestically 
processed recycled content, provide traceability, and apply fee 
modulation based on environmental performance (eco-modulation). 
This systemic approach is more effective than fragmented, state-
level bans on specific plastic formats, such as single-use plastics, in 
promoting sustainable packaging practices. 

Recommendation 8. Prioritise 
procurement of Australian 
recycled content in Government-
funded projects, underpinned by 
a traceability framework for 
recycled materials.  

Domestically produced recycled materials often face unfair 
competition from cheaper virgin and imported alternatives due to 
higher production costs and a non-responsive supply chain. Existing 
procurement policies have been insufficient to overcome these 
barriers. Mandatory procurement of domestically processed recycled 
content, supported by traceable verification, will strengthen local 
recycling systems, reduce waste disposal, and advance a circular 
economy while supporting Australian industries. 

Recommendation 9. State and 
Federal Governments should 
establish initiatives that build 
capability and confidence in 
procurement of sustainable and 
recycled materials through 
facilitating engagement between 
recyclers and infrastructure 
projects, following Victoria’s 
ecologiQ model.  

Victoria’s ecologiQ program—the delivery mechanism for the 
Recycled First policy—has been vital in building confidence and 
capability in the procurement of recycled materials. It connects 
major infrastructure projects with recycled material producers, 
facilitates communication between industry and government, and 
verifies product performance through testing. Replicating this 
approach nationally would increase recycled material uptake, 
support industry adoption, and strengthen circular economy 
outcomes. 

Recommendation 10. Ensure that 
waste export rules are fit for 
purpose by defining end-of-waste 
and streamlining licensing for the 
export of processed recycled 
products. 

Australia’s current rules treat certain manufactured and processed 
recycled materials as waste, creating unnecessary costs and delays in 
international trade. This approach also undermines investment in 
domestic recycling infrastructure. Reforming export regulations to 
define end-of-waste status and streamlining licensing would improve 
trade efficiency, support domestic recycling industries, and 
strengthen circular economy outcomes. 

Recommendation 11. Establish a 
joint government and industry 
body to deliver a nationally 
harmonised regulatory 
framework for resource recovery 
and recycling, underpinned by 
defined end-of-waste criteria.  

In the absence of clear and established pathways out of waste, 
recycling is constrained by cumbersome regulatory loopholes, 
preventing material circularity from becoming the standard. Australia’s 
legislative frameworks must clearly delineate the boundary between 
‘waste’ and ‘product’ to distinguish recovered resources and recycled 
products from waste. A joint government–industry body is required to 
implement a nationally harmonised regulatory framework, 
underpinned by defined end-of-waste criteria, to enhance productivity 
and advance circular economy objectives. 

Recommendation 12. Support the 
uptake of the Australian Recycling 
Facilities Standard.  

Recyclers operating in full compliance face a competitive 
disadvantage relative to unlicensed operators, while conflicts of 
interest arise when product stewardship schemes establish their 
own accreditation systems that rely on unverified self-reporting. 
Supporting the Australian Recycling Facilities Standard would 
support a level playing field, improve compliance and accountability, 
and strengthen confidence in the recycling sector. 
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Recommendation Rationale 

Recommendation 13. Provide 
targeted landfill levy relief for 
unavoidable residuals generated 
through recycling and for 
manufacturers using recycled 
feedstocks, supported by clear 
application to ensure integrity 
and prevent misuse.   

Landfilling often remains cheaper than higher-priority strategies in 
the zero-waste hierarchy, discouraging investment in recycling. 
Nationally harmonised waste levies, set at sufficiently high rates and 
applied with long-term certainty, would provide a clear market 
signal. The levy must operate within a balanced regulatory 
framework that supports diverse recycling operations, prioritises 
markets for recycled materials, and ensures accountable and 
transparent product stewardship, while differentiated rates reward 
high-performing recyclers. 

Recommendation 14. Introduce 
nationwide levy portability 
through mutual recognition 
provisions. 

