Monday 30 March 2026

Submission: Proposed B-cycle Surveillance Program

_ welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed introduction of a B-cycle Surveillance Program under
the Battery Stewardship Council’s B-cycle Scheme.

_ is a long-standing participant in the Scheme and an active contributor to Australia’s battery collection and recycling
network. Through our operational role in the battery collection and recycling sector, _ has directinsightinto the practical
realities of managing compliant collection, sorting and recycling infrastructure.

After reviewing the consultation paper, _ has significant concerns with both the substance and framing of the propose d
Surveillance Program. While we acknowledge the importance of maintaining integrity within the Scheme, the proposal raises serious
questions regarding necessity, proportionality, cost burden, and the broader relationship between the Scheme and its operational
partners.

1. Existing Oversight Within the Scheme Is Already Extensive

The consultation paper itself acknowledges that the Scheme alreadyincorporates a wide range of verification and audit processes for
collectors, sorters and recyclers.

Participants currently operate within a framework that includes:
A4 accreditation requirements
L reporting and claim verification processes
® facilityaudits

° compliance checks against Scheme protocols
In practice, the B-cycle Scheme is already one of the most heavily audited and verified stewardship systems globally.

Given this context, the consultation paper does not clearly demonstrate why an additional surveillance layer is necessary. If the current
verification and audit framework is operating effectively, it is unclear what specific problem the proposed measures are intended to
solve.

If the BSC believes there is systemic fraudulent activity occurring within the network, it should provide transparent evidence outlining:
®  the scale of the issue
®  where it has been identified

®  why existing audit and verification processes are insufficient to address it.
Without this transparency, the proposed program risks appearing disproportionate relative to the level of demonstrated risk.
2. The Framing of the Proposal Risks Undermining Trust
I S also concerned about the tone and framing of the consultation itself. The title and structure of the proposed

“Surveillance Program” creates an immediate perception that Scheme participants cannot be trusted to operate within existing
compliance frameworks.



This is particularly concerning given that:

® the current collection performance of the Scheme has been built largely through the operational efforts of collectors, sorters
and recyclers, and

®  the consultation paper itself acknowledges that Scheme outcomes have progressed well due to the efforts of accredited
partners.

The introduction of covert tracking devices, undisclosed monitoring activities, surveillance of facilities, and a fraud hotline with financial
incentives risks creating an environment of suspicion rather than partnership.

This approach has the potential to damage trust between the Scheme and its operational stakeholders, which is counterproductive for
a voluntary stewardship scheme that relies on strong collaboration across the supply chain.

3. Inconsistency With International Stewardship Models

I notes that the BSC has previously referenced international stewardship schemes as benchmarks for the development
of B-cycle.

In particular, the CEO of the BSC has publicly cited Bebat as a leading example of an effective battery stewardship model.
Notably, such schemes do notimplement covert surveillance mechanisms of this nature within their operational networks.

While integrity and compliance are essential in any stewardship system, international leading schemes tend to prioritise:
hd strong governance frameworks
®  transparent auditing processes

L4 clear contractual accountability
rather than surveillance-based approaches.

The introduction of covert monitoring measures therefore appears inconsistent with the stewardship models that the BSC itself has
previously highlighted as best practice.

4. Proposed Measures Create Additional Financial Burden on Industry

The consultation paper proposes several measures that would introduce direct operational and financial impacts on collectors, sortexrs
and recyclers.

In particular, the requirement for facilities to implement continuous video surveillance and retain footage for 18 months would create:
g additional infrastructure requirements
L data storage and management costs
L operational compliance obtigations
° CCTV installation is inconsistent with privacy legislation, lacks any demonstrated safety or theft-related justification, and

L exposes operators to unnecessary legal and compliance risks.

These costs would fall directly on Scheme participants, many of whom are already operating at a loss due to rebate levels that do
not fund the true cost of collecting, sorting, and processing batteries.

With margins already stretched beyond commercialviability,imposing additional unfunded obligations would further undermine
the sustainability of the sector and jeopardise the ongoing delivery of essential recycling services.



This is particularly concerning in the current Scheme environment, where:
® recyclers and sorters have made significant capital investments in collection and recyclinginfrastructure, and

®  participants have not seen any increase in rebates following the reauthorisation of B-cycle 2.0.

Indeed, the Scheme has indicated in recent workshops that no increases to rebate rates are expected until at least 1 July 2027, if
they occur at all. Since the introduction of the original rebate settings in 2020, which immediately resulted in in a underfunded
scheme, rebates have only increased marginally and have not kept pace with the escalating costs of collection, sorting, processing,
labour, transport, and compliance.

This widening gap between actual operating costs and stagnant rebate levels has placed sustained financial pressure on Scheme
participants and continues to undermine the commercial viability of battery recycling operations.

Introducing additional compliance requirements thatincrease operational costs, whilerebatelevels remain static, risks placing further
financial strain on the very partners responsible for delivering the Scheme’s outcomes.

5. Effectiveness of the Proposed Measures Is Unclear

The consultation paper proposes the use of covert tracking devices embedded in batteries to monitor their movement through the
system.

