
 
16th November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper  
Environment Protection Authority  
GPO Box 2607  
ADELAIDE SA 5001  

Dear Sir / Madam  

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by AAA Recycling Pty Ltd 

We are the operator of the AAA Recycling located at 551 Waterloo Corner Road Burton. We have 
operated the facility since 1986. We are a small business, and employ 15 staff who assist us to 
operate our depot.  

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS).  

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us.  

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement.  

Key Issues for Depots  

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows:  

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and small-
businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations).  

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant.  

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources.  

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government.  

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognize that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed.  

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 



advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 
Centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalized service 
to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the 
collection of CDS eligible containers. 
Key Submissions  

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments:  

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended producer 
responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of the 
scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose.  

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of containers. 
Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting easier for 
depot staff.  

3. The concept of a fourth curbside collection bin for glass should be rejected.  
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in favor 
of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements.  
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of data 
about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail.  
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram.  
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated.  
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows:  
• where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it;  
• where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open market; 

and  
• where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

 9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets their 
needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be prescribed, beyond 
having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface with the scheme IT system.  
10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated.  
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 
equipment and software being standardized and supplied by super collectors.  
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 
having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is strongly 
supported.  
13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution  
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body.  
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to foster 
innovation.  
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and Western 
Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating the existing power 
imbalance between depot operators and super collectors.  

Closure  



Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 
In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 
processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will 
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to 
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated.  

Thank you for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely  

AAA Recycling Pty Ltd 
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To whom it may concern,  
 
RE: Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) Review Discussion Paper  
 
I am writing on behalf of the Adelaide Hills Wine Region (AHWR), the regional association 
which represents over 150 wine-grape growing, winemaking and cellar door businesses in 
the Adelaide Hills. We appreciate the chance to provide feedback on the Container 
Deposit Scheme (CDS) Review Discussion Paper. 
 
The first stated objective of our association, as codified in our Constitution, is ‘to foster the 
development of the Adelaide Hills wine region by promoting environmentally sustainable 
viticultural and winemaking practices’. In line with this aim, AHWR has long taken a leading 
position by providing education and extension opportunities with an environmental focus 
for our Members and by supporting industry- and region-wide initiatives that authentically 
contribute to sustainability. A credible, equitable plan to reduce waste and incentivise 
recycling across all glass-producing and -consuming industries – with costs borne and 
benefits achieved throughout the supply chain – would be welcomed by AHWR. 
 
With our core objectives and the sustainability of our Members’ businesses at heart, as the 
CDS Review Discussion Paper currently reads, AHWR does not support the proposal to 
include wine bottles in the scheme. 
 
At its most basic, the proposal singles out wine bottles for inclusion in a system whose 
primary goal really ought to be the incentivisation of a circular glass economy and/or 
product stewardship across the whole of industry, regardless of usage. It lacks credibility to 
suggest that the inclusion of wine bottles alone in the CDS – a scheme which singles out 
container-using businesses (in this case, wine producers) and their customers to bear the 
entire cost of glass recovery – will authentically contribute to significantly improved glass-
recycling outcomes at either the State or national level. 
 
Moreover, while actual costs to wine producers – and, inevitably, to wine consumers – to 
participate in this scheme are vague, they are unlikely to be insubstantial. AHWR cannot 
support a plan that would increase our Members’ production costs when (a) those costs 
remain poorly understood, and (b) our Members are facing perhaps the most challenging 
underlying economic conditions in memory. Since late 2019, our Members have had to 
withstand the market shocks of a catastrophic bushfire, the near-total loss of the Chinese 
market, and a global pandemic which has resulted in loss of tourism trade, unprecedented 
labour shortages, supply shortages, and massively increased export costs. 
 
AHWR believes that our stance on this issue likely aligns with our regional neighbours and 
with peak wine-industry bodies such as the South Australian Wine Industry Association. We 
would welcome the opportunity to remain actively involved in a dialogue that includes the 
whole of industry and our peak representatives to arrive at a scheme that both delivers 
genuine environmental stewardship improvements and protects our Members’ economic 
sustainability. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

President, AHWR 
 
19 November 2021 



 

 

12 November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by SOUTH COAST RECYCLERS PTY LTD t/a ALDINGA 
RECYCLE CENTRE 

We are the operator of the ALDINGA RECYCLE CENTRE located at 64 How Road, ALDINGA BEAC H SA 
5173. We have operated the facility since June 2007. We are a small business, and employ 9 staff 
members who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 
small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant. Please Note:  While the RSA submission supports the removal of 
weight-based payment of depots by supercollectors in favour of payment by declared count, 
we have some concerns as to the operation of such a method of payment, and would need 
to see further detail as to how this would be achieved, including in relation to the 
technology required.  Generally though, the proliferation of very small containers in recent 
times does make weight-based payment more problematic than in the past. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as us are keen to take advantage 
of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and centre’ of the 
collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service to customers. 



 
Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the collection of CDS 
eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of containers. 
Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting easier for depot 
staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We may support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 
• where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
• where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open market; 

and 
• where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 
their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be prescribed, 
beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface with the 
scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 
strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia, risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, 
perpetuating the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

 

 

 

 

 



Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 

In particular, providing improved dispute resolution processes and developing transparent, fair and 
consistent methods for setting prices will significantly improve the operation of the South Australian 
CDS. We welcome the opportunity to choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of 
rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thank you for your consideration of our submission. 

Yours sincerely, 

South Coast Recyclers Pty Ltd 
t/a Aldinga Recycle Centre 

Director 
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CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001  
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
Subject: CDS Review 
 
We are pleased to submit our response to the Discussion Paper that was released as part of 
the review of the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 
 
We support and agree with the submission that has been made by the South Australian 
Wine Industry Association and refer to their submission. 
 
In particular, we support maintaining the status quo in respect of the exemption of glass 
wine bottles from the scheme.  
 
This is because: 
 The CDS is a litter prevention program that focuses on collection and not recycling. Wine 

bottles have been exempted from the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) in South 
Australia since its inception in 1977 because they represent less than 0.05% of littered 
containers. 

 Some of the proposed changes to the CDS will introduce new unknown costs to new 
entrants and these have not been explained in the Discussion Paper. 

 Options other than extending the scope of containers included in the CDS have not been 
sufficiently considered, such as a separate glass kerbside bin despite the economic 
modelling showing it will return the greatest economic impact. 

 The true costs to wine businesses like mine would be significant and debilitating when 
considered on top of all the other difficulties that the industry is currently facing. 

 For a significant increase in cost, the benefits seem marginal to say the least, with the 
Discussion Paper proposing a target improvement in return (not even recycling) rate 
from 77% to only 78%. 

 
I would also like to add some further comments, over and above what The South Australian 
Wine Industry has submitted: 



- One of the key objectives of the CDS is waste reduction but the inclusion of wine 
bottles in the scheme will actually increase waste within the supply cycle. Wine, 
unlike beer, soft drinks and spirits is produced on a vintage by vintage basis and 
as such the labelling changes each year, in tune with the legislated label 
mandatories as regulated by Wine Australia’s Label Integrity Programme. As 
such, the industry is more exposed to limited production runs and the higher 
costs and wastage that come with lower production runs. If CDS labelling is 
required, and it is different from state to state, let alone from country to country, 
this will mean many more, very expensive and wasteful label and dry goods 
production runs. The alternative, to apply stickers post production, is extremely 
costly and inefficient. On this point alone, the proposal to include wine bottles 
would make meeting the objectives of the scheme more difficult rather than 
easier. 

- Given that the above objective would not be helped by the proposal to include 
wine bottles, one of the other objectives is to reduce litter, of which wine 
accounts for a very very low percentage. However, if this is still a consideration 
then a much easier proposal to administer would be to introduce a flat rate tax 
per bottle, the proceeds of which would go to collection and waste recycling. 
Easy to administer and does not require expensive and inefficient labelling. 

 
On the basis of all of the points raised above, we urge the Government to reject the 
proposals of the Discussion Paper and reconsider a greater range of alternative options for 
achieving the most cost-effective and maximum increase possible, in recycling of packaging 
materials. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

Managing Director 
 
 
 



 

12th November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Augusta Bottle and Can Recyclers 

We are the operator of the Augusta Bottle and Can Recyclers located at 5-7 Woodcock Street, Port 
Augusta. We have operated the facility since 01/02/2010. We are a small business, and employ 
seven staff who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 
small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 
advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 
centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service 
to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the 
collection of CDS eligible containers. 



 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of 
containers. Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting 
easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open 

market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 
their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be 
prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface 
with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 
strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 
the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 



 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 
processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will 
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to 
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

Augusta Bottle and Can Recyclers 
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19 November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
Adelaide SA 5001 

via: epainfo@sa.gov.au   

To Whom It May Concern 

Improving South Australia's recycling makes cents - review of SA’s container deposit scheme 

On behalf of the Australian Council of Recycling (ACOR), I commend the SA Government on their leadership 
in product stewardship, through the longest running Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) in Australia.   

We very much welcome the Government’s commitment to maintaining this leadership role by reviewing 
and modernising the CDS, and facilitating a national pathway for CDS improvements to best support 
circular economy outcomes.  

ACOR is the peak body for the recycling and resource recovery sector in Australia; representing a $15 billion 
industry which employs over 15,000 people nationally.  Our membership includes leading organisations in 
MRF operations, recovered plastic, glass and paper reprocessing, and recycled content packaging 
manufacturing.  Many ACOR members are involved in a breadth of CDS activities, utilising a range of 
systems and processes.   

The Improving South Australia’s recycling makes cents discussion paper is a comprehensive analysis of 
South Australia’s CDS and we encourage strong ambition in reform outcomes. 

Overall: 

• ACOR supports a split responsibility model, to address the beverage industry conflict of interest inherent 
in CDS and to enable best practice recycling outcomes. 

• There is a need for competition: competition for the market through a competitive tender, and 
competition and diversity within the market.  

• All recyclers should have equal access to purchase materials arising from a CDS. 

• The South Australian Government should seek to be ambitious in setting access standards and provide 
appropriate levels of consumer access to redemption points.  

Please the table in Attachment A, responding to the Key Issues in the discussion paper.  

ACOR’s members bring considerable real-world recycling and resource recovery, based on their operating 
in every jurisdiction in Australia and we are keen to keen to engage with the SA EPA to assist in delivering 
outstanding outcomes for CDS.  

I welcome a further discussion and can be reached via  

Your sincerely 

Chief Executive Officer  

 

mailto:admin@acor.org.au
http://www.acor.org.au/
mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au
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Key Issue ACOR Response 

1: Objectives of the CDS  

1.1 Do you think the CDS should be supported 
and recognised as a key pathway for supplying 
recovered materials to remanufacturers and 
to achieve state and national resource 
recovery targets by: 

 

1.1.a  supporting and building on existing beverage 
container resource recovery investments and 
infrastructure 

Yes. Access and convenience should be 
maximised.  The interests of consumers/citizens 
should have more emphasis and priority in the 
reform proposals. 

1.1.b  optimising the recovery of high-value 
beverage container materials that support a 
circular economy

 

Yes.  SA should aim for recovery rates close to 
world’s best practice and a recovery rate target 
should be clearly stated to guide the activities 
and solutions proposed by the CDS 
stakeholders. 

1.1.c  continuing to enable opportunities for local 
employment within the CDS and more broadly 
within the resource recovery and recycling 
sector  

Yes. The potential for direct and indirect 
employment opportunities has been well 
mapped by the SA Government. 

1.1.d  enabling opportunities for community groups, 
not for profit organisations and charities to 
benefit from the CDS through direct 
participation and the development of 
partnerships within the CDS 

Community engagement and fundraising is a 
great flow-on benefit of CDS, however the 
overarching objectives of maximised recycling 
rates, diversion from landfill and litter reduction 
are the paramount priority. 

2: Containers Included in the CDS  

2.1  Should plain unflavoured milk containers up 
to 3 litres continue to be excluded from the 
CDS? If not, why not?  

We support the proposed expansion of the 
range of eligible containers. 

2.2  Do you think the diversion of glass from the 
co-mingled recyclables bin is best achieved 
through the CDS or a fourth kerbside bin 
dedicated to glass?  

Glass bottles are best diverted through CDS, to 
enable a clean well sorted stream. 

Glass bottles should be well separated from 
plastic so that broken glass does not 
contaminate plastic bottle streams. (This is the 
rationale for the separate glass kerbside 
collection bins that will be implemented in 
Victoria.) 

2.2.a  Do you agree that all glass beverage 
containers up to 3litres should be included in 
the CDS (wine, spirit and cordial)? If not why 
not? 

Yes. See response to 2.1 and 2.2.  

2.2.b  Alternatively, if a fourth kerbside bin 
collection system dedicated to glass was 
made available, who should pay for it?  

In line with product stewardship principles of 
CDS, this should be funded by producers. 
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Key Issue ACOR Response 

2.3  Do you agree that all plastic fruit/vegetable 
juice and cordial containers (in addition to 
soft drinks, fruit juice drinks and water) up to 
3 litres should be included in the CDS? If not, 
why not?  

Yes.  Though there should be great care in 
ensuring that PVC containers are kept out of 
CDS collection – this includes some types of 
cordial bottles and other PVC containers.   

2.4  Do you think a contemporary CDS education 
and awareness campaign that incorporates 
the proposed new inclusions would divert 
more beverage containers away from the 
kerbside co-mingled bins and residual waste 
bins towards CDS depots? What media 
platforms should be used for such a 
campaign?  

CDS uptake requires a balance of enhanced 
consumer access and convenience, an attractive 
deposit amount, and strong marketing and 
consumer engagement/education.   

Key Issue 4.1: Deposit Value and Refund Amount 

4.1.1  Does the current deposit amount of 10 cents 
influence whether you return empty beverage 
containers for recycling via CDS depots? If so, 
how does it influence your participation? If 
not, why not? 

Noting our response to 2.4, the current deposit 
amount is low by global standards and has not 
maintained pace with CPI.  The Government 
should regularly review and adjust the deposit 
value in coordination with other 
States/Territories. 

Key Issue 4.2: Ease of Container Return  

4.2.1  If the existing depots were supplemented 
with new return points, which types of 
location/s would you find the easiest to return 
eligible beverage containers to? For example:  

 

• supermarket or shopping centre Yes.  Sellers of these products should be 
legislated into these schemes.  

• local retail outlet, for example, 
newsagency or convenience store  

Option to opt-in should be provided. 

• entertainment and sporting events  Arrangements should be in place for large 
sporting and cultural events. 

• waste transfer station  These make sense where they are publicly 
accessible but may not be the easiest locations 
to return containers. 

4.2.2.  Would you use self-service return points (for 
example, reverse vending machines or ‘drop 
and go’ stations) located in one of the above 
locations to divert more of your containers 
from the kerbside waste system to the CDS? 

Noting our response to 2.4, convenience is a 
key driver of consumer engagement and 
scheme return rates 

4.2.3  Will promotion and consistent branding of 
return points, including information about 
locations, operating hours and beverage 
container return requirements, assist you in 
returning eligible containers and accessing the 
refund? 

See response to 2.4. 
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Key Issue ACOR Response 

4.2.5  The handling fee payable to depots and return 
point operators is one lever used to influence 
accessibility and servicing of return points 
within a community. What other levers or 
incentives could be used? 

Diversification of network operators, whose key 
priority is maximising recycling rates. This 
addresses the governance challenges set out in 
section 5 that can be a key impediment to 
convenience and accessibility; and enables a 
different back-end sorting and logistics 
approach necessary for small-format return 
points. 

4.2.6  What would be the best mechanism to ensure 
the CDS achieves return rate targets and 
accountability standards for metropolitan, 
non-metropolitan and remote areas of the 
state? 

Noting our response to 2.4, an appropriate and 
ambitious set of minimum access standards are 
important for all areas across the state. Noting 
also our response to 4.2.1, the legislation of 
beverage retailers as return points in the 
scheme would help to resolve this issue. 

Key Issue 4.3: Payment of Refund Method  

4.3.1  How would you like to receive your refunds 
for containers?  

All refund options: Ultimately it should be up to 
the Network Operator to determine how best 
to service customers and encourage a high 
return rate. 

