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PURPOSE 

Product stewardship and extended producer responsibility (EPR) schemes can be a vital tool for improving 
environmental outcomes and supporting the transition to a circular economy. To be effective, they must be 
designed as mechanisms to deliver genuine, measurable and comparable outcomes. As outlined in ACOR’s 
Recyclers in Product Stewardship issues paper, this requires engagement of the full supply chain—including 
recyclers—along with clearly defined objectives, rules and targets supported by robust data.  

Consistent metrics and transparent reporting are essential for tracking progress, evaluating performance, 
and identifying opportunities for improvement. In particular, specific metrics on recycling outcomes and 
compliance across the supply chain help to highlight successes and show where further action is needed. 
They also play a key role in ensuring schemes deliver value for government, industry and the community. 

The purpose of this document is to define these key metrics as well as identify parameters for establishing 
new schemes. Government accreditation and ACCC authorisation of product stewardship schemes should 
be conditional on timely, regular, transparent and public reporting against these measures. 

METRICS 

Metrics must be aligned with the nature of the operations undertaken. Many of the metrics below are 
geared towards assessing extended producer responsibility (EPR) operations that extend into collection and 
recovery, while product stewardship (PS) can take other forms. Regardless of the nature of the operations, 
metrics for assessing, tracking and verifying EPR and PS must measure the achievements of the operations 
against the stated goals, while accurately attributing outcomes, and cause and effect.  

1. MATERIAL ARISING: Volume reaching an end of use (arising) as a proportion of placed on market 
(POM) and end of life (EOL) predictions. 

If the scheme scope is not comprehensive across a product type, the material arising should 
acknowledge in-scope material arising and total (out-of-scope) material arising.  

Clear and nationally-harmonised definitions of EOL products must be developed (e.g. distinguishing 
between reusable and end-of-life.  

2. COLLECTED: Volume collected as a proportion of MATERIAL ARISING. 

Subsidiary metrics, such as number and accessibility of collection sites, should be supplementary metrics 
but should not replace a top line measure of collection against material arising (as per Metric 1).  

Contamination and collected out of scope material should be tracked and reported separately. 

3. RECYCLING RATE: The proportion of materials COLLECTED that is recycled, excluding residuals 
generated through processing. 

Tracking the recycling rate ensures best-practice recycling and re-use, encourages investment in higher 
order processing, and guards against dumping, landfilling, stockpiling or waste export. The recycling 
process and supply chain need to be defined and scoped for each material, in consultation with the 
recycling sector.  

https://acor.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/240410-ACOR-Recyclers-in-Product-Stewardship.pdf
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To establish whether material should be processed onshore or exported, a cascade of principles must 
be applied:  

1. Australia should meet its commitments under the Basel Convention, ensuring the environmentally 
sound management of hazardous and other wastes.  

2. Recovered resources should be processed in Australia.  
3. A scheme or recycler seeking to export unprocessed recovered resources must provide the 

following evidence:  
a. that there is no processing capability onshore, or  
b. that it can’t be processed onshore in an environmentally sustainably manner, or  
c. that processing onshore is not feasible.  

Decisions must be data driven.  

Downstream outcomes for all domestically processed materials should be reported by weight: this 
should include materials returned to market through reuse or recycling into secondary raw materials; 
energy recovery; and residuals to landfill.  

There must be clarity, transparency and credible verification of reuse pathways, recognising its higher 
priority in the ‘zero waste hierarchy’ while also ensuring that waste is not exported under the guise of 
‘reuse’ or energy recovery. 

The recycling rate should be a cumulative measure tracked across the recycling supply chain—the 
process by which materials are processed and returned to market—developed in consultation with 
recyclers and remanufacturers. For some product types and materials, greater reporting transparency 
may be required by material type, particularly for multi-material products with lower value 
components, such as e-waste plastic outputs.  

Some processing extracts maximum value with most of the volume becoming residuals (the ‘mining 
model’) or maximises the volume of material recovered but into low-value outputs. Best-practice 
recyclers strive to deliver the highest value materials for which there are robust and competitive 
markets. Measuring volume and value allows these factors to be tracked and lifted over time.  

4. END MARKETS: A measure of movement in demand for recycled materials in tonnes per annum. 

Generating robust end markets for recycled content is the single most important driver of increased 
recycling. 

Any metric to track development of end markets for recycled content should be aligned with the nature 
of the scheme’s operations and targets, and must distinguish between recycler and scheme 
investment. 