However, the paper itself acknowledges that such devices may produce false positive results, including situations where devices are
lost or detached during handling and processing.

This raises questions regarding the reliability of the data generated and the potential for incorrect conclusions to be drawn.

Similarly, it is unclear how facility surveillance footage would meaningfully improve the integrity of claim verification processes, given
that:

L4 claim verification already relies on documented reporting and auditing processes

®  facility operations are subject to periodic inspections and audits.

Without clearly defined outcomes or performance improvements, the proposed measures appear excessive relative to the stated
objective of strengthening claim verification.

6. Risk of Further Eroding Stakeholder Confidence
The B-cycle Scheme operates in a voluntary environment and relies on the cooperation of a broad range of industry stakeholders.
In this context, maintaining a constructive and collaborative relationship with operational partners is essential.

Measures that create the perception of surveillance, distrust, or punitive oversight risk:
®  undermining industry confidence in the Scheme
®  discouraging further investment in collection and recycling infrastructure

®  weakeningthe collaborative framework required for successful stewardship outcomes.

Given the increasing importance of battery stewardship in Australia, particularly in the context of rising lithium-ion battery fire risks
across the waste sector, maintaining strongindustry partnerships should remain a central priority.



7. CCTV Surveillance in Breach of Privacy Legislation

The BSC’s request that sorters and recyclers install CCTV cameras across their operations and retain footage for 18 months raisezs
significant legal and practical concerns. While workplace surveillance is not unlawful in itself, it is tightly regulated, and improper
implementation can breach the Privacy Act 1988, state-based surveillance legislation, and common law privacy rights.

In Australia, employee and or process monitoring must be reasonable, proportionate, and genuinely necessary for a legitimate
business purpose, typically safety or theft prevention.

The BSC has provided no evidence, data, or rationale to suggest that such risks exist or that extensive surveillance is required for
Scheme administration. In the absence of a clear and lawful purpose, the request appears inconsistent with established privacy
principles and places Scheme participants at risk of non-compliance with their legal obligations.

8. Focus Should Be on Scheme Sustainability and Implementation of B-cycle 2.0

I is concemed that the proposed Surveillance Program reflects a focus on the wrong operational priorities ata time
when the Scheme should be concentrating on establishing a commercially sustainable stewardship model.

The consultation paper acknowledges that the Scheme is operating in a voluntary environment with financial constraints. In this
context, it is unclear why additional compliance and surveillance measures are being considered that would introduce further costs
and operational complexity for Scheme participants.

Instead, the priority should be ensuring the long-term financial sustainability of the Scheme by focusing on the implementation of B-
cycle 2.0 reforms, including establishing levy and rebate settings that accurately reflect the true cost of collecting, sorting and recycling
batteries.

At present, collectors, sorters and recyclers continue to absorb increasing operational costs while rebate levels remain unchanged.
Industry participants have invested significantly in collection networks, logistics systems, sorting infrastructure and recycling facilitie:s in
order to support the Scheme and improve Australia’s battery recovery outcomes.

Despite this investment, Scheme participants have not seen any increase in rebates following the reauthorisation of B-cycle 2.0. Recent
industry workshops have also indicated that no changes to levies or rebates are anticipated until at least 1 July 2027.

Atthe same time, the Scheme has recently extended payment terms to collectors from 45 days to 75 days. While consultation
occurred, this change has effectively transferred cash flow pressure from the Scheme to collectors, sorters and recyclers, many of
whom are already operating in a challenging commercial environment, which include ongoing operational losses for scheme
participants.

Against this backdrop, the introduction of additional requirements such as facility surveillance systems, long-term video storage
obligations and expanded compliance monitoring risks imposing further financial strain on the operational partners responsible for
delivering the Scheme’s outcomes.

I therefore encourages the BSC to prioritise:
®  implementation of the B-cycle 2.0 framework

L4 review of levy and rebate structures to ensure commercial viability

L4 supporting the operational partners who have invested heavily in building Australia’s battery recovery infrastructure.

Ensuring the Scheme is commercially viable, scalable and trusted by its partners will ultimately be far more important to the long-terim
success of battery stewardship in Australia than introducing additional surveillance mechanisms.



Conclusion

strongly supports the objectives of the B-cycle Scheme and remains committed to contributing to the responsible
collection and recycling of batteries in Australia.

However, the proposed B-cycle Surveillance Program raises significant concerns regarding:
® the necessity of additional surveillance measures within an already heavily audited scheme
® thetone and framing of the proposal and its potential impact on trust between the Scheme and its partners
o the additional operational and financial burden placed on collectors, sorters and recyclers

® theunclear effectiveness of the proposed monitoring mechanisms.

_ encourages the BSC to reconsider the proposed approach and instead focus on strengthening existing governance,
auditing and reporting frameworks in @ manner that maintains trust and collaboration with Scheme participants.

The success of the B-cycle Scheme to date has been built through the commitment and investment of its operational partners. Any
future reforms should seek to support and strengthen these partnerships, rather than introduce measures that risk undermining them.

Forthese reasons,_ does not support the proposed changes and encourages the BSC to reconsider the
approach.
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