4.3.2  Is the addition of non-cash refund methods 
likely to increase the level of convenience for 
you when returning empty beverage 
containers to a CDS depot?  

Vouchers redeemable (for cash or credit) in-
store are likely to be valued by retail. Other 
non-cash payment methods (including direct 
transfer) have also proven popular with a sub-
set of consumers. 

Key Issue 5: Governance Arrangements  

5.1  Do you think the SA Government should 
appoint an independent governing body for 
the existing multiple super collector system or 
independent not-for-profit scheme 
coordinator who will have oversight of the 
scheme, and make recommendations on the 
performance targets, container return rate 
targets, scheme costs and the reporting and 
accountability framework to the SA 
Government? 

ACOR supports a ‘split responsibility’ model, 
whereby responsibility for the scheme is split 
between a Scheme Coordinator who 
administrates the scheme and network 
operator(s) who run the collection points. 

This addresses the beverage industry conflict of 
interest inherent in any CDS and enables best 
practice recycling outcomes.  

Ideally this would involve the procurement of 
network operators that are incentivised to 
deliver on scheme objectives. 

The options proposed in the discussion paper – 
with two board positions available for major 
beverage companies – fall short of “an 
independent governing body” and do not 
provide this split responsibility.  
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5.1.a  If so, do you think the proposed governing 
body membership is appropriate? If not, what 
would you suggest? 

As noted in 5.1, ACOR supports a ‘split 
responsibility model’, rather than the proposed 
governance options. 

The proposed governance body membership 
does not properly address or mitigate inherent 
conflicts of interest. 

Ideally there should be no commercial 
representatives on the governing body.  Rather, 
peak body representatives should represent 
beverage and recycling sectors. 

5.2  It is proposed to require registration of 
beverage containers (and barcodes if 
available) within a centralised IT platform as 
a condition of container approval to enable 
tracking and counting of containers. If a 
barcode is not used, what alternative tracking 
and counting methods would you suggest and 
where are they in use?  

SA should align with other States (NSW, QLD 
and WA) in requiring barcodes on eligible 
containers.  

5.3  It is proposed that beverage producers and 
suppliers, depots, and super collectors or the 
single scheme coordinator must utilise a 
centralised IT platform for auditing and 
reporting purposes in accordance with the 
supplier arrangement. Do you agree with 
this? If not, why not?  

A centralised platform can provide some 
efficiency. However, it should be used for data 
capture and reporting, and not to impose or 
limit return point types, payment options or to 
take over return points’ relationship with their 
customers.  

5.4  Which of the scheme coordinator options 
(option 1: multiple super collectors or 
option 2: single independent not-for-profit 
scheme coordinator) do you prefer and why? 

ACOR does not support either option.  We 
support a genuine ‘split responsibility’ model, 
as outlined in 5.1. 

This model would entail a scheme coordinator 
with separate network operators, independent 
of the beverage industry and incentivised to 
increase return rates. 

If this is not supported, the best alternative 
would be to have option 1 or 2, but without 
representation by commercial beverage 
operators on the governing body so that it is 
truly independent. 

5.4.a  What do you see as the risks and benefits of 
each of these scheme coordination options?  

As outlined above, neither of the options put 
forward are independent.  Conflicts of interest 
and can lead to difficulties in achieving the 
targeted objectives of the scheme. 

5.4.b  What would be the impacts of the different 
options on your business? 

The proposed options may not result in 
meaningful adoption of new technologies, 
investment by new operators or significant 
change to convenience/access for citizens.  
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5.4.c  If option 1 was the model chosen to 
coordinate the scheme, how should 
accountability for meeting scheme 
performance indicators, such as return rate 
targets, be shared amongst the super 
collectors? 

See comments above. However, if adopted, 
each should be responsible for return rate 
targets for the brands it is contracted for, with 
the data necessary to track this provided by 
barcode scanning of containers (at return points 
or supercollectors). 

5.5  The establishment of a single waste 
management arrangement between depots 
and at least one super collector (for option 1) 
or single independent scheme coordinator 
(for option 2) is proposed to enable depots to 
contract with a single super collector and 
remove sorting by container brand.  

 

5.5.a  Do you agree with this change as a way of 
addressing these concerns? If not, why not? If 
not, what alternative approach would you 
suggest?  

This will remove the sorting by container brand 
but is not expected to address the lack of 
alternative return point options, need for 
greater convenience, or efforts to increase 
return rates. 

5.6  The weight-based conversion of container 
material weight to container number has 
been the subject of disputes over containers 
returned. It is proposed to transition to a 
container-count methodology to report on 
container return rates and payment for 
returns. 

 

 

5.6.a  Do you foresee any issues with this method of 
payment for returned containers?  

 

5.6.b  How would smaller depots with low container 
return volumes achieve container counting? 

Smaller venues can have counts verified at a 
central point  

5.7  Do you think the CDS scheme should establish 
geographical performance targets, including 
distribution of container return points per 
region and return rates for regional and 
remote areas?  

Access standards should be established to 
ensure coverage across all areas. 
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PREFACE 

The Australian Food and Grocery Council (AFGC) is the leading national organisation representing 

Australia’s food, drink and grocery manufacturing industry.  The AFGC comprises more than 150 

member companies, subsidiaries and associates, who together account for the majority of the gross 

dollar value of the processed food, beverage and grocery products sectors.  

With an annual turnover in the 2019-20 financial year of $132 billion, Australia’s food and grocery 

manufacturing sector makes a substantial contribution to the Australian economy and is vital to the 

nation’s future prosperity.  

The diverse and sustainable industry is made up of over 16,131 businesses and accounts for over 

$81.1 billion of the nation’s international trade. These businesses range from some of the largest 

globally significant multinational companies to small and medium enterprises. Industry made $2.9 

billion in capital investment in 2018-19. 

Food, beverage and grocery manufacturing together forms Australia’s largest manufacturing sector, 

representing 32 per cent of total manufacturing turnover in Australia. The food and grocery 

manufacturing sector employs more than 270,800 Australians, representing 32 per cent of total 

manufacturing employment in Australia.  

Many food manufacturing plants are located outside the metropolitan regions. The industry makes a 

large contribution to rural and regional Australia economies, with almost 40 per cent of the total 

persons employed being in rural and regional Australia.  

Given the role the sector plays in the packaging supply chain, and the steps being taken to address 

sustainability in packaging, the Australian Food and Grocery Council (AFGC) welcomes the 

opportunity to contribute to South Australia’s deliberations on the container deposit scheme 

through the Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents discussion paper.  
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Key Issues: 

1. Objectives of the CDS 

Question 1:  

1. Do you think the CDS should be supported and recognised as a key pathway for supplying recovered 
materials to remanufacturers and to achieve state and national resource recovery targets by:  

1.1. supporting and building on existing beverage container resource recovery investments and 
infrastructure  

1.2. optimising the recovery of high-value beverage container materials that support a circular 
economy  

1.3. continuing to enable opportunities for local employment within the CDS and more broadly within 
the resource recovery and recycling sector  

1.4. enabling opportunities for community groups, not-for-profit organisations and charities to benefit 
from the CDS through direct participation and the development of partnerships within the CDS?  

 

AFGC Response: 

The AFGC recommends the scope of containers should directly relate to, and be assessed against, 

the scheme environmental and recovery objectives, therefore linking questions 1 and 2. 

Questions 1.1 - 1.4 

The AFGC supports that CDS schemes must now broaden from a sole focus on litter to also become a 

pathway to recover high quality materials for remanufacturing to build a circular economy (Q1.2), 

but only where: 

• there is proven low recovery and/or low-quality outcomes with no other improvement 

options available 

• it does not unrealistically shift cost to the consumer causing unnecessary inflation and a 

decline in spending in other markets 

While capitalising on existing CDS infrastructure (Q1.1), and increasing employment opportunities in 

the CDS, recycling, community groups, not-for-profit organisations and charity sectors (Q1.3, 1.4), 

the economic impact must also include any positive or negative impact on: 

• Community members cost of living, 

• Community member ease of access to recycling, 

• Upstream sectors within the circular economy, 

• Downstream sectors in a circular economy 

As all sectors within a circular economy are buyers and sellers, all are potentially impacted by a 

regulatory change in the market and should therefore be included in any economic modelling. 
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Key Issues: 

2. Containers included in the CDS 

Question 2:  

2.1 Should plain unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres continue to be excluded from the CDS? If not, 
why not?  

2.2 Do you think the diversion of glass from the co-mingled recyclables bin is best achieved through the CDS 
or a fourth kerbside bin dedicated to glass?  

2.2a Do you agree that all glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS 
(wine, spirit and cordial)? If not, why not?  

2.2bAlternatively, if a fourth kerbside bin collection system dedicated to glass was made available, 
who should pay for it?  

2.3 Do you agree that all plastic fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers (in addition to soft drinks, fruit 
juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS? If not, why not?  

2.4 Do you think a contemporary CDS education and awareness campaign that incorporates the proposed 
new inclusions would divert more beverage containers away from the kerbside co-mingled bins and residual 
waste bins towards CDS depots? What media platforms should be used for such a campaign? 

AFGC Response: 

Questions 2.1 – 2.3 

As stated above, any modification to the scheme should align with the scheme objectives. Therefore, 

the inclusion of plain milk, wine, spirits or cordials should be assessed accordingly. Table 2.1 below 

highlights the AFGC’s assessment that on balance these materials should not be included in the 

scheme as the environmental benefits appear low with negative economic impacts.  

Legend:   Green = include in scheme, Red = Exclude from scheme. 

Table 2.1: Container Scope Assessment 

Assessment criteria Plain milk Wine & spirits Cordial and juice 

bottles 

Are they a litter issue? N N N 

Can they be sorted in MRF’s? Y Y Y 

Are recycling rates strong? Y – see Figure 11 Y – See Figure 10 Y – See Figure 12 

Do they have good end markets? Y Y Y 

Has the Government invested RMF in 
improved MRF sortation? 

Y Y Y 

Has the Government invested RMF in 
improved secondary processing? 

Y Y Y 

Will material quality improve 
significantly? 

N Y – 4th bin 
dependant 

N 

Would MRF’s lose income from the sale 
of materials? 

Y Y Y 
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Would all MRF’s need to renegotiate 
contracts will all SA LGA’s? 

Y Y Y 

Will the addition of a refund result in 
inflation? 

Y Y Y 

Will primary producers be impacted by 
tighter margins 

Y - Dairy farmers Y – Wine growers Y - Manufacturers 

Can current RVM’s used in Australia 
accept large bottles 

N – 3 ltr bottles Lack of size 
consistency in this 
sector will make 
universal RVM 
acceptance 
problematic 

N – 2 ltr bottles 

Will inflation impact the community cost 
of living? 

Y Y Y 

Will the material be freely available on 
the open market or monopolise supply 

This would depend on the scheme model chosen, however the 
AFGC recommends that material should be sold to the open 
market (as in SA, Qld and WA) to avoid monopolisation of 
supply. 

Note: PVC cordial bottles will soon convert to PET in line with the National Packaging Targets and will become easily 

recyclable in MRF’s. 

Questions 2.4 

A contemporary CDS education and awareness campaign, incorporating the proposed new inclusions 

may divert beverage containers away from the kerbside co-mingled bins towards CDS depots. 

However, simply moving material from a kerbside bin to a CDS depot does not increase recovery 

therefore failing to meet the schemes objectives of increasing material circularity. 

While there would be a financial incentive to remove containers from the recycling or residual waste 

bins, this recovery gain could be offset by the additional effort required to do so.  

The AFGC recommends that alignment between Councils kerbside standards and labelling is the first 

critical step to minimise community confusion. Without nationwide kerbside standards in place, 

labelling cannot align to a council-by-council approach.  
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Key Issues: 

3. Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 

Question 3:  

Scheme approvals and scheme cost recovery  

3.1 As a beverage producer or supplier, do you support the CDS subsidising new-entrant small to medium 
beverage suppliers and producers in the form of scheme induction and initial preparation costs? If not, why 
not?  

3.2 As a beverage producer or supplier, do you agree with the application of a scheme compliance fee paid 
by the super collectors to cost recover the scheme compliance and enforcement costs? If not, why not, and 
what alternative method of cost recovery could be applied?  

3.3 As a beverage producer or supplier, do you support the removal of the container approval application 
fee and incorporation of these assessment costs as part of the scheme compliance fee? If not, why not?  

3.4 If the SA Government introduces a limited term for approvals, do you think a five year term, in line with 
other state and territory schemes, is a suitable time period? If not, why not, and what would you suggest?  

 

Container refund marking  

3.5 As a beverage producer or supplier, super collector or depot operator, do you support the alignment of 
CDS-eligible beverage container refund markings nationally, and why?  

3.6 What potential container branding would you recommend that could be used to promote and raise 
awareness of the CDS and the circular economy? 

AFGC Response: 

Questions 3.1 – 3.2 

The AFGC supports a user pays model, were there is equity of costs based on containers supplied in 

the scheme. Due to this, the AFGC recommends that a national central product registration portal is 

used, expanding on the system used in Qld and WA as this will lower scheme costs and compliance 

costs. 

The AFGC supports cost recovery of scheme costs by scheme participants, however Government 

costs should likewise be covered by Government revenue sources. Therefore, it I critical that there is 

transparency of all scheme costs. 

Questions 3.3 – 3.4 

The AFGC supports the removal of the container approval application fee and incorporation of these 

assessment costs as part of the scheme compliance if levied on volumetric basis.  

The AFGC support national alignment of the approvals term. 
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Questions 3.5 – 3.6 

The AFGC supports the alignment of container refunds nationally as the distribution supply chain 

crosses all state borders. It is not possible to have different state labelling with interstate supply 

lines. 

The AFGC supports the use of the Australasian Recycling Label (ARL) to communicate a products 

recyclability to the consumer. However, as the current ARL does not mention CDS recovery, 

incorporation of the CDS recycling option into the ARL or a logo of similar appearance would be 

beneficial to brand owners and consumers alike. 
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Key Issues: 

4.1 Container Return Rates 

4.2 Ease of Container Return 

Question 4:  

4.1.1 Does the current deposit amount of 10 cents influence whether you return empty beverage containers 
for recycling via CDS depots? If so, how does it influence your participation? If not, why not? 

4.2.1 If the existing depots were supplemented with new return points, which types of location/s would you 
find the easiest to return eligible beverage containers to? For example:  

• supermarket or shopping centre  

• local retail outlet, for example, newsagency or convenience store  

• entertainment and sporting events  

• waste transfer station  

• home pick-up service (for fee).  

4.2.2 Would you use self-service return points (for example, reverse vending machines or ‘drop and go’ 
stations) located in one of the above locations to divert more of your containers from the kerbside waste 
system to the CDS?  

4.2.3 Will promotion and consistent branding of return points, including information about locations, 
operating hours and beverage container return requirements, assist you in returning eligible containers and 
accessing the refund?  

4.2.4 As a community organisation such as a charity, school or sports club, how do you or would you like to 
participate in, and benefit from, the CDS? For example:  

• by building and operating refund collection points yourself  
• by partnering and hosting refund collection points with approved CDS depots  
• by carrying out a collection of containers to take to a local collection point  
• by registering with the scheme as a nominated donation partner that is eligible to receive 

electronic funds donations through automated reverse vending machines  
• through mobile or ‘pop-up’ refund points as part of a fundraising drive 

 

Scheme coordinators and depot operators  

4.2.5 The handling fee payable to depots and return point operators is one lever used to influence 
accessibility and servicing of return points within a community. What other levers or incentives could be 
used?  

4.2.6 What would be the best mechanism to ensure the CDS achieves return rate targets and accountability 
standards for metropolitan, non-metropolitan and remote areas of the state? 

 

General questions  

4.3.1 How would you like to receive your refunds for containers?  Cash, electronic funds transfer (EFT) / 
online payment, direct electronic funds transfer to a donation partner of your choice, vouchers (for 
example, for use at local stores), all refund options as above.  

4.3.2 Is the addition of non-cash refund methods likely to increase the level of convenience for you when 
returning empty beverage containers to a CDS depot? 
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AFGC Response: 

Questions 4.2.5 to 4.2.6 

The level of the depot handling fee doesn’t drive number of collection points as adding new 

collection points is a regulated process. To influence, control or expand the number of 

collection points, the AFGC recommends South Australia introduce a minimum collection 

network standard as in the Qld and WA schemes. 