Tracking this metric will help to curb the push for low-cost, volume-based approaches that lead to a 
race to the bottom, rather than encouraging higher-order manufacturing. Local end markets that drive 
consistent demand for high-quality, high-margin solutions should be prioritised. This metric must be 
standardised and consistent to enable aggregated reporting across schemes. 

Where a scheme seeks to generate new markets for recycled materials by investing in research and 
development, or enabling testing to increase confidence in recycled products, relevant metrics could 
include the increased capacity (tonnes per annum) if market demand for new uptake opportunities, 
specifically attributable to stewardship, were fully realised. Care must be taken in defining testing and 
market approval.  

To be attributed to a scheme, demand for recycled content must be commercial and tangible—other 
outcomes from investment into R&D, such as papers or reports, should not contribute to this metric. 
Cooperative Research Centre (CRC) metrics for assessing the 'translation’ of academic work into 
commercial gains could be applicable.  
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Other metrics determined in consultation with recycling supply chain could include:  

• market growth, 
• predicted/current demand, 
• processing capacity increase over an agreed period of time,  
• recovered material commodity values, 
• value in tonnes sold against volume or weight. 

5. GOVERNANCE: Governance KPI to assess comprehensive stakeholder involvement; transparent and 
timely reporting KPI.  

Data reporting must correctly attribute outcomes to ensure the correct parts of the value chain are 
credited.  

Good governance must encompass the following: 

• Where Boards are representative-based, Boards must include relevant supply chain representatives: 
manufacturers, recyclers, retailers and consumers.  

• Where recyclers are not on the Board, and the scheme influences the recycling sector, appropriate 
Board Reference Groups should be created to enable a dialogue between the recycling industry and 
the Board in a formal, structured manner.  

• The integrity and legality of export outcomes must be verified through recycler accreditation and 
foreign end market verification.  

• Recycler specific audits should be required, including unannounced audits for developing industries.  
• Accredited schemes must undergo scheduled reviews which include stakeholder consultation, akin 

to the scheme reauthorisation process required by the ACCC. Reviews can identify scheme shortfalls 
and the need for further investment where appropriate. 

NEW SCHEMES 

Product stewardship schemes are more appropriate and effective when applied to new recycling supply 
chains—or where collection and recycling rates are low—rather than retrofitting to mature recycling 
markets.  

Uncertainty about how new schemes might be established will deter investment in particular material 
streams, with a potential domino effect on investment confidence across broader recycling streams. There 
is a need for clarity about where the Australian Government 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. 

Australian Government Minister’s priority List: Current conditions for initiating product stewardship 

Section 67 of the Recycling and Waste Reduction Act 2020 (RAWR Act) establishes the Minister’s Priority 
List: products the Minister will assess for potential regulation under the RAWR Act in the coming financial 
year. In preparing the list, the Minister must consider ‘any relevant national waste policies or plans’ and 
may consider: 

• whether the item has previously been listed and any actions undertaken 
• whether the product stewardship criteria are satisfied (see below) 
• information gathered from consultation detailed above 
• whether current treatments (reuse, recycling etc) pose a ‘significant cost’ to governments,  
• consumer willingness to pay for action to reduce the product’s impact, and  
• ‘whether taking action to reduce that impact will offer business opportunities to make a 

contribution to the economy’.  

The RAWR Act sets out ‘product stewardship criteria’ for when a voluntary arrangement can be accredited 
or rules made for a co-regulatory or mandatory product stewardship scheme: the product is sold in more 
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than one State or Territory, and is either hazardous, and/or the conservation or recovery of materials can 
be significantly increased, and/or the impact on human health and the environment can be reduced. 

These opaque mechanisms for listing a product—and subsequent actions, timings and consequences—have 
served to undermine the impact and efficacy of the Minister’s Priority List.  

Trigger Framework: Recommended metrics to initiate product stewardship 

The Australian Government should establish a transparent ‘Trigger Framework’—developed in consultation 
with recyclers, brand owners, and sector experts—to determine when a product stewardship scheme is 
necessary, such as when market conditions exist or recovery rates stagnate or decline. The National Waste 
Policy Action Plan sets out aspirations, goals, and metrics for the recycling sector, which could serve to 
inform this framework. 

To build market and investment confidence, all supply chain stakeholders—particularly recyclers—must be 
engaged in its development. Clear, transparent criteria will ensure that schemes are triggered predictably, 
giving industry certainty about when action will be taken. 