Substantial differences in waste levies across jurisdictions create 
incentives for waste to be disposed of in the lowest-cost regions, 
resulting in ‘waste leakage’ and undermining resource recovery 
efforts. Levy portability through mutual recognition provisions must 
be implemented to maintain a level playing field, support effective 
resource recovery, and uphold the objectives of a harmonised 
national waste management framework. 

Recommendation 15. 
Hypothecate State waste levy 
revenue to fund circular economy 
and resource recovery initiatives. 

Waste levy revenue should be reinvested in resource recovery and 
recycling infrastructure to support industry capability, achieve 
recovery targets, and drive the transition to a circular economy. 

Recommendation 16. Federal, 
State and Territory governments 
should strengthen enforcement 
of current regulations to address 
illegal and unethical practices and 
rogue operators, supported by 
more visible and stringent 
penalties. 

Illegal and unethical practices undermine investment in resource 
recovery and recycling, giving unlicensed operators an unfair 
advantage over compliant recyclers. Enforcement should prioritise 
rogue operators and include visible and stringent penalties to ensure 
fair competition, prevent environmental harm, and build confidence 
among legitimate operators. 
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Appendix 2: Implementation roadmap 

Timeline Recommendation Responsible 
Government 

Short-term  
(3-12 
months) 

Strengthen the Australian Government’s Product Stewardship 
Accreditation Framework to ensure robust scheme governance, 
accountability, and genuine, scaled recycling outcomes 
(Recommendation 1) 

Federal 

 Establish a transparent ‘Trigger Framework’ to determine when a 
product stewardship scheme is required (Recommendation 2) 

Federal 

 Prevent the export of e-waste products by establishing definitions 
around reuse and requiring foreign end market verification for exports 
(Recommendation 4) 

Federal 

 Ensure that waste export rules are fit for purpose by defining end-of-
waste and streamlining licensing for the export of processed recycled 
products. (Recommendation 10) 

Federal 

 Support the uptake of the Australian Recycling Facilities Standard 
(Recommendation 12) 

Federal  

 Fund national education tool Recycle Mate to deliver higher recycling 
participation nationally and lower contamination (Recommendation 6) 

Federal, State & 
Territory 

 Federal, State and Territory governments should strengthen 
enforcement of current regulations to address illegal and unethical 
practices and rogue operators, supported by more visible and 
stringent penalties. (Recommendation 16) 

Federal, State & 
Territory 

 Prioritise procurement of Australian recycled content in Government-
funded projects, underpinned by a traceability framework for recycled 
materials. (Recommendation 8) 

Federal, State & 
Territory  

 Provide targeted landfill levy relief for unavoidable residuals generated 
through recycling and for manufacturers using recycled feedstocks, 
supported by clear application to ensure integrity and prevent misuse. 
(Recommendation 13) 

State & Territory 

 Establish initiatives that build capability and confidence in 
procurement of sustainable and recycled materials through facilitating 
engagement between recyclers and infrastructure projects, following 
Victoria’s ecologiQ model (Recommendation 9) 

State & Territory 

Mid-term  
(1-2 years) 

Prevent the export of waste products such as textiles by establishing 
definitions around reuse and requiring foreign end market verification 
for exports (Recommendation 4) 

Federal  

Ensure packaging regulation embeds mandatory minimum thresholds, 
where available and fit for purpose, for traceable, verified 
domestically recycled content (Recommendation 7) 

Federal  

Support and incentivise trials and implementation of scalable reuse 
systems, with involvement of stakeholders across the lifecycle of 
products (Recommendation 3) 

Federal, State & 
Territory 

Long-term  
(3-5 years) 

Establish a joint government and industry body to deliver a nationally 
harmonised regulatory framework for resource recovery and recycling, 
underpinned by defined end-of-waste criteria (Recommendation 11) 

Federal  

Enact Right to Repair legislation in Australia, in line with international 
best practice (Recommendation 5) 

Federal  

Introduce nationwide levy portability through mutual recognition 
provisions (Recommendation 14) 

State & Territory 

Hypothecate State waste levy revenue to fund circular economy and 
resource recovery initiatives. (Recommendation 15) 

State & Territory 

 