Similarly, the AFGC recommends the introduction of a collection network standard, that 

includes a state target. However, the AFGC cautions against setting geographic targets as 

data is not available for products supplied into specific regions, as distribution supply 

chains cross regional and state borders. 

 

Questions 4.3.1 to 4.3.2 

The AFGC supports the introduction of all specified non-cash payment options. 
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Key Issues: 

5. Governance Arrangements 

Question 5:  

Scheme oversight  

5.1 Do you think the SA Government should appoint an independent governing body for the existing 
multiple super collector system or independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator who will have oversight 
of the scheme, and make recommendations on the performance targets, container return rate targets, 
scheme costs and the reporting and accountability framework to the SA Government?  

If so, do you think the proposed governing body membership is appropriate? If not, what would you 
suggest?  

 

Scheme auditing and reporting  

5.2 It is proposed to require registration of beverage containers (and barcodes if available) within a 
centralised IT platform as a condition of container approval to enable tracking and counting of containers. If 
a barcode is not used, what alternative tracking and counting methods would you suggest and where are 
they in use? 

5.3 It is proposed that beverage producers and suppliers, depots, and super collectors or the single scheme 
coordinator must utilise a centralised IT platform for auditing and reporting purposes in accordance with 
the supplier arrangement. Do you agree with this? If not, why not?  

 

Scheme coordination  

5.4 Which of the scheme coordinator options (option 1: multiple super collectors or option 2: single 
independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator) do you prefer and why?  

a. What do you see as the risks and benefits of each of these scheme coordination options?  
b. What would be the impacts of the different options on your business?  
c. If option 1 was the model chosen to coordinate the scheme, how should accountability for meeting 

scheme performance indicators, such as return rate targets, be shared amongst the super 
collectors?  

5.5 The establishment of a single waste management arrangement between depots and at least one super 
collector (for option 1) or single independent scheme coordinator (for option 2) is proposed to enable 
depots to contract with a single super collector and remove sorting by container brand. Do you agree with 
this change as a way of addressing these concerns? If not, why not? If not, what alternative approach would 
you suggest?  

5.6 The weight-based conversion of container material weight to container number has been the subject of 
disputes over containers returned. It is proposed to transition to a container-count methodology to report 
on container return rates and payment for returns.  

a. Do you foresee any issues with this method of payment for returned containers?  
b. How would smaller depots with low container return volumes achieve container counting?  

5.7 Do you think the CDS scheme should establish geographical performance targets, including distribution 
of container return points per region and return rates for regional and remote areas? 
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AFGC Response: 

Questions 5.1  

The AFGC recommends South Australia engage an independent not-for-profit scheme 

coordinator who will have oversight of the scheme, and make recommendations on the 

performance targets, container return rate targets, scheme costs and the reporting and 

accountability framework to the SA Government.  

 

Questions 5.2 and 5.3 

The AFGC recommends South Australia use the existing product registration portal used in 

WA and Qld. The following benefits will result from a national portal: 

• Less free riders ‘falling through the cracks’ in individual states. Note: the portal 

used in WA and Qld works in with the GS1 National Product Catalogue that is used 

by all beverage suppliers in the Australian market 

• Greater transparency for fraud detection 

• Greater traceability which will increase PCR usage in packaging 

• Less administrative burden and cost around imports and exports 

• Lower chance of double counting imports or exports 

• Lower chance of omitting imports or exports 

The AFGC recommends the usage of the barcode (GTIN) as this is a global standard already 

used by all retailers and brand owners in Australia. Any innovation should not duplicate or 

run parallel to the systems and standards already in place in the supply chain. The AFGC 

recommends South Australia contact GS1 in relation to innovations in product scanning 

technology. 

 

Questions 5.4 to 5.5 

The AFGC recommends South Australia engage an independent not-for-profit scheme 

coordinator who will have oversight of the scheme (option 2), and make recommendations 

on the performance targets, container return rate targets, scheme costs and the reporting 

and accountability framework to the SA Government. The benefits versus option 1 include: 

• The ability to set a state-wide target and hold one entity accountable for the 

delivery of the scheme including the redemption rate target. The AFGC cautions 

against having multiple super collectors / geographic targets as data is not available 

for products supplied into specific regions, as distribution supply chains cross 

regional and state borders. 

• Option 2 also provides a simpler model with less complexity that maintains full 

government oversight and complete transparency. 

• Option 1 aligns with the aim of having a real producer responsibility scheme funded 

and operated by industry. 

• Option 1 allows economies of scale by sharing of IT platforms across several 

jurisdictions. 
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The AFGC does not support the establishment of a single waste management arrangement 

between depots and at least one super collector (for option 1) but recommends a single 

independent scheme coordinator (for option 2) to enable depots to contract with a single 

super collector and remove sorting by container brand. The key benefit of option 2 is to 

promote competition by allowing multiple waste arrangements in the market. 

 

Questions 5.6 to 5.7 

The AFGC supports the move from weight-based conversion of container material weight 

to payment by container counts. The AFGC understands this would not raise issues for 

smaller depots with low container return volumes as they currently count containers to 

provide refunds to their customers. 

The AFGC cautions against setting geographic targets as data is not available for products 

supplied into specific regions, as distribution supply chains cross regional and state borders. 
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Who are we  

Australian Grape and Wine Incorporated (Australian Grape & Wine) is Australia’s national 

association of winegrape and wine producers. Our activities focus upon the objective of 

providing leadership, strategy, advocacy and support that serves Australian wine businesses now 

and into the future. 

We represent the interests of the more than 2,500 winemakers and 6,000 winegrape growers 

working in Australia. Our role is to help forge a political, social and regulatory environment - in 

Australia and overseas - that enables profitable and sustainable Australian wine and winegrape 

growing businesses. These businesses make a significant contribution to underpinning regional 

economies by driving growth in jobs, regional exports and food and wine tourism.  

Australian Grape & Wine’s voluntary membership represents over 75% of the national winegrape 

crush. We represent small, medium and large winemakers and winegrape growers from across 

the country. Policy decisions by the Australian Grape & Wine Board require 80% support, 

ensuring no single category can dominate the decision-making process and guaranteeing policy 

is only determined if it provides significant industry benefit. In practice, most decisions are 

determined by consensus.  

Australian Grape & Wine is recognised as a representative organisation for winegrape and wine 

producers under the Wine Australia Act 2013 and is incorporated under the SA Associations 

Incorporation Act 1985. We work in partnership with the Australian Government to develop and 

implement policy that is in the best interests of winegrape growers and winemakers across 

Australia.  
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Executive Summary  
Australian Grape & Wine welcomes the opportunity to review and provide comments on the 

EPA’s Discussion Paper “Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents” (the Discussion 

Paper). This input follows on from our submission of February 2019, which was lodged in 

response to the EPA’s Scoping Paper into the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

It was pleasing to note in the Discussion Paper, that the South Australian Government confirmed 

its commitment to recycling and its ambition to move towards a state of circularity in the South 

Australian economy. Australian Grape & Wine is also committed to moving towards a circular 

economy through initiatives that focus on sustainability and increased recycling. Pillar three of 

the sector’s Vision 2050 strategy highlights the importance of sustainability to the sector, our 

community, the land and on the environment within which we grow grapes and make wine. 

Recycling glass wine-bottles is part of our sustainability commitment, with many of our members 

having publicly committed to ambitious targets relating to recycling and packaging.  

Our submission will focus primarily on aspects within the Discussion Paper which are relevant to 

the wine sector. There are a range of recommendations outlined that could help harmonise 

South Australia’s CDS with Schemes operating in other states, but we do not believe sufficient 

analysis on all the options, benefits, costs and impacts on all stakeholders, has been provided for 

Australian Grape & Wine to endorse this Discussion Paper. 

Specifically, we reject the EPA’s suggestion that including wine bottles in the South Australian 

CDS is the best way to improve the volume of glass recycled and the efficiency of the CDS. We 

take this view as we assess the EPA proposal to be:  

- dismissive of alternative models which could deliver better recycling outcomes at a lower 

cost to wine businesses; 

- highly inequitable in how it distributes costs along the supply chain, with the burden 

unreasonably sitting with wine producers; and 

- based on several significant errors in the financial analysis and undefined costs which 

undermine our confidence in the EPA’s assessment of costs and benefits.  

Apart from the superficial financial analysis and other evidentiary deficiencies within the 

Discussion Paper, our primary concern is that the EPA is proposing a sub-optimal system at a 

significant cost to the grape and wine sector, the people it employs and the communities in 

which it is situated. If the option to extend the scope of containers to include wine bottles is 

implemented, it will amplify the pressures on the viability of grape and wine businesses in South 

Australia, particularly given the challenges to profitability already at play as a result of bushfires, 

smoke, COVID-19, China’s import duties, global logistics delays and recent hail and storm events 

(see Appendix 1 for an overview of these challenges). Further, as other states move to align the 

scope of their CDS containers with South Australia, the significant flow-on financial impacts will 

be magnified further on all wine businesses throughout Australia. 

Australian Grape & Wine encourages the EPA to refer to the South Australian Wine Industry 

Association (SAWIA) submission in response to the Discussion Paper, as it provides detailed 

commentary on a broader range of topics in the Discussion Paper and includes independently 

verified costings, on the significant financial impacts that the proposed inclusion of wine bottles 

into the CDS would have on our sector. Australian Grape & Wine supports and endorses SAWIA’s 

submission on the Discussion Paper. We would be very happy to discuss our submission in more 

detail at the EPA’s request.  

https://www.agw.org.au/assets/VISION-2050/AGW-Vision2050-F.pdf
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Dismissive of alternative models 

Wine industry commitment to sustainability 

Australian Grape & Wine is committed to exploring ways to continuously improve the 

sustainability of Australia’s grape and wine sector. As noted in the executive summary to this 

submission, sustainability is at the heart of our Vision 2050 document (see pillar 3).1 

Regarding glass recovery and recycling, a large proportion of the wine bottles sold in Australia 

would already fall under the jurisdiction of the Australian Packaging Covenant2, a national 

regulatory framework under the National Environment Protection (Used Packaging Materials) 

Measure 2011 (NEPM), that sets out how governments and businesses across Australia share the 

responsibility for managing the environmental impacts of packaging.  

The Covenant applies to businesses in the supply chain that have an annual turnover of 

$5 million or more. These businesses are required to choose between becoming a Signatory to 

the Covenant and contributing to the collective national efforts in managing packaging waste, or 

meeting compliance obligations under the National Environment Protection Measure (NEPM), 

which are implemented by the laws and other arrangements of participating states and 

territories, where a business sells or distributes its products.3 These criteria would encompass 

most medium and large wine producers throughout Australia. 

Signatories to the Covenant are obliged to reduce the environmental impacts of their consumer 

packaging by optimising resource recovery of packaging materials through the supply chain. As 

such, winemakers are already cognisant of ensuring packaging is easily recycled and packaging 

materials or waste, is captured before it enters the environment. The Covenant is overseen by the 

Australian Packaging Covenant Organisation (APCO), and with APCO’s administrative support, a 

group of approximately 25 wine businesses have already been working together under a 

‘collective impact model’ to implement initiatives such as, developing cross-industry sustainable 

packaging guidelines; initiating a pilot regional waste drop-off facility in the Barossa Valley; 

reviewing the use and weight of glass and cardboard used in wine packaging and other 

packaging items such as closures; exploring ways to reduce cling film to wrap pallets; and 

exploring a retail store program to reduce packaging waste at the point of sale.   

While there is certainly more work that the wine sector can do to reduce and reuse glass, we do 

not support including wine bottles in the South Australian CDS. As the national wine sector 

representative body, Australian Grape & Wine is keen to work with the South Australian 

Government and the EPA on the best mechanisms to drive real improvements in glass recycling 

that are cost-efficient, evidence-driven and equitable across the supply-chain.  

Dismissing a kerbside bin for glass was not given due consideration in the 

Discussion Paper 

It is difficult to understand why alternative arrangements to improve glass recycling in South 

Australia where not properly considered. Just one alternative arrangement – a 4th kerbside bin 

for glass – was referred to in the discussion paper, but even this was given short shrift, which is 

very disappointing, particularly given:  

 
1 AGW-Vision2050-F.pdf 
2 The Australian Packaging Covenant 
3 The Australian Packaging Covenant Organisations 

https://www.agw.org.au/assets/VISION-2050/AGW-Vision2050-F.pdf
https://apco.org.au/the-australian-packaging-covenant
https://apco.org.au/the-australian-packaging-covenant
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- The Victorian Government is in the process of rolling out its fourth bin for glass recycling, 

with data yet to be collected; and  

- That the Hudson Howells economic modelling report states on page 27, that “the 

greatest economic impact is generated by the 4th kerbside bin option.  

Despite the Discussion Paper dismissing this 4th glass kerbside bin option, it is obvious that a 4th 

glass bin would deliver more glass overall, than the current co-mingled kerbside recycling bins, 

as both beverage and food containers would be collected. This solution would also reduce the 

amount of non-beverage container glass going into landfill because it’s been broken and mixed 

with other recycling materials in the current, co-mingled kerbside recycle bin, collection process.   

A 4th glass bin also aligns with the Commonwealth Government circular economy framework. As 

cited in the recent CSIRO Circular Economy Report, one of the biggest opportunities to 

successfully delivery a circular economy is by implementing “separation-at-source systems to 

decrease cross-contamination, including segregation of recyclables, lower compaction rates for 

glass and reuse schemes.” 4  

While the Discussion Paper claimed that the 4th glass bin would deliver less financial benefit, this 

was contradicted in its own economic modelling analysis which stated that “the greatest 

economic impact is generated by the 4th kerbside bin option.”5 We also note that according to 

the EPA’s own data, a 4th glass kerbside bin is projected to create more jobs than the option of 

increasing the scope of the CDS containers.  Further, there was no consideration of the option to 

extend the timeframe between pick-ups of a 4th glass only bin, from fortnightly to monthly, or 

longer periods, which would also have an impact on the estimated cost of this option. This 

possibility was not even discussed or considered in the cost analysis, which appears to be a 

significant flaw in the discussion of the 4th glass bin option. 

No guarantee extending scope of containers will increasing glass recycling 

To Australian Grape & Wine, it seems as though the EPA’s primary focus is on increasing 

participation in the CDS, as opposed to increasing recycling rates. In fact, the major emphasis 

throughout the Discussion Paper is on increasing the recovery rate of containers rather than 

increasing glass recycling or reuse. More surprising is the claim that even with the “inclusion of 

currently excluded glass beverage containers (that is, wine, spirit, juice and cordial containers)… it 

is expected to increase the return rate from the current 77% to 78% per year.”6   

Given the additional cost for wine producers (approx. 40 cents per container as estimated by 

SAWIA’s analysis), the proposal to expand the scope of CDS containers is estimated by the EPA to 

lead to just a one per cent increase in the volume of containers returned, with no guaranteed 

increase in the actual volume of glass being recycled or reused, wine businesses are entitled to 

ask: “Where is the benefit?”  

The South Australian CDS incentivises collection and recovery, but it does nothing to maximise 

recycling and reuse, which is a key intent of creating a circular economy.  

The data presented in the Discussion Paper demonstrates that while the CDS is an effective litter 

reduction scheme, it is a relatively poor mechanism for increasing recycling. Despite the relatively 

 
4 Circular economy roadmap for plastics, glass, paper and tyres Pathways for unlocking future growth 

opportunities for Australia, January 2021, Page 39  
5 Hudson Howells, South Australian Environment Protection Authority, Container Deposit Scheme 

Economic Analysis Review, December 2020, Page 27 
6 Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents, page 34 

https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15056_cds_econanalysis_review_report_dec2020.pdf
https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15056_cds_econanalysis_review_report_dec2020.pdf


 

6 

 

high collection and return rates of CDS-eligible containers, recycling rates in South Australia 

remain low. There is an assumption that, if the CDS is expanded to include wine bottles, 

increased recovery rates will equate to increased recycling rates. That is not necessarily the case, 

as recycling the recovered containers depends on the market for used glass and remaking 

containers.  

This Discussion Paper is a missed opportunity, why did the EPA not include targets for recycling, 

as opposed to recovery and collection?  

What is the value of education? 