Attached to the ‘Trigger Framework’, metrics around exit conditions should be outlined for every new 
scheme, dictating under what economic and environmental conditions and recycling rates a scheme could 
be wound down, repositioning some schemes as tools for market rehabilitation and not an end in 
themselves. 

As established in the criteria for the Minister’s Priority List, eligible products would be:  

• sold in more than one State or Territory,  
• hazardous,  
• and/or the conservation or recovery of materials can be significantly increased,  
• and/or the impact on human health and the environment can be reduced. 

And, in addition, where: 

• COLLECTED rates are below XX% of POM, 
• recycling infrastructure volume can process less than XX% of POM, 
• there are not clear END MARKETS for recycled materials, 
• the value of recycled product does not cover cost of processing materials in Australia (as assessed by 

the recycling sector), 
• product design raises barriers to recoverability and recyclability that would otherwise maximise 

value (multi-materials, chemicals of concern), 
• the RECYCLING RATE is less than XX%. 
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Case studies 

 

 
  

Seamless 

Australians are the second-largest consumers per capita of textiles globally, purchasing on average an estimated 
27 kilograms of new fashion and textiles each year, of which on average 93% is disposed of. In 2018–2019, 
227,000 tonnes of clothing were landfilled in Australia, 105,900 tonnes were exported, 51,000 tonnes were reused 
locally, 7,000 tonnes were recycled and 5,000 tonnes went to waste to energy.  

The Australian Fashion Council clothing product stewardship scheme, Seamless, launched in June 2023. It is 
intended to reduce this consumption and waste by raising a levy of 4 cents per garment to be invested in 
education, scheme administration, and research and development. 

This levy does not adequately address the costs of recycling and the scheme in fact risks potentially locking in a 
status quo arrangement in the fashion industry: restricting trade and access to feedstock, and remuneration for 
recyclers.  

The scheme does not address the economic and regulatory mechanisms necessary to drive resource recovery: 
there are no identified end markets for recycled products generated by the scheme and no firm work plans to 
develop these markets; no restrictions on the export of textile waste; no landfill bans (noting that some participants 
are entitled to a waste levy exemption); and insufficient funding for higher-order recycling.  

Under the current design, Seamless will likely raise revenue from consumers while increasing export revenue from 
used textiles (including textile waste), without increasing Australian recycling rates.  

National Television and Computer Recycling Scheme (NTCRS) 

The mandatory National Television and Computer Recycling Scheme is operated by five co-regulators who are 
required by the Rules to report on the following in their annual reports:  
• The co-regulatory arrangement recycling target for the scheme year  
• The weight of e-waste collected and recycled for the scheme year 
• The percentage of the recycling target achieved 
• A breakdown of the type of e-waste collected and recycled 
• Information on exports of material for recycling overseas 
• A list of liable party members 
• A list of reasonable access sites and events. 

A significant metric is the material recovery target, which is ‘the proportion of television or computer products to 
be sent after recycling for processing into usable materials in a particular financial year’, which is currently set to 90 
per cent. This target or result is not supported by technology, infrastructure or economics. It is unlikely that 
Australia can be achieving 90 per cent material recovery for e-waste when the EU, with significantly more 
investment and stricter EPR, cannot. In Europe, targets are under 80 per cent to ensure commercial viability. 

There is a disconnect between the information received by co-regulators from recyclers, and that passed on to the 
Department. Co-regulators procure their own auditors, which can be as robust or lax as they choose, with no 
requirement for expertise in auditing recyclers. Currently, the primary focus of audits is site visits and checking 
compliance with permits and licences, rather than verifying the accuracy of reported recycling outcomes. 

More rigorous auditing of low-value/hard-to-recycle materials would streamline processes, by focusing on where 
issues are likely to arise, rather than inefficient scrutiny of granular accounting details. Feedback provided should 
be succinct and standardised. 

For example, metal recovery has strong markets and well-developed processes, making recovery relatively 
uncomplicated. On the other hand, plastic, rubber and glass recovery from e-waste continues to be problematic. 
The modes of disposal for these latter materials may be compromised to cut costs 
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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 
advanced chemical recycling processes, CDS operations, kerbside recycling, recovered metal, glass, plastics, 
paper, tyres, textiles, battery and e-waste reprocessing and remanufacturing, road recycling and 
construction and demolition recovery. Our mission is to lead the transition to a circular economy through 
the recycling supply chain. 
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