Australian Grape & Wine would like to know to what extent, an education campaign, or other 

innovations to engage the community, would improve recovery rates? An education campaign 

could, potentially, have the dual benefits of increasing recovery rates in terms of volume, and 

helping address the identified problem of the presence of glass packaging in co-mingled 

kerbside rubbish bins.  

We believe an effective community and business education campaign could easily lead to an 

increased recovery rate of the same degree or more, as the costly CDS model put forward by the 

EPA. This view is also supported in the CSIRO Circular Economy Report where it suggests that 

“Harmonising messages to consumers through consistency in labelling, recycling instructions, 

and education messages will underpin effective behaviour change in household, commercial, and 

industry purchasing, consumption and recycling routines. This will help ensure reduced waste 

generation, cleaner recyclables are collected, more efficient sorting outcomes are achieved, and 

end markets for recycled products are sustained.” 7 

We further contend that an education campaign could be delivered at little to no cost to wine 

businesses, and negligible cost to the SA Government. Sadly, the Discussion Paper is silent on 

other options to drive improvements, except for the superficial and dismissive contemplation of 

the fourth glass bin option. 

 

Inequities in supply chain costs 

The CDS shifts costs, but doesn’t share them 

Australian Grape & Wine was disappointed to see repeated references to the CDS as a “Product 

Stewardship Scheme”. As noted on page 8 of the Discussion Paper:  

“The concept of product stewardship acknowledges that those involved in producing, 

selling, and using products have a shared responsibility to ensure that those products 

are managed in a way that reduces their impact, throughout the life cycle of the 

products, on the environment and on human health and safety.  

Simply calling a CDS a product stewardship scheme does not make it so. The South 

Australian CDS is a litter collection scheme funded via an extended producer 

 

7 CSIRO Circular economy roadmap for plastics, glass, paper and tyres, Pathways for unlocking future 

growth opportunities for Australia, January 2021, Page 96 
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responsibility model. The proposal put forward by the EPA to include wine bottles in the 

CDS is not based on cost sharing at all, it is based on cost shifting. SAWIA estimates that 

including wine bottles in the CDS would cost producers nearly 40 cents per bottle every 

year, which will have a direct bearing on the viability of wine businesses across Australia. If 

this approach is adopted, it will result in jobs losses and potentially, business closures in 

rural and regional South Australia.  

The proposal to include wine bottles into the scope of the CDS, as put forward by the EPA, would 

not be an example of sharing responsibility – as it pertains to cost – along the product supply 

chain. Indeed, it places almost the entire cost burden on the winemaker, even though there are 

other beneficiaries of this proposal, such as, local councils, the recycling sector and glass 

manufacturers. The financial burden on winemakers would be magnified even further, if other 

states and territories followed South Australia’s lead, and added wine bottles into all CDS’s across 

Australia. This would be a significant impost on the South Australian economy, given South 

Australia’s position as Australia’s largest wine-producing state.  

As outlined in the discussion paper: “the diversion and recycling of 51 million non-CDS glass 

wine, spirit and cordial containers from the kerbside co-mingled bin to the CDS is estimated to 

save local government approximately $34 million per year”8 and “the CDS has and will continue 

to provide a significant revenue stream for MRFs, which helps ensure resource recovery and 

recycling of kerbside recyclables remains financially viable…”9 These parties would gain a financial 

benefit while South Australian wineries foot the bill.   

A CDS does not deliver a circular economy  

The National Waste Policy provides a national framework for waste and resource recovery in 

Australia. It outlines roles and responsibilities for collective action by businesses, governments, 

communities, and individuals. The policy identifies five overarching principles underpinning waste 

management in a circular economy. These include: 

• Avoid waste 

• Improve resource recovery 

• Increase use of recycled material and build demand and markets for recycled products 

• Better manage material flows to benefit human health, the environment, and the 

economy 

• Improve information to support innovation, guide investment and enable informed 

consumer decisions. 

“A circular economy is a much broader ambition and not just a waste management strategy. It is 

important that a transition does not burden solely the end-of-life, waste management sector. 

Instead, all parts of the economy should be engaged and involved in a transition, and this 

involves importers, manufacturers, consumers, households and local government authorities.”10  

Unfortunately, this Discussion Paper is a missed opportunity to progress towards a genuine 

circular economy through meaningful public discussion. Many of the suggested enhancements to 

the South Australian CDS are focused only on the method of resource recovery and governance, 

 
8 Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents, Page 29 
9 Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents, Page 20 
10 CSIRO Circular economy roadmap for plastics, glass, paper and tyres Pathways for unlocking future 

growth opportunities for Australia, January 2021, Page 8 
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systems, but the Paper is silent on mechanisms that will increase the use, value and demand for 

recycled container materials, or improvements to information which supports innovation, 

investment and helping consumers make more informed decisions. There is so much more that 

could be achieved in the modernisation of the South Australia CDS, but none of these areas are 

analysed or covered in sufficient detail to help inform stakeholders who are impacted by the CDS 

review. 

Financial analysis errors and unquantified costs 

The true costs of adding expanding the scope of the CDS to include wine 

bottles 

The costs of expanding the scope of the CDS to include wine bottles, as outlined in the 

Discussion Paper, and derived from economic modelling completed on behalf of the EPA by 

Hudson Howells,11 is based on incorrect assumptions around the size of wine businesses and 

vastly overestimates the volume of wine bottles sold. As a result, the cost impact on wineries, is 

dramatically underestimated in the Discussion Paper. 

As set out in Appendix 2 of SAWIA’s Submission CDS Discussion Paper, SAWIA’s costings, that 

were independently verified, estimated that if wine bottles were included in the CDS, South 

Australia’s wine businesses would be negatively impacted by an annual cost of $8.32 million (55 

cents per container in the first year and 40 cents per container per annum, ongoing). This is an 

enormous amount of money for winemakers to find at a time when the industry can least 

afford it.   

In addition, the Discussion Paper also proposes options to modernise the CDS governance to 

increase transparency and accountability, which would result in additional “unquantified costs” 

such as, the proposal to develop a centralised IT system that supports a transition to an e-based 

container and financial tracking system throughout the CDS, and the introduction of a ‘scheme 

compliance fee’ 12. These “unquantified costs” make it even more difficult for Australian Grape & 

Wine to fully consider any of the suggested enhancements to the SA CDS. 

The claim that wine producers can pass on the costs to consumers is 

erroneous 

The Discussion Paper puts forward the opinion, as a fait accompli, that wine businesses 

would simply be able to pass on the costs of a being included in a CDS to consumers. 

Australian Grape & Wine has canvassed its membership on this issue and the clear view is 

that this assumption is a major flaw in the Discussion Paper.  

Winemakers face considerable issues relating to a very competitive retailer landscape in Australia. 

Roy Morgan data compiled in May 202013, estimated that the combined groups of Coles and 

Woolworths Liquor Group, were responsible for up to approximately 75 per cent of all wines 

distributed and sold through retail sales channels. While the concentration of the two major 

retailers has brought a high level of competition to the marketplace, resulting in lower prices for 

 

11 Hudson Howells 2021, South Australian Environment Protection Authority, Container Deposit 

Scheme Economic Analysis Review – Addendum Report January 2021, 

https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15057_cds_econanalysis_review_addendum_jan2021.pdf. Page 21, 22 
12 Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents, Page 60 
13 Roy Morgan Alcohol Retail Report, published May 2020 

https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15057_cds_econanalysis_review_addendum_jan2021.pdf
http://www.roymorgan.com/findings/8412-alcohol-market-share-may-2020-202005180658
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consumers, it has also left winemakers with fewer options in terms of sales channels, and also 

smaller profit margins.  

It is important to understand that wine companies do not have long-term supply contracts with 

retailers, and in most cases have little ability to influence price. Retailers have many different wine 

brands to choose from and there are very few brands that are “must-have” for alcohol retailers. 

Australian Grape & Wine understands that an average retail store carries around 2,000 stock-

keeping units (SKUs) from about 355 wine brands, while the largest stores can carry considerably 

higher numbers of wines. Australian retailers also can source product from winemakers in many 

overseas countries, so there is a highly competitive marketplace in which retailers are able to 

place considerable price pressure on suppliers.  

Given this, winemakers would likely be forced to absorb any increased costs arising from the CDS. 

This assessment draws from the evidence presented in post-CDS implementation reviews in other 

jurisdictions. For example, in the case of the New South Wales CDS, the beer industry – which is 

vastly more concentrated than the wine sector (industry estimates the small number of major 

brewing companies control upwards of 90% of the beer market in Australia14) – was only able to 

pass on around one-third of the cost of participating in the CDS.15 If large, multinational beer 

companies were unable to negotiate higher prices to account for the increased CDS costs, it is 

highly-likely wine businesses in Australia will find themselves in an even more challenging 

position. Given this, we assess that it is highly likely wine businesses would be forced to absorb 

most costs associated with a CDS.  

This is a particularly significant issue for small, family-owned wine businesses in South Australia, 

who often sell in small volumes to the major retailer chains. To introduce the costs of a CDS, in 

terms of paying for the deposit fee, handling fees, registration, relabelling and managing red-

tape, would put South Australian wine businesses at a distinct disadvantage and make a 

significant impact on cash-flow and profits.  

Including wine bottles in a CDS will amplify 

current challenges to business viability  
The Australian grape and wine sector is facing its most significant set of challenges in living 

memory. We provide further analysis of this set of challenges at Appendix 1, but it is worth 

noting the impact of China on the market in the body of the submission, as it provides context 

that we believe should be considered by the South Australian Government as it reviews the 

CDS.  

Since China’s Ministry of Commerce (MOFCOM) made its final determinations on the 

Countervailing Duties Investigation and the Anti-Dumping Investigation on 26 March 2021, 

Australia’s wine exports to China have dropped sharply, with only small amounts of very high 

value wine, entering the market, along with some bulk wine shipments.16 Exports of still 

 
14 Australia beer market: premiumization, moderation and NABLAB (beveragedaily.com) 
15 Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal of New South Wales, “New South Wales Container 

Deposit Scheme: Monitoring the impacts on container deposit prices and competition”, December 

2018, page 31.  
16 Note: Bulk wine shipments were not captured by the MOFCOM ruling, and as such, are not subject 

to import duties. However, members have noted significant delays and increased testing for bulk wine 

shipments 

https://www.beveragedaily.com/Article/2018/09/19/Australia-beer-market-premiumization-moderation-and-NABLAB
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bottled wine to mainland China in the 12 months to September 2021 fell 77 per cent by value 

to $257.7 million, and 86.4 per cent by volume, to 13.9 million litres.17 Given this figure 

includes a time-period during which formal import duties had not yet been imposed, these 

figures will drop further when the next quarterly results are released.  

There is no single market, or combination of markets, that can compensate for the loss of the 

$1.2 billion China market. While businesses are diversifying their export markets, Australia is 

not reallocating premium wine exports fast enough to compensate for the market closure. 

Indeed, there are numerous reports of very large tanks filled with wine on winery sites that 

cannot find a purchaser in the current market.  In the lead up to vintage 2022, this is another 

issue that the industry will need to resolve and will have impacts on intake and wine making. 

While the domestic market remains the largest single market for Australian wine, with 

Australians purchasing about forty per cent of domestic production each year, the prospects 

for growth are very low as the market is essentially saturated at present. 

We expect the impacts of the China market closure will begin to be acutely felt in the coming 

months, leading to a significant oversupply of red grapes and wine for the next five-ten years.  

We are already seeing significant downward pressure on prices for red grapes ahead of the 2022 

vintage. For those without contracts in place, there is little chance to secure purchasers for fruit.18 

Regions with a focus on red wine production will be hardest hit by the China market closure, and 

the record-breaking 2021 vintage of 2.03 million tonnes - estimated to be the largest on record – 

is only likely to make things harder. While the harvest of both white and red grapes increased in 

2021, the increase in red grapes was significantly higher with Shiraz (a key varietal in terms of 

what was being exported to China), up by 41 per cent to well over half a million tonnes. Given 

South Australia accounts for the largest share of the Australian crush, with an estimated 1.06 

million tonnes (52 per cent of the total) in 202119, any economic impacts, will already be most 

acutely felt in this state. 

There is a real risk that the combination of a record-breaking vintage and the loss of the China 

market could see a flood of wine on the domestic market, putting significant pressure on 

margins and business viability. This means it will not only be exporters who suffer, because of 

the closure of the China market. Australian Grape & Wine firmly believe that businesses, both 

grape growing and winemaking, will fold as a result of this shock to the market, with many 

others hanging on by a thread.  

We implore the EPA to consider this context (in addition to spiralling labour and freight costs, 

the uncertainty of COVID-19 and the ever-present risks of fire, smoke, hail, frost, and disease 

pressure), as it considers whether or not to pursue what is a clearly inequitable, high-cost 

proposal to include wine bottles in South Australia’s CDS.  

Governance arrangements 

 
17  Export Dashboard (wineaustralia.com), 5 November 2021.  
18 The exception may be instances where a grower has produced niche red varieties in demand in the 

Australian market.  
19 Wine Australia, National Vintage Report 2021, Page 3 

 

https://marketexplorer.wineaustralia.com/export-dashboard
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We note the Discussion Paper outlines two options to modernise the governance arrangements 

of the CDS to increase transparency and accountability. We believe this is timely given the 

learnings and experiences of other states and territories that have implemented their own CDS 

arrangements in more recent years.   

Despite insufficient detail on the operational costs of each of the alternative models proposed, it 

appears that a not-for-profit single operator model would offer a lower cost alternative, however 

we note that there were risks around such a model. As a general principal, we support the need 

to strengthen the accountability of reporting to identify costs more accurately and equitably and 

to introduce increased transparency and independent oversight of the scheme. Participants in the 

CDS need to be accountable to the relevant minister, and standardised reporting data should be 

published regularly and available to all stakeholders, to ensure performance targets are met and 

costings correctly calculated and attributed.  We would also support the requirement for 

reporting to be independently audited where relevant.  

Conclusion  
Thank you again for the opportunity engage in this process. To reiterate our position, we are 

firmly committed to finding an effective, evidence driven approach to improving the rates of 

recycling for wine bottles. But such an approach must provide for a much greater degree of 

equity in the distribution of costs along the supply chain than what has been proposed in the 

EPA’s CDS approach. 

As noted earlier in this document, we fully support the submission put forward by SAWIA, and 

ask that our paper be read in conjunction with the SAWIA submission. 

We would be very happy to discuss this issue in more detail at any stage.  

Contact 
For further information, please contact:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  
  
  
  

  

Chief Executive 
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APPENDIX 1:  

Status of the Australian grape and wine sector 
In late 2019 – early 2020, after years of drought, tinder dry forests were set ablaze, burning 

vineyards and winery facilities across Australia, and particularly in the Adelaide Hills and 

Kangaroo Island. Smoke had a disastrous impact on businesses across Australia, with many grape 

and wine businesses forced to make the difficult decision to abandon the 2021 vintage entirely – 

their one chance to produce wine for the year. The fires and smoke also led to significant 

reductions in regional wine-tourism during the summer holiday period, traditionally a time when 

wineries receive much needed cash flow from cellar door visitors, sales and events.  

In 2020 we saw the impacts of COVID-19. The pandemic, and the policies put in place to limit its 

spread, caused cellar doors, restaurants, pubs and cafes across Australia, and the world more 

broadly, to close. For many businesses, this removed a primary route to market, with small, 

family-owned businesses hit particularly hard. While we note South Australia was relatively 

fortunate to have a limited period under lockdown, the shut-down of major cities such as 

Melbourne and Sydney had a significant impact on those businesses selling wine to restaurants 

and other venues in these cities.  

Earlier this year, China’s trade-prohibitive import duties essentially closed a $1.2 billion market for 

Australian wine. Since the imposition of import tariffs in November 2020, exports to mainland 

China have dropped dramatically. The value of wine exports in the 12 months to September 2021 

were down 77 per cent to $274 million, and it is certain that this result will sink further once the 

figures for the December quarter become available. While some other industries have been able 

to weather the impacts of China’s decision to close its market to their goods, Australia’s grape 

growers and winemakers have been unable to transition to other markets so easily. Australian 

Grape & Wine is deeply concerned that the impacts of reduced demand for red wine is only just 

beginning to be felt, and we anticipate unprecedented pressure across the supply chain in the 

coming years. It is certain that some grape growing, and winemaking businesses will become 

unviable as a result, with significant implications for their staff and the rural and regional 

communities in which they are situated. 

Flowing on from this, efforts to expand or open new export markets to replace the lost China 

wine exports, are being severely hampered by the unprecedented, global shipping crisis which is 

impacting most export and import industries worldwide. Thanks to COVID-19 and its related 

fluctuations in consumer demand, as well as impacts on labour availability, shipping lines around 

the world are lacking capacity, while there are major delays at ports. Hillebrand, an international 

logistics company specialising in beer, wine, and spirits, says that there are at present, record 

volumes of ocean freight at record costs and with the worst ever schedule reliability. For example, 

vessels to/from USA to Auckland and travelling onto Australia, are experiencing delays of up to 

20 days. These conditions are not projected to change until mid-2022, at best.  

At present many of South Australia’s grape growers in the Adelaide Hills, Barossa and Riverland 

particularly, experienced significant hail damage in October 2021 with estimates of 80-85 per 

cent of crops lost20, as such, some winemakers are facing a 2022 vintage without the fruit to 

make their flagship wines, leading to enormous cash-flow and profitability concerns in the 

months and years ahead. Based on all the factors outline above, the South Australian and 

 
20 The Advertiser – Storms destroy millions in Riverland crops, with more bad weather on the way, 

8/11/21 

https://www.adelaidenow.com.au/news/south-australia/storm-destroys-millions-in-riverland-crops-with-more-bad-weather-on-the-way/news-story/bd5377c2693420e6c2a5b7e4db7b9177
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Australian wine sector more broadly, is in a vulnerable position and is currently receiving 

Commonwealth Government funding and support to expand and diversify our wine exports 

under the Agri-business Expansion Initiative (ABEI). 
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Attn: CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

 

By email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 

 

Container Deposit Scheme: Improving South Australia’s recycling makes cents  
 

The Australian Hotels Association (SA Branch) (AHA|SA) welcomes the opportunity to provide 
its comments on the Discussion Paper to review SA’s container deposit scheme, “Improving 
South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents.” 
 
The AHA|SA|SA is the peak industry body representing hotels and related licences in South 
Australia and represents over 80% of the hotel industry and independent bottle shops. 
Members include a diverse range of hospitality focussed businesses including traditional 
metropolitan and regional hotels, smaller bars, accommodation specialists, late night 
entertainment providers, functions centres, dining specialists and tourism destinations.  
 
As business owners as well as a part of the wider community AHA|SA members have a vested 
interest in issues concerning waste, recycling and litter. Also, as business owners operating in 
a difficult and extremely competitive business environment our members are continually 
striving for maximum efficiencies and reductions to the costs of doing business. 
 
Scope and Refund amount 
 
The Discussion Paper “Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents” poses a number 
of questions regarding the existing CDS. Not all are relevant to the AHA|SA and its members, 
and therefore we propose to just provide comments on those issues which are directly 
relevant to our membership.  
 
Hotels are major retailers of alcoholic beverages, either through on-premise consumption in 
bars and restaurants, or via packaged liquor sales from bottle shops.  We are therefore closely 
aligned with a successful and economically viable South Australian wine industry and brewing 
industry.  

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au


The AHA|SA’s main concerns have always centred on the proposed expansion of the scope of 
the current Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) to include wine bottles, and the proposed 
increase to the refund amount from the current 10c per container to the suggested 20c per 
container.  
 
The AHA|SA has made representation previously that it does not support an increase to the 
refund amount, and it does not support the expansion of the current CDS to include wine 
bottles. 
 
The AHA|SA notes that parallel to this review, the Environment Ministers Meeting and Heads 
of EPA’s have agreed that states and territories will collaborate and investigate opportunities 
for alignment of container scope, deposit amount and approvals across jurisdictions. 
 
The AHA|SA welcomes this agreement, as to do otherwise would be detrimental to South 
Australian hotels and beverage producers. If SA made changes to scope and refund amounts 
on its own, it would only increase administrative and business costs to South Australian hotels 
and bottle shops as well as to wine/beverage producers; costs which would be largely 
unrecoverable and which would put further pressure on an already highly competitive 
business market. 
 
National alignment on both scope of containers and deposit amounts will minimise the 
regulatory burden on industry and prevent confusion among consumers. 
 
SA Wine Industry 
 
The AHA|SA has also been privy to the submission of the SA Wine Industry Association to this 
Discussion Paper. The AHA|SA wishes to highlight the following from the SAWIA submission: 
 

• The SAWIA’s modelling shows that extending the CDS to include glass wine bottles 
would be financially crippling to SA wine producers, many of which are small to 
medium businesses. SAWIA modelling indicates that the cost of participating in the 
CDS would amount to an annual cost of nearly 40 cents per bottle sold in SA, and in 
the first year of participation would incur an additional 55 cents per bottle.  
 
The South Australian wine industry is a key economic driver for South Australia, 
generating more than $2 billion in revenue per year. The economic sustainability of 
the hotel industry, and indeed the whole of the state, is heavily dependent on a 
successful and viable wine industry.  The wine industry is already facing significant 
external difficulties, as outlined in their submission. This must be given consideration 
and perhaps further modelling undertaken before introducing any additional 
complexities and additional costs for the wine industry. 
 

In conclusion, the AHA|SA congratulates the EPA in leading the collaboration of all Australian 
states and territories in investigating opportunities to better align jurisdictional CDS’s through 
the Environment Ministers Meeting. Ensuring that there is alignment in the deposit amount, 
scope of containers included, and approval processes will minimise regulatory burden and 
business costs for SA businesses, and indeed all Australian businesses. 



 
The AHA|SA would be pleased to talk about its response to the discussion paper further 
should you require and welcomes the opportunity to contribute further throughout the 
process.  
 

Yours sincerely 

General Manager 
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TO: SA Environmental Protection Authority 

GPO Box 2607  
Adelaide SA 5001 

 
Via email:  epainfo@sa.gov.au   
 
 
18 November 2021 
 
Submission on the Review of SA Container Deposit Scheme 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission review of South Australia’s Container 
Deposit Scheme (CDS), as the SA Government prepares a plan to modernise the state’s 
container collection services.  
 
As Australia’s peak ocean conservation organisation, the Australian Marine Conservation 
Society (AMCS) has an active interest in ensuring South Australia continues the transition to a 
circular economy, further reducing the plastic pollution entering waterways and threatening the 
state’s iconic marine wildlife. 
 
As the first Australian state to introduce a deposit scheme, with consistently high return rates, 
SA has a lot to be proud of. However, after four decades of operation and with marine plastic 
pollution rising, much can be done to modernise the scheme and improve its impact. 
 
Please don’t hesitate to contact me if we can provide any further information in relation to this 
submission or the impacts of waste on the marine environment. 
 
Your sincerely, 
 

Plastics Campaign Manager 
Australian Marine Conservation Society 

http://www.marineconservation.org.au/
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The Australian Marine Conservation Society (AMCS) 
The Australian Marine Conservation Society (AMCS) is the leading environmental organisation 
devoted solely to caring for Australia’s oceans and their wildlife. AMCS has over 250,000 
members and supporters in Australia who we represent and work with on key marine issues 
facing the nation. We work with science and conservation centres to support solutions that use 
best available science to deliver healthier outcomes for our oceans.  
 
One of our core focus areas is addressing the waste crisis that is leading to rising debris and 
plastic pollution in the marine environment.  

The impact of container litter on marine ecosystems 
While container deposit schemes have been shown to reduce beverage container litter, beverage 
containers and their associated litter remain one of the most commonly found items in Australian 
clean up surveys.  
 
In Clean Up Australia’s 2020 Rubbish Report, an analysis of South Australian clean up surveys 
showed that beverage containers still represented 11.76% of rubbish items found, while their 
associated rubbish (caps, lids, wrappings etc) represented 12.8% of items found – the highest in 
Australia and 4.3% higher than the national average.1 
 
Small beverage litter such as caps and lids represent a direct threat to wildlife. They are 
frequently picked up by seabirds who are drawn to their size and colour. These birds will often 
attempt the plastic lids to their chicks, mistaking them for food. Nearly 60 percent of all seabird 
species have plastic in their gut, with scientists estimating that 90 percent of all seabirds alive 
today have eaten plastic of some kind.2 

Response to consultation themes 

Key Issue 1: Objectives of the CDS 

The Australian Marine Conservation Society supports the addition of an objective to further 
support resource recovery and recycling within a circular economy, as well as an objective to 
revitalise community education on waste avoidance, resource recovery and recycling, and 
participation in the CDS.  
 
While we support building on existing resource recovery infrastructure, we urge the government 
not to miss the opportunity to repair the transparency and accountability gaps that exist as a 
result of the disproportionate power that beverage companies hold as ‘super-collectors’.  
 
We support amendments to the scheme to allow for community groups, not-for-profit 
organisations and charities to benefit from the scheme by operating container collection services 

                                                      
1 Clean Up Australia. (2021). SA Rubbish Report.  
2 Wilcox, C., van Sebille, E., & Hardesty, D. (2015).  Threat of plastic pollution to seabirds is global, 
pervasive, and increasing. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 
America. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1502108112 

http://www.marineconservation.org.au/
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or altering the scheme operation to allow individuals to donate their refunds to eligible 
organisations, commensurate with schemes such as the NSW Return and Earn program. 

Key Issue 2: Containers included in the CDS 

We strongly support changes to expand the range of containers included in the SA 
Container Deposit Scheme. In particular, we support the inclusion of: 

• All milk containers, flavoured or unflavoured 
• Glass beverage containers 
• Plastic fruit / vegetable juice and cordial containers 

 
In addition to reducing confusion, expanding the range of containers incentivises the recovery of 
a wider range of products and meets the ‘polluter pays’ principle – ensuring beverage companies 
pay the cost of managing the waste they are generating through increased plastic packaging.  
 
In addition to single-use beverage containers, we encourage the state government to 
consider expanding the scheme to include reusable and refillable beverage containers. In 
countries such as Germany and Austria, the inclusion of reusable bottles has extended the life of 
their packaging allowing it to be sanitised and used again multiple times, negating the need for 
costly recycling and remanufacturing. This has included a higher refund amount for these items. 
Introducing this element would power a shift towards reusable containers, an essential 
component of the transition to a circular economy. 
 
We object to changes to remove containers less than 150mm from the scope of the 
container deposit scheme. Such a move runs counter to the objective of reducing container 
litter. With an increased range of beverages bought and consumed away from home of varying 
sizes, this would represent a step backward and may lead to an increase in small beverage 
container litter.  

Key Issue 3: Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 

The primary goal for approvals and labelling should be ease of use for the consumer to ensure 
maximum uptake. As such we support the preferred option to simplify and nationally harmonise 
markings.  

Key Issue 4: Container Return Rates 

The success of container deposit schemes should be judged on their success at diverting 
beverage containers from landfill or littering, effectively ensuring that these containers are not 
entering waterways and threatening wildlife. 
 
We are pleased to see the SA governments commitment to increasing return rates which 
currently sit at 77% based on 2019-20 figures. While this has been a worthwhile achievement, 
container litter still occurs at concerning rates and the pollution caused continues to represent a 
threat to South Australia’s marine wildlife and bird populations. If action isn’t taken, South 
Australia risks seeing its progress eclipsed by other states. 
 

http://www.marineconservation.org.au/
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To increase the effective recovery rate and to further reduce litter, we encourage the SA 
Government to set an escalating return rate target, along with penalties for non-
performance. This target should be commensurate with the ambition of states such as QLD who 
have proposed a return rate target of 85%. We encourage the SA government to follow the 
example of the European Union and lift this to 90% by 2030. 
 
To help achieve a higher return rate, we encourage the SA Government to consider 
increasing the refund amount through agreement at forums such as the Meeting of 
Environment Ministers. Financial incentives are shown to be correlated with behavioural 
outcomes, and every year that container return rates stagnate represents more plastic lost in 
waterways.    
 
We support proposals to diversify the refund points available to consumers. Specifically, 
we support moves to increase convenience by locating refund points at commonly frequented 
locations such as supermarkets and shopping centres, and see a lot of merit in home pickup 
services – particularly for residents who lack the capacity to drive to a pickup location.   
 
Reverse Vending Machines have been shown to be successful in other states and are highly 
likely to increase refund rates if co-located at high beverage consumption locations such as 
entertainment venues and sporting locations.  
 
As a charity, we encourage diversity of options for non-profits, charities and community 
groups to benefit from container refund collection. While operating refund collection points 
may be an option for some, most charities lack the resources. Therefore, grants to support the 
establishment costs would greatly increase the ability of charities to take advantage of the 
opportunity.  
 
Options such as the ability to register with a scheme as a donation partner make it possible for 
more charities to benefit from Container Deposit Schemes, while also making it easier for 
consumers to choose a charity to donate to, without having to go to a specified location. We 
encourage the SA government to adopt this approach. 
 
We support diversification of refund options with a specific move to online payments. With 
Australia’s large shift to cashless payments it is inconvenient for many residents to accept cash 
as a refund. Modernisation of the scheme to incorporate cashless options will increase 
convenience and thereby help to increase the use of container deposit schemes. 

Key Issue 5: Governance Arrangements 

AMCS remains concerned about the conflict of interest inherent in the current super collector 
system and we are pleased to see measures in this proposal to enact reform. We do not believe 
that the current system of multiple super collectors should continue, as there is too much 
inefficiency embedded in the system. We are also concerned that maintaining the system of 
super collectors in which the beverage industry maintains a high degree of control will impede 
progress towards inclusion of future non-beverage containers.  
 
Rather than half measures such as overlaying a new oversight group, AMCS endorses the 
appointment of an independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator. By establishing an 

http://www.marineconservation.org.au/
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independent body that is separate to the companies with a vested interest in the network, the 
government can avoid conflict of interest.  
 
Before finalising decisions on the governance arrangements, we strongly encourage 
consideration of the NSW split responsibility model that separates the scheme coordinator from 
the network operator. Tasmania and Victoria are now adopting this model because it prevents 
monopolisation of the scheme, while separating the priorities of the two bodies. The scheme 
coordinator can prioritise cost efficiency and targets, while the network operator prioritises 
resource recovery and logistics for maximum community access. 
 
We are pleased to see the proposal of a number of separate measures to improve 
accountability and transparency. In particular, we support introducing measures to prevent 
discrimination towards collection points or collection point operators, require reporting to the 
Minister on key metrics, and use of a centralised IT system for reporting. 
 
We endorse the proposals to move towards barcode and unit counting, as counting by 
weight is increasingly inaccurate and insufficiently transparent due to the changing thicknesses 
of plastics used.  

Concluding remarks 
As a leading state in the fight against plastic pollution, South Australia has set the standard with 
policies such as its long standing container deposit scheme. However, as more of Australia and 
indeed the world have moved to adopt refund schemes, substantial innovation has occurred and 
South Australia risks being left behind. 
 
We urge the SA Government to once again take a leadership role and set its ambitions high, 
implementing the critical reforms needed to improve transparency, accessibility and most 
critically efficacy of its container deposit scheme. With such action, we can reduce container 
litter even further and keep beverage litter out of our waterways and oceans, saving our wildlife 
from harm. 
 

http://www.marineconservation.org.au/
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CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Balhannahj Recycle NAME OF F7ACILITY 

We are the operator of the Balhannah RecycleINSERT NAME OF FACILITY located at INSERT ADDRESS 
OF FACILITY87 onkaparinga valley road Balhannah sa 5242. We have operated the facility since 
INSERT DATE WHEN OPERATIONS COMMENCED01/09/2020. We are a small business, and employ 
INSERT NUMBER OF STAFF FIVE  who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 
small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 
advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 
centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service 



 

to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the 
collection of CDS eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of containers. 
Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting easier for depot 
staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open market; 

and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 
their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be prescribed, 
beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface with the 
scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 
strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 
the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 



 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 
processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will 
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to 
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

 

INSERT NAME OF FACILITYBalhannah Recycle 
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CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001  
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
Subject: CDS Review 
 
We are pleased to submit our response to the Discussion Paper that was released as part of 
the review of the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 
 
We support and agree with the submission that has been made by the South Australian 
Wine Industry Association and refer to their submission. 
 
In particular, we support maintaining the status quo in respect of the exemption of glass 
wine bottles from the scheme.  
 
This is because: 

 The CDS is a litter prevention program that focuses on collection and not recycling. Wine 
bottles have been exempted from the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) in South 
Australia since its inception in 1977 because they represent less than 0.05% of littered 
containers. 

 Some of the proposed changes to the CDS will introduce new unknown costs to new 
entrants and these have not been explained in the Discussion Paper. 

 Options other than extending the scope of containers included in the CDS have not been 
sufficiently considered, such as a separate glass kerbside bin despite the economic 
modelling showing it will return the greatest economic impact. 

 The true costs to wine businesses like mine would be significant and debilitating when 
considered on top of all the other difficulties that the industry is currently facing. 

 For a significant increase in cost, the benefits seem marginal to say the least, with the 
Discussion Paper proposing a target improvement in return (not even recycling) rate 
from 77% to only 78%. 

 

We urge the Government to reject the proposals of the Discussion Paper and reconsider a 
greater range of alternative options for achieving the most cost-effective and maximum 
increase possible, in recycling of packaging materials. 
 
Your sincerely, 
 

 
Owner/Managing Director 
Barley Stacks Wines 
159 Lizard Park Drive, South Kilkerran SA 5573 

 

 
 

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au
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14 November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Barossa Recycling 

We are the operator of the BAROSSA RECYCLING located at 2/ 4 JOHNSON ROAD KAPUNDA We have operated the 
facility since 9/7/2006. We are a small business, and employ 7 who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in respect of the proposed 
changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the submission that RSA has 
made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the improvements set 
out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, however there is always room for 
improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and small-businesses) and 
super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not statistically 
significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest monetary resources. 
4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key reason the scheme 
operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that operate depots. Any reform process needs 
to protect the interests of the existing scheme participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes 
come into effect. This is fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part of the South 
Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take advantage of such opportunities. 
However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and centre’ of the collection point network going forward, 
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providing high levels of personalised service to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of 
services than just the collection of CDS eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the RSA submission, 
make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended producer responsibility 
scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental 
purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of containers. Broadening 
eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in favour of payment 

by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of data about 

containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an identified need, which is 

clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a hierarchical system, as 

follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets their needs (and the 
needs of their customers). Technology options should not be prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable 
standards for accuracy, safety and interface with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with equipment and 

software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and having 

responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is strongly supported. 
13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and Western Australia 

risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating the existing power imbalance 
between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, the public have been 
provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support improvements to the scheme in terms of 
increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution processes and developing 
transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will significantly improve the operation of the South 
Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 
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We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by Recyclers of South 
Australia Incorporated. 

Thank you for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

Barossa Recycling 

 

 



 

18th November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Betta Recycling 

We are the operator of the Betta Recycling located at 141 May Terrace, Ottaway. We have operated 
the facility since 12/01/2010. We are a small business, and employ 7 staff who assist us to operate 
our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 
small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 
advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 
centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service 
to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the 
collection of CDS eligible containers. 



 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of 
containers. Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting 
easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open 

market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 
their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be 
prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface 
with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 
strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 
the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 



 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 
processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will 
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to 
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

 

Betta Recycling 



 

 

19 November 2021 
 
Environment Protection Authority  
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE SA 5001 
 
By email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Improving South Australia’s Recycling Make Cents – Response to Invitation to Comment  
 
We note and appreciate the opportunity provided by the Minister of Environment and 
Water, the Hon David Speirs MP, for parties to put forward comments in response to the 
discussion paper issued by the EPA titled “Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes 
Cents” pertaining to the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) in South Australia. 
 
The Bickford’s Group is a proudly South Australian owned and operated manufacturer of 
alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages with all manufacturing and bottling occurring in 
South Australia (other than rum distilling in Queensland).  The business is 147 years old and 
our products retail within national grocery, independents and multi-channel across 
Australia, whilst exporting to 38 countries.   
 
Bickford’s Australia is well regarded as a manufacturer and distributor of cordials, juices, 
water, carbonated beverages and iced coffee essence.  Whilst sister company, Vok 
Beverages, is a distributor of products (produced by Bickford’s) across spirits, liqueurs, 
wine, beer and cider. 
 
Hence, we are heavily invested in CDS across Australia. 
 
Given the inception of the SA scheme dates back to 1977, with limited change since then, 
we support a thorough review of the operation of the scheme via broad engagement. 
 
Bickford’s Australia Pty Ltd is a proud member of the Australian Beverage Council (ABCL).  
We commend the ABCL on the detailed research and review it has undertaken in compiling 
its response to the EPA on behalf of its members. 
 
 

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au
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Other than as qualified below, Bickford’s Australia is aligned with the recommendations 
put forward by ABCL. 
 
To that end, we request that this letter be tabled as a formal Letter of Support in support 
of the submission filed by ABCL today titled “Submission to the South Australia Recycling 
Makes Sense Public Consultation”.   
 
The only qualification we make to that support is with respect to the following items: 
 
2.2   Do you think the diversion of glass from the co-mingled recyclables bin is best achieved 
through the CDS or a fourth kerbside bin dedicated to glass?  

2.2.a  Do you agree that all glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included 
in the CDS (wine, spirit and cordial)? If not, why not?  

2.2.b  Alternatively, if a fourth kerbside bin collection system dedicated to glass was 
made available, who should pay for it? 

 
We expressly state that we do not support a change to extend eligible containers to 
include wine , spirit and cordial glass packaging containers.  Such containers do not have 
an impact on waste akin to the current or other proposed eligible containers.  Wine, 
spirits and cordial are largely consumed within a venue or in a private residence and 
accordingly are far less susceptible to becoming litter.   They are not single serve 
beverages that are directly consumed and discarded irresponsibly.  Rather the liquid 
content is consumed over a period of time via another capsule (ie glass) in typically an 
enclosed setting where there is ample access to bins. 
 
We understand the regulatory position taken at the time of the inception of the scheme 
deliberately excluded wine, spirit and cordial containers for those reasons.  That situation 
has not altered over time. 
 
We respectfully submit therefore that including wine, spirit and cordial bottles as eligible 
containers does not support the litter reduction strategy of the SA CDS programme.  The 
strategy therefore must be focused around how best to collect the glass for effective 
recycling which we believe can be achieved through kerbside collection as set out below. 
 
To introduce CDS to wine, spirit and cordial glass packaging in South Australia only, will 
serve to: 

• create confusion nationally; 

• impose a regulatory burden across new formats/industries which are not familiar 
at all with CDS across one state only; 

• create barriers to entry to such products manufactured inter-state from being 
able to be sold in South Australia, thereby lessening competition; 

• single out South Australia as a less attractive market for the sale of such 
beverages; 

• impose significant additional cost and resources to those impacted industries 
through required label changes, incurring costs that can’t be passed onto 
consumers and intense administrative burden. 
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This comes at a time when these industries are all facing extreme economic pressures, 
including: 

• the wine industry being impacted by the imposed Chinese tariffs on wine and 
environmental impacts including fires and hail damage; 

• the spirit industry facing a shortage on materials and overall inability to compete 
as evidenced by the ATO recently introducing the excise refund scheme; 

• the cordial industry facing the risks of a sugar tax being introduced. 
 
It is our strong view that now is not the time for a further regulatory impediment to be 
introduced to these industries.  It would be far reaching and significantly detrimental to 
the viability of these industries.  
 
Further, if we are to target these industries, then why stop at beverage?  Query why the 
scheme would not be considered to expand beyond beverage into grocery products 
packaged in glass?  If we are to take a holistic approach to recycling and the 
implementation of measures focused on re-integration of materials, we then need to 
look to the grocery industry more broadly.  To target beverage only, is, with all due 
respect, at risk of missing the mark and leaving far reaching impacts. 
 
We do support the introduction of a fourth kerbside bin to collect glass containers only.  
In this way there is the dedicated method of collecting glass only and avoid co-mingling 
of materials thereby streamlining the process and supporting a viable industry for the 
collection and recycling of high quality, reusable glass for successful re-integration. 
 
The cost of a fourth kerbside bin should be co-funded through local and state 
governments in support of effective environmental initiatives.  
 
2.3  Do you agree that all plastic fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers (in addition to soft 
drinks, fruit juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS? If not, why 
not? 

 
Fruit/vegetable juice in containers of 1L or more, like wine/spirits/cordials, are generally 
not found in kerbside litter but rather consumed over multiple consumption occasions 
and disposed of responsibly.  It is therefore submitted that the focus should be on 
collection and recycling, as opposed to litter reduction. 
 
Collection can and should be achieved outside of CDS.  Irregular and large container 
collection is something that is better catered for through kerbside bins. Super collectors 
do not.   
 
Similarly, plastic juice/cordial containers greater than 1L comprise various materials 
including PET and PVC.   For the reasons stated by ABCL, the inclusion of plastic 
containers of this size into CDS does put at risk the integrity of the scheme through 
permitted/paid collection of some containers and not others.  Consumers are at risk of 
becoming confused and disenfranchised. 
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National Scheme 
 
Finally, we would like to add that by far the most critical issue for our business with 
respect to the CDS scheme is the need for a truly harmonized national scheme.  There is 
great cost to manufacturers in having to comply with a different regime in each state.  A 
centralised programme will ensure efficiencies for the operation of the programme and 
all participants.  This will enable more to be invested back into the scheme to enable the 
integrity of the scheme to be upheld and the overall objectives achieved. 
 
Under the current national arrangement, manufacturers are faced with an evolving 
landscape on label requirements together with onerous scheme maintenance via 
recording processes, contractual documentation, registration of containers and 
payments.  The process is duplicated across 6 jurisdictions. 
 
We do request this review strongly consider how a national scheme can be adopted.  
South Australia has been a trailblazer in this area, introducing the scheme some 40 years 
ago.  We hope that South Australia can also lead the way towards a centralised scheme. 
 
I am more than happy to be contacted to expand on any points raised in this letter and to 
assist further as required. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

General Counsel 
 
Direct Line:   
Email:   

 
 



                                                   
19th November 2021 
 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001  
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 

Subject: CDS Review 
 
We are pleased to submit our response to the Discussion Paper that was released as part of the review of the 
Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 
 
We support and agree with the submission that has been made by the South Australian Wine Industry 
Association and refer to their submission. 
 
In particular, we support maintaining the status quo in respect of the exemption of glass wine bottles from the 
scheme.  
 
This is because: 
 The CDS is a litter prevention program that focuses on collection and not recycling. Wine bottles have 

been exempted from the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) in South Australia since its inception in 1977 
because they represent less than 0.05% of littered containers. 

 Some of the proposed changes to the CDS will introduce new unknown costs to new entrants and these 
have not been explained in the Discussion Paper. 

 Options other than extending the scope of containers included in the CDS have not been sufficiently 
considered, such as a separate glass kerbside bin despite the economic modelling showing it will return 
the greatest economic impact. 

 The true costs to wine businesses like mine would be significant and debilitating when considered on top 
of all the other difficulties that the industry is currently facing. 

 For a significant increase in cost, the benefits seem marginal to say the least, with the Discussion Paper 
proposing a target improvement in return (not even recycling) rate from 77% to only 78%. 

 
We urge the Government to reject the proposals of the Discussion Paper and reconsider a greater range of 
alternative options for achieving the most cost-effective and maximum increase possible, in recycling of 
packaging materials. 
 
In an industry that is already dealing with the trade tensions and introduced tariffs from China the proposal of 
introducing CDS will be a major blow for all south Australian based wineries, it will be the final blow for many 
family wine businesses around the state and cost thousands of wine jobs in South Australia alone.  We strongly 
recommend this CDS on wine bottles is not progressed.  
 

Your sincerely, 
 

 
General Manager 
Bleasdale Vineyards Pty Ltd 
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PO Box K61, Haymarket. NSW 1240 

ACNC Registered Charity.  ABN 33484952023 
56 environment NGOs - www.boomerangalliance.org.au 

 

SUBMISSION TO: 

IMPROVING SOUTH AUSTRALIA’S RECYCLING MAKES CENTS 

 

South Australia is justly proud of its Container Deposit Scheme (CDS), both as pioneer in Australia 
resisting the destruction of bottle return systems by beverage companies in other states and its 
consistent 70+% return rate.  However as the oldest in the nation and with the onset of modern CDS 
in other states, it is timely to review and adjust the operations of its scheme. 

The Boomerang Alliance urges the SA government to adopt significant changes which will assist the 
state to continue as a leader in Australian recycling.  The following comments are derived from our 
experience in advising on new CDS in other states and reviews of schemes; and monitoring reports 
from operators and government. 

 

1. Objectives of the CDS 

We endorse retention of current CDS objectives: 

• reduction of litter  
• reduction of waste to landfill  
• growth of beverage container recycling through accessibility of the return points  

 
and to further add to them with:  

• further support resource recovery and recycling within a circular economy  
• revitalise community education on waste avoidance, resource recovery and recycling, and 
participation in the CDS 
• support local employment and jobs.  
 
It is important to ensure that the CDS meets its primary objectives of protecting the environment 
through litter reduction and recycling.  While jobs and community benefit are also important they 
should not be allowed to distort a CDS that must be structured with collection points that efficiently 
maximise collection and recycling.   
 
Because the SA community are so familiar with the CDS and have adjusted their behaviours over a 
long period of time, improvement of the CDS requires strategic intervention.  In our view improving 
consumer access, some automation (innovation) and a role for reusables are key factors that should 
be encouraged by updated objectives.  An additional objective should be ‘’to improve the 
accountability and transparency of the governance of the CDS.’’   
 

http://www.boomerangalliance.org.au/
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2. Eligible Containers 

We support expanding the circular economy capture by the CDS.   

The Discussion Paper correctly highlights the wastage of glass to landfill; its low value for recycling; 
its contamination of the co-mingled kerbside bin; and loss of non-CDS plastic containers to the 
circular economy.  Clearly there are opportunities to improve material recovery and increase income 
and jobs and also financial savings to local councils. 

We support the maximum inclusion of currently non-eligible containers (up to 3l), such as wine, 
spirits, cordial, fruit and vegetable juice - and plain milk.1  The exclusion of plain milk has largely 
been on the basis of impact on household costs, but the CDS has proven in SA and in other states to 
have a negligible impact on prices.  Eligibility could also be extended to other non-beverage glass 
and plastic containers.   

Other states have adopted a 150ml floor on eligibility, on the basis that the refund value creates a 
significant price distortion and will impact sales – but this needs to be tested in addition to their 
costs in the litter stream.   

Further we urge the government to consider the role of reusable containers that may enter the 
collection stream.  Some overseas CDS have a separate collection stream and a higher refund value.  
Reusables are of high value in the circular economy.  We recognise their inclusion will require a 
variation of sorting and logistics, but it is well worth investigation and trials. 

 

3. Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 
 

We support the preferred option to simplify, nationally harmonise markings and cost shift to the 
super collectors (or whomever obtains bottler levies).   
 
While many brands are national or multi-state in market coverage, the regulator will need to 
allocate sufficient resources to monitor the approval of local brands, which can escape regulation 
under the CDS inadvertently or deliberately.    
 
 

4. Container Return Rates 
 

4.1 Refund Amount 
The  behavioural research study (p46) on the relative influences of the deposit value, ease of 
container return/convenience of return points and the motivation to participate in an 
effective scheme for container recovery and recycling on the level and nature of community 
participation in CDSs – is an important project.  It should be released before a final decision 
and we will be keenly interested in its results. 
 
It is inevitable that the value will need to rise as evidenced by the impact of the SA increase 
from 5c to 10c.  Clearly a national approach will be required.  One element of governance 
that has a significant influence on a potential rise of the refund is beverage industry lobbying 

 
1 We note the significant economic and employment benefits described in the Discussion Paper 
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(they opposed the 5c rise).  It would be best for future consideration that the bottlers don’t 
have a dominating influence on the CDS. 
 

4.2 Ease of Container Return 
We support the preferred option and note that convenience has consistently been shown in 
CDS surveys to be a key factor, particularly in or close to retail centres such as supermarkets.  
Set metrics for convenience are crucial as SA does not perform well on return point per 
population (in particular urban) compared to other states or on the use of automated 
machinery. 
 
In setting metrics the regulator will need to be careful to distinguish between the needs of 
rural/regional and urban return points and issue such as hours of opening and distance 
travelled.  It should also be noted that some jurisdictions and Scheme Operators (eg in WA) 
claim greater accessibility than actually exists for urban populations by adding in 
rural/regional refund points to which they have no access.  The Discussion Paper claims 1 SA 
refund point per 13,004 people, when in Adelaide it is only 1 per 36,000 (possibly the worst 
in Australia). 
 
A further issue canvassed in the Discussion Paper is the number of sorts of brands and 
materials.  The more numerous the splits, the greater the inefficiency and cost.  SA has 
excessive multiple splits; NSW has two (lightweight and glass); Qld up to nine.  This can 
increase the amount of time taken and impose costs on the consumer. Thus speed of sorting 
and number of splits is a relevant metric.   
 

4.3 Payment of Refund Method 
All practical options should be available, including EFT.  This should include charities for 
example having a bar or QR code that can be used at any refund point for a donation.  While 
more modern refund points such as reverse vending machines can accommodate this, use of 
EFT at manual depots will mean they will need to be upgraded to handle electronic 
methods.  
 

4.4 Estimates of sales 
The return rate is in direct proportion to sales.  The Boomerang Alliance believes there 
needs to be greater scrutiny of sales data to have confidence in the reported recycling rate.  
This and the weight based count can be attended to under governance. 
 

4.5 A Recovery Target 
The government should consider setting a recovery rate (eg 90%) which if not achieved can 
lead to rectification measures.  This would include Ministerial directions to increase refund 
point sites and accessibility (as should occur in Qld which is well behind its targets); and 
setting the stage for a higher refund value.    
 
 

5. Governance 
 

The governance and accountability of the SA CDS needs significant improvement.  The 
Discussion Paper contains many useful proposals including for reduced sorting splits, use of 
barcodes, removal of the weight based counting system, reporting to the Minister on key 
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metrics, non-discrimination towards collection points, and centralised IT platform. A monthly 
website dashboard reporting in detail - sales of material types, recovery and prices should also 
be required.  
 
The critical issue as to the best and most efficient method to modernise the CDS lies in how it is 
broadly governed.  The current multiple super collectors arrangement should not continue.  
There is too much inefficiency, unaccountability and dispute potential embedded in the system.  
Its culture will be resistant or slow to respond to the required multiple levels of change, 
compared to a new approach.   
 
The two options attempt to reduce the multiple problems and inherent different practises of the 
super collector framework by either overlaying a new oversight group or replacing them with an 
entirely new Scheme Coordinator.  A third option based on the NSW ‘’split responsibility’’ 
model should also be analysed and we urge a detailed analysis be provided before a final 
decision.  The recent decisions by Tasmania and Victoria to adopt this model after extensive 
analysis of the operations across Australia merit serious consideration, if SA is to fully 
modernise.   
 
The critical question from our view is which model will firstly, seriously reform the existing 
culture and secondly, be most efficient in implementing the large array of new obligations and 
accountability mechanisms.  The list detailed in Table 5 will involve numerous changes at the 
management and delivery levels – from super collector to refund point.    Retaining any vestige 
of the super collector and its downstream linkages, is likely to create confusion and barriers to 
speedy and efficient implementation.  Further if in the future, non-beverage containers are 
integrated into the CDS – it would be more difficult if beverage industry control via super 
collectors still exists.   
  
No doubt there will be opposition from the status quo and possibly a more mild version of 
reform will be advocated.  This is all the more reason to undertake root and branch reform to set 
up a new CDS, that SA can rely on, to be sustainable over coming decades and deliver a very high 
rate of recycling.     
 
 

 
Director 
18 November 2021 
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CDS Review Discussion Paper

Environment Protection Authority

GPO Box 2607

ADELAIDE SA 5001

Dear Sir / Madam

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by 

We are the operator of the Bordertown Recycling Depot located at Bordertown. We  have operated

the facility since 1989.. We are a small  business, and employ five staff who assist us to operate our
depot.

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS).

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us.

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the

improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well,
however there is always room for improvement.

Key Issues for Depots

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows:

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and

small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational
corporations).

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not
statistically significant.

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest

monetary resources.

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government.

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key

reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions
where no scheme previously existed.

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take
advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and
centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service
to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the



collection of CDS eligible containers.
Key Submissions

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the

RSA submission, make the following comments:

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose.

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of
containers. Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting
easier for depot staff.

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 4. We strongly
support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in  favour of payment

by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements.

5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of  data
about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail.

6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram.

7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an
identified need, which is clearly articulated.

8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a
hierarchical system, as follows:

• where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it;

• where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open

market; and

• where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 9. Depots
should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets  their needs
(and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be  prescribed, beyond having
to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface  with the scheme IT system.

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 11. The scheme should
operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with  equipment and software
being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 12. The provision of an independent
governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and  having responsibility for contractual
arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is  strongly supported.

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution

14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 15. Multiple super

collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to  foster innovation.

16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and
Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating  the

existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors.

Closure

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time,
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance
arrangements.
In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution



processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules.

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by

Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated.

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission

Your Sincerely

Bordertown Recycling Depot



Bottles and Cans Recyclers Pty Ltd 
8 Jacobs Street 

Whyalla Norrie SA 5608 
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18th November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by BOTTLES AND CANS RECYCLERS PTY LTD 

We are the operator of the Bottles and Cans Recyclers Pty Ltd  located at 8 Jacobs Street, Whyalla 
Norrie, SA 5608. We have operated the facility since 10th January 2016. We are a small business, and 
employ seven personnel who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 
small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 
advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 



Bottles and Cans Recyclers Pty Ltd 
8 Jacobs Street 

Whyalla Norrie SA 5608 
 
 
 

centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service 
to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the 
collection of CDS eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of 
containers. Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting 
easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open 

market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 
their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be 
prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface 
with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 
strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 
the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 



Bottles and Cans Recyclers Pty Ltd 
8 Jacobs Street 

Whyalla Norrie SA 5608 
 
 
 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 
processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will 
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to 
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

 

Joint Owners of: 

Bottles and cans Recyclers Pty Ltd 
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19 November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Bowhill General Store 

We are the operator of the Bowhill General Store depot located at 28 Chucka Bend Road, Bowhill SA 5238. We have 
operated the facility since 1st July 2016. We are a small business, and operate the depot ourselves. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in respect of the proposed 
changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the submission that RSA has 
made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the improvements set 
out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, however there is always room for 
improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 
The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and small-businesses) and 
super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not statistically 
significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest monetary resources. 
4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key reason the scheme 
operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that operate depots. Any reform process needs 
to protect the interests of the existing scheme participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes 
come into effect. This is fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part of the South 
Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take advantage of such opportunities. 
However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and centre’ of the collection point network going forward, 
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providing high levels of personalised service to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of 
services than just the collection of CDS eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the RSA submission, 
make the following comments: 
1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended producer responsibility 

scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental 
purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of containers. Broadening 
eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in favour of payment 

by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of data about 

containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an identified need, which is 

clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a hierarchical system, as 

follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets their needs (and the 
needs of their customers). Technology options should not be prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable 
standards for accuracy, safety and interface with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with equipment and 

software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and having 

responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is strongly supported. 
13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and Western Australia 

risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating the existing power imbalance 
between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, the public have been 
provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support improvements to the scheme in terms of 
increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 
In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution processes and developing 
transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will significantly improve the operation of the South 
Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 
We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by Recyclers of South 
Australia Incorporated. 
Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 
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Your Sincerely 

 
Bowhill General Store 
 
 

 
28 Chucka Bend Road, Bowhill, SA 5238 
M:  
E: info@bowhillstore.com.au 
 

 
 
 



 

BREMERTON VINTNERS PTY LTD ABN 12 095 332 791 

Incorporating Bremerton Lodge Vineyards, Bremerton Wines & Matilda Plains Winery PO BOX 139 Langhorne Creek South Australia 5255 

Tel +61 8 8537 3093 Fax +61 8 8537 3109 info@bremerton.com.au www.bremerton.com.au 

16/11/2021 
 
CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001  
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
Subject: CDS Review 
 
We are pleased to submit our response to the Discussion Paper that was released as part of the 
review of the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 
 
We support and agree with the submission that has been made by the South Australian Wine 
Industry Association and refer to their submission. 
 
In particular, we support maintaining the status quo in respect of the exemption of glass wine 
bottles from the scheme.  
 
This is because: 

• The CDS is a litter prevention program that focuses on collection and not recycling. Wine bottles 
have been exempted from the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) in South Australia since its 
inception in 1977 because they represent less than 0.05% of littered containers. 

• Some of the proposed changes to the CDS will introduce new unknown costs to new entrants 
and these have not been explained in the Discussion Paper. 

• Options other than extending the scope of containers included in the CDS have not been 
sufficiently considered, such as a separate glass kerbside bin despite the economic modelling 
showing it will return the greatest economic impact. 

• The true costs to wine businesses like mine would be significant and debilitating when 
considered on top of all the other difficulties that the industry is currently facing. 

• For a significant increase in cost, the benefits seem marginal to say the least, with the Discussion 
Paper proposing a target improvement in return (not even recycling) rate from 77% to only 78%. 

 
We urge the Government to reject the proposals of the Discussion Paper and reconsider a greater 
range of alternative options for achieving the most cost-effective and maximum increase possible, in 
recycling of packaging materials. 
 
 
Your sincerely, 

General Manager 

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au


 
19 November 2021 

 
 
 
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning 
 
By email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
Re: Submission on the Proposed South Australia Container Deposit Scheme – 
Review 

South Australia Container Deposit Scheme Review 
 
1. Objectives of the CDS 

 
The Brewers Association commends the SA government on the clear objectives 
outlined by the Discussion Paper. We support the government’s proposal to clarify 
the role the CDS plays in terms of litter control, resource recovery and product 
stewardship, as well as to strengthen the promotion of the circulation of materials 
through resource recovery and support a strong market for recovered resources 
within a circular economy.  
 
We also believe that objectives around provision of jobs and opportunities for 
community groups, charities and not-for-profits will not only deliver beneficial 
outcomes for the broader community but will also compliment the achievement of 
the other objectives. 
 
This widening of objectives broadly aligns to the objectives that have been pursued 
in other jurisdictions that have recently implemented or are about to implement 
container deposit schemes. In particular, a similar approach has been adopted, with 
great success in the scheme’s short history to date. 
 
Brewers Association members are at the forefront of supporting the aims and 
objectives of Container Deposit Schemes across the country. From a practical 
perspective our members benefit from recycled material contributing to our circular 
packaging objectives and increasing the recycled content of our containers. They also 
proudly play a significant role in the administration of all Schemes that operate in 
Australia and have significant expertise in the operation of these Schemes. 
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2. Containers included in the CDS 
 
The Brewers Association supports maximising the recovery and recycling of 
packaging in South Australia. However, the Brewers Association does not support 
the expansion of containers included in the Scheme, unless the following risks and 
issues can be adequately addressed:  
 

 Any additions to scope should only be made in conjunction with other 
jurisdictions to avoid both confusion for consumers and cross-border 
arbitrage opportunities (including fraud) 

 Appropriate assessment of the impact of additions to scope should be made 
and addressed in the structuring of any additions. For example, the addition 
of wine bottles (which on average are significantly heavier than an average 
beer bottle) will introduce significant cost increases in scheme operational 
costs that are driven by weight. Without apportioning these costs 
appropriately, Brewers Association members could unfairly be levied 
additional costs which would be subsidising the collection of wine bottles. 
 

As major beverage manufacturers, Brewers Association members support nationally 
consistent container eligibility criteria. If confusion exists with respect to eligible 
containers within the South Australian CDS, this is best addressed by continued 
consumer education. We suggest that as an interim step (prior to any harmonised 
widening in scope), minor inconsistencies in the current eligible containers between 
states could be addressed to reduce potential for confusion for both consumers and 
manufacturers.  
 
The current container inclusions are based on the review of the 2003 review of the 
Scheme, which expanded the scope of containers based on containers prevalent in 
the litter stream at the time.1 We note that there are some minor differences such as 
the inclusion of containers below 150ml in size in South Australia in comparison with 
states that only include containers over 150ml in size.  
 
Alignment of state and territory schemes is listed as integral to all five key issues 
informing the structure of the Discussion Paper, and we urge the SA government to 
maintain the consistency of this approach with respect to container eligibility. 
 
Based on the Discussion Paper and the SA EPA–CDS Review: Council Survey Report, 
July 2020, the primary benefit in expanding the eligible container criteria the 
avoidance of contamination in kerbside comingled recycling. We are cognisant that 
contamination of kerbside recycling poses a challenge for South Australia’s holistic 
efforts to support a circular economy.  
 

 
1 EPA SA (2021). Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents: A Discussion Paper to Review 
SA’s Container Deposit Scheme, 6. 



However, contamination in kerbside recycling is best addressed by reforms to that 
system and should remain beyond the scope of the CDS.  
 
For example, the Brewers Association supports a move towards a glass-only fourth 
bin, and we note that a similar glass bin trial enjoyed great success in Victoria, with 
the fourth bin to roll out across all LGAs. In an assessment of that trial, waste 
auditors in the City of Yarra found that following the introduction of the glass bin, 
“we’ve nearly got glass totally out of the yellow-lidded recycling bin. Contamination 
in this bin by glass is only 3.6%.”2  
 
Further, the Brewers Association believes that any fourth/separate glass bin is best 
funded in a manner consistent with other kerbside bins, ie through council rates 
levied on households.  
 
  

 
2 Yarra City Council (2019). What the Bins Told Us, 
https://www.yarracity.vic.gov.au/news/2019/11/13/what-the-bins-told-us  
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3. Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 
 
Scheme Approvals and Compliance 
 
The Brewers Association supports all efforts to reduce, simplify and streamline 
scheme compliance processes and obligations, as it is an onerous process for all 
members in every jurisdiction with a CDS in place. 
 
In relation to the specific solutions proposed, the Brewers Association notes: 
 

3.1 Subsidies for induction and preparation costs – we are not clear on what this 
might involve, but the Brewers Association does not believe these costs 
should be included as a cost of the scheme.  

3.2 Scheme compliance fee – The Brewers Association is supportive of efforts to 
remove registration costs and the need for separate payments to the EPA (in 
addition to payments to supercollectors/coordinator). Any proposed scheme 
compliance fee should be levied on the scheme as a cost recovery 
mechanism for any non-regulatory costs only. We believe that regulatory and 
oversight costs should sit with the regulator, funded by government. 

3.3  The Brewers Association supports the removal of container approval 
application fees as it reduces administrative burden and levies these scheme 
costs on a volumetric basis. This is also consistent with the treatment in a 
number of recently implemented schemes such as Queensland and Western 
Australian schemes. 

3.4 Any limited term should be aligned with other jurisdictions to ensure 
consistency.  

 
Container Refund Marking 
 
The Brewers Association supports national alignment on refund marking, as is 
currently the case with all jurisdictions that have a CDS. The current accepted 
markings are clear (except in the case of the current Australasian Recycling Label 
(ARL), which provides inconsistent direction with respect to bottles and caps) . 
Unnecessary changes to markings should be avoided, due to the significant cost to 
producers of labelling changes.  
 
Any consideration of alternative wording or markings (including a move to the ARL) 
need to be carefully assessed for suitability, clarity of messaging (to avoid any 
confusion as to the treatment of containers) and would require appropriate lead 
times and notice to industry so as to afford them the ability to incorporate changes 
in the most efficient manner. This includes sufficient time to run down printed labels 
and coordination with other regulatory labelling changes. 
 
 



4. Container Return Rates 
 
We note that the SA Government’s proposal is to maintain the deposit value and 
refund amount at 10c, in alignment with container deposit schemes operating in 
other states and territories. The Brewers Association supports this balanced 
approach and wishes to reinforce the importance of achieving greater scheme 
harmonisation across the country if we are to achieve optimum recycling results and 
reduced costs to consumers through greater scheme efficiency. 
 
South Australia presently achieves an impressive rate of CDS container redemptions 
at 77%.3 The key question facing the SA Government is to determine the likely 
impact on redemption rates of a 100% increase in refund amount from 10c to 20c. 
Would a (likely) relatively small increase in recycling rates justify the significant 
increase in Scheme costs – costs that are usually passed on to consumers? Are there 
alternatives to increasing redemption rates above 80%? 
 
We therefore support the SA Government’s approach to further analyse and 
understand consumer behaviours, attitudes and the true drivers of container return 
to best understand what will drive incremental return in what is already a stable, 
high performing scheme. 
 
In 2020 the Brewers Association, along with the Australian Beverages Council and 
the Australian Food & Grocery Council, commissioned a report from KPMG to better 
understand the economics of Container Deposit Schemes, including the cost-benefit 
trade-off of increasing the CDS redemption rate from 10c to 20c.  
 
It is clear from this report that an increase in the refund amount will exacerbate 
market distortions, i.e. higher prices for consumers, lower real incomes for 
households and lower returns on investment for beverage industries.4 But, according 
to KPMG, the redemption rate is not guaranteed to increase significantly as a result 
of increasing the refund amount. 
 
The increase in redemption rates can be modelled against likely consumer 
behaviour. In SA there is already a very high level of consumer awareness of the CDS 
and a high level of redemption, so consumer behaviour is less likely to be 
significantly influenced by an increase in the refund amount. According to a national 
survey sourced by KPMG, households surveyed “responded that a 20-cent refund 
amount (as compared to the current 10-cent refund amount) would only increase 
participation by 2%”.5 
 

 
3 EPA SA (2021). Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents, 46. 
4 KPMG (2020). Making Cents, 24. 
5 KPMG (2020). Making Cents, 25. 
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In considering consumer responsiveness to an increase in the refund amount, KPMG 
also noted that behaviour would be less responsive under the following scenarios:6 
 

 “There are barriers beyond price, such as collection points not conveniently 
located or insufficient awareness of CDS.” 

 “Beverage containers were simply transferred from kerbside collection to 
container collection points.” (Noting that SA redemption rates exclude 
kerbside pickup).  

 “There are barriers related to specific container types, such as consumers not 
being aware of which liquid paperboard containers are eligible.” 

 
While the increase in refund amount may prompt a change in behaviour that 
transfers more containers from kerbside collection to the CDS in SA, can the 
significantly increased cost in operating the CDS be justified for the transfer of 
containers from kerbside to the CDS?  
 
Should there instead be more investment in separation of containers for recycling at 
kerbside so as to achieve a higher overall recycling rate of containers? 
 
KPMG further notes that: 
 
“South Australia and Northern Territory, where the schemes have matured, 
demonstrate the barriers between container types. Glass and aluminium containers 
both have high redemption rates at around 85%. For these containers, the 10-cent 
refund is adequate to achieve high recovery of containers. Containers such as liquid 
paperboard and HDPE have lower redemption rates, and this is likely due to factors 
such as insufficient knowledge of which containers are eligible…Better education on 
these differences could be a more cost-effective option to achieve higher overall 
redemption.”7 
 
To increase the CDS redemption rate the SA Government should also consider 
increasing the number, variety and convenience of CDS collection container points, 
consistent with the government’s preferred option of maximising CDS container 
return point accessibility.8 The best way of achieving a higher level of return points is 
to mandate a minimum network standard through regulation, as has been done in 
Western Australia. This would require a single coordinator approach (refer section 5 
Governance Arrangements response below). 
 
We also note that the government is exploring more convenient payment of refund 
options, as current refund options as prescribed by legislation are limited to cash or 
credit note redeemable for cash.9 As correctly noted in the Discussion Paper, this is 

 
6 KPMG (2020). Making Cents, 25. 
7 KPMG (2020). Making Cents, 25. 
8 EPA SA (2021). Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents, 49. 
9 EPA SA (2021). Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents, 50. 



out of step with an increasingly cashless society, and as such we support the 
proposal to incorporate EFT refund payments at CDS depots and return points in SA. 
 
We believe that the combination of the following enhancements are all simple and 
cost-effective methods to increase participation in the SA scheme, that have been 
proven to work in other jurisdictions: 

 Scheme branding and greater campaigns to promote the critical importance 
of the environment, recycling and the scope of containers that can be 
recycled; 

 improving collection point accessibility and variety; 
 Engaging with and promoting the involvement of community groups, 

charities and NFPs; and 
 broadening the scope of refund options to include EFT to also promote 

greater involvement of and donations to community groups, charities and 
NFPs. 

 
The Brewers Association also recommends that if enhancements to the Scheme are 
not effective in increasing redemption rates, that modelling around the economic 
impact of an increase in the deposit rate be revisited and expanded to examine the 
wider economic impacts outside of direct scheme benefits, and the 
marginal/incremental costs of the likely small resulting increase in redemption. We 
believe the analysis as presented in the discussion paper includes a number of 
incorrect or invalid assumptions that potentially result in overstated benefits, and 
lacks a greater breadth of analysis on the costs and impacts to industry and 
consumers. 
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5. Governance Arrangements 
 
Scheme Oversight 
 
The Brewers Association acknowledges that there is a need to change the current 
supercollector model in order to introduce accountability, enable better reporting 
and monitoring of progress, and to reduce complexity and inefficiency. 
 
The Brewers Association supports a single scheme coordinator model rather than a 
model which maintains the current supercollectors and adds an additional layer of 
administration and complexity.  
 
The supercollector and governing body approach would fail to address a number of 
issues as outlined above, and it is questionable as to the legal ability for a governing 
body to adequately “govern” and direct supercollector companies which would have 
their own board of directors acting in accordance with corporations law.  
 
The Brewers Association supports the following in relation to a single coordinator 
model: 
- The organisation should remain a true producer responsibility organisation – that 

is it should be a beverage manufacturer based organisation; 
- It should have a level of independent representation on the board of directors, as 

is the case with all Scheme Coordinators in other jurisdictions in Australia; 
- Any transition to a single coordinator should be cognisant of and recognise the 

current infrastructure in place, and seek to transition in a manner that least 
impacts the overall industry (ie should seek to avoid costly structural and/or 
operational changes that may be passed on to manufacturers); 

- The organisation should be responsible for the provision of IT systems that 
facilitate both compliance (on the manufacturer side) and operations and 
payment flows of the scheme; 

- The organisation should be responsible for delivering clear and transparent 
reporting on the performance of the scheme. 

 
Scheme Auditing and Reporting 
 
The Brewers Association supports the use of a centralised IT platform across the 
breadth of the scheme.  
 
A registration system with barcodes as the unique identifier for products is the best 
current approach. This is also consistent with other jurisdictions. 
 
Whilst there should be a requirement for machine based counting to rely on a 
barcode, this should be in conjunction with the current practices in other 
jurisdictions whereby counting is performed manually, with the ability to refer to a 
computerised registry look ups where required (preferably on a Point of Sale device). 



 
The Brewers Association supports the use of a centralised IT platform as a 
fundamental requirement to assist with scheme integrity, tracking of container 
volumes and the identification of potential fraud. 
 
A centralised IT platform is also a core requirement that facilitates timely, accurate 
and detailed reporting on scheme performance, and for manufacturers to report 
volumes on a regular basis. 
 
Where possible, integration with IT platforms in use in other jurisdictions is 
preferred as this provides consistency for scheme participants, including 
manufacturers. 
 
Scheme Coordination 
 
As outlined above, the Brewers Association prefers a single coordinator model for 
South Australia, which is in line with Option 2, as we do not believe a number of the 
objectives of the SA Government can be achieved while maintaining multiple 
supercollectors. In particular, it would be difficult to achieve accountability for return 
rate and coverage targets and other key performance metrics, as well as 
accountability for desired scheme features such as marketing, branding and 
awareness campaigns. 
 
Further, the Brewers Association does not believe a single waste management 
agreement with a particular collector would be a viable option under Option 1, as 
this brings additional complexity, , lacks transparency and stifles the ability to report 
in a timely manner. We note this arrangement is a feature of the Northern Territory 
scheme, where significant time, cost and effort is spent by supercollectors on dealing 
with this process. 
 
In relation to other issues raised in relation to scheme coordination: 
 

- 5.6 payment by count, the Brewers Association believes that this will remove 
much of the current disputes in relation to payment of depots, as it shifts the 
conversion risk to the coordinator. The vast majority of the depots in South 
Australia will continue to count as they do now, as they pay their customers 
by count and will continue to do so. 

- 5.7 Geographical performance targets should not be set in terms of return 
rates because it is impossible to accurately capture supply by region. 
Distribution of return points should be mandated through a minimum 
network standard as adopted in Western Australia. 
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CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001  
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
Subject: CDS Review 
 
We are pleased to submit our response to the Discussion Paper that was released as part of 
the review of the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 
 
We support and agree with the submission that has been made by the South Australian 
Wine Industry Association and refer to their submission. 
 
In particular, we support maintaining the status quo in respect of the exemption of glass 
wine bottles from the scheme.  
 
This is because: 
 The CDS is a litter prevention program that focuses on collection and not recycling. Wine 

bottles have been exempted from the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) in South 
Australia since its inception in 1977 because they represent less than 0.05% of littered 
containers. 

 Some of the proposed changes to the CDS will introduce new unknown costs to new 
entrants and these have not been explained in the Discussion Paper. 

 Options other than extending the scope of containers included in the CDS have not been 
sufficiently considered, such as a separate glass kerbside bin despite the economic 
modelling showing it will return the greatest economic impact. 

 The true costs to wine businesses like mine would be significant and debilitating when 
considered on top of all the other difficulties that the industry is currently facing. 

 For a significant increase in cost, the benefits seem marginal to say the least, with the 
Discussion Paper proposing a target improvement in return (not even recycling) rate 
from 77% to only 78%. 

 
We urge the Government to reject the proposals of the Discussion Paper and reconsider a 
greater range of alternative options for achieving the most cost-effective and maximum 
increase possible, in recycling of packaging materials. 
 
Your sincerely, 
 

 
Cape Jaffa Wines 
Robe SA 
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CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Ceduna Can and Recycling 

We are the operator of the Ceduna Recycling located at 336 TRADING STOCK ROUTE Ceduna. We 
have operated the facility since 1999. We are a small business and employ six Staff who assist us to 
operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 
small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 
advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 
centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service 
to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the 
collection of CDS eligible containers. 



 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of 
containers. Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting 
easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open 

market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 
their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be 
prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface 
with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 
strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 
the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 



 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 
processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will 
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to 
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

 

Manager  

Ceduna Recycling 



 

 
 

Telephone 08 8405 6600 
cawra.sa.gov.au 

25 Mill Court, 
Kilburn SA 5084 

PO Box 110, 
Port Adelaide SA 5015 

11 November 2021 
 
Environmental Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE SA 5001  
 
Attn: CDS Review Discussion Paper 
 
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
Attention: Mr Tony Circelli 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Circelli 

 

Submission – Review of SA Container Deposit Scheme 
 
The Central Adelaide Waste and Recycling Authority (CAWRA) welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on 
the review of South Australia’s Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 
 
CAWRA is a joint initiative of the Cities of Charles Sturt and Port Adelaide Enfield and aims to restore confidence 
in kerbside recycling services by enabling its councils to work more effectively with local recycling businesses to 
recycle more materials here in South Australia. Our new Material Recovery Facility (MRF) utilises state of the art 
technologies to produce clean commodities ideal for expanding the circular economy.  
 
CAWRA has an active interest in the benefits CDS has delivered for South Australia and the potential to expand 
this highly successful system is strongly supported. South Australia is a leader in resource recovery, in part due to 
CDS and it is important that any changes to the scheme build on previous successes to enhance the circular 
economy.   
 
Please find attached CAWRA’s response to the questions within the discussion paper that are directly relevant to 
our organisation.  
 
If you require further information or would like to discuss any of our responses in more detail, please contact  

Manager Strategy and Programs on telephone  
 
Yours sincerely 

Executive Officer 
Central Adelaide Waste and Recycling Authority 
  

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au


 

Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents – Response to discussion paper key issues 
 
Key Issues 1:  Objectives of the CDS 
 
CAWRA supports the expanded scope and objectives of a modernised CDS as outlined in the discussion paper under 
question 1.1. While CDS was originally established as a litter reduction measure, the increasing importance CDS plays 
in driving resource recovery and the circular economy needs be recognised. CAWRA is pleased to see this reflected in 
the proposed objectives.  
 
CAWRA has a strong commitment to growing the circular economy and we would like this to become the primary 
objective of the scheme. We believe that any opportunity that results in the recovery of materials to their highest-market 
value should be a priority.   
 
Growing the circular economy has been a key objective for CAWRA and as such our new MRF has been designed to 
incorporated both manual and optical sorting of materials. Our process maximises the recovery of beverage container 
material for its highest value remanufacturing or industrial uses.  
 
Key Issue 2:  Containers included in the CDS 
 
2.1  In principal CAWRA believes that there should be consistency in the treatment of containers based on their 

material composition rather than what the contents or size of the container may be.  
 

We acknowledge however that including unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres in the CDS may be 
challenging for the dairy industry at this time. In addition, we recognise that HDPE milk containers are effectively 
recycled through MRF operations achieving high recovery rates with good markets.  

 
2.2 CAWRA strongly advocates that the recovery of glass is best achieved through expanding the CDS, rather than 

the introduction of a fourth kerbside bin. CAWRA does not believe that the volume of glass currently in the co-
mingled recycling stream warrants an additional household bin and kerbside collection, nor would it be viable 
for following reasons: 
 
• Reduced environmental benefits attributable to increased vehicle emissions from the additional collection 

trucks. 
• Practical problems relating to suitable bin presentation space for collection and bin storage space on 

property, particularly across metropolitan areas in high-density locations.    
• Increased costs to ratepayers associated with additional collection service. 
• Missed financial opportunity for the community by not expanding the CDS to cover additional glass 

containers. 
 

2.2.a CAWRA agrees that all types of glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included in the 
CDS. It is acknowledged that, currently, non CDS glass recovered through MRF operations is a lower 
value ‘MRF glass’ product. Glass sourced through the CDS can be recovered as a higher value cullet. 
Increasing the scope of CDS to include glass beverages containers up to 3 litres would not only result 
in glass being recycled at its highest value, it will also reduce contamination associated with glass 
fines in the kerbside recycling system.  

 
Placing a higher value on this material through the CDS scheme would also support the expansion of 
manual ‘front end’ removal of glass through the MRF pre-sort process, increasing the opportunity for 
a cleaner, hand-picked glass stream to be produced from kerbside systems. 

 
Expanding the scope of the CDS will therefore generate additional local employment opportunities, as 
CDS expands to include wine and spirit bottles.    
 
We urge the South Australian Government to demonstrate leadership by expanding the CDS to wine 
and spirit bottles as a matter of priority, and not to delay this action waiting for a national approach. 
South Australia has demonstrated over 40 years of leadership in CDS and we would encourage the 
government to continue to drive CDS leadership.  

 
2.2.b CAWRA does not support the introduction of a fourth kerbside collection bin for reasons stated above. 

 
2.3 Yes, juice and cordial containers up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS. As previously outlined CAWRA 

believes that there should be consistency in the treatment of containers based on their material wherever 
practical.  

 



 

2.4 CAWRA believes that a strong education campaign will be critical to create awareness and understanding within 
the community to support the inclusion of new containers under a modernised CDS. To ensure messaging 
reaches across all demographics, the education campaign should incorporate a diverse range of media 
including traditional print and TV avenues, as well as social and digital platforms. CAWRA will be happy to work 
with the State Government to assist in spreading this message to our communities. 

 
Key Issue 3:  Scheme Approvals and Container Markings  
 
Scheme approval processes and requirements are not applicable to CAWRA.  
 
Regarding the questions around container markings CAWRA is supportive of aligning refund markings nationally, where 
it is practical to do so. Labels should be consistent in messaging, size and prominence to support community 
understanding and uptake of CDS. 
 
Key Issues 4.1:  Deposit Value and Refund Amount 
 
CAWRA believes the 10c deposit is a significant motivator in the return rate for CDS containers. The value of eligible 
containers offers an opportunity to many South Australians to supplement income. In addition, the deposit value offers 
an easy and convenient fundraising opportunity for community groups and sporting clubs.   
 
Given the importance of the economic signal for driving container return behaviour, CAWRA is supportive of a review of 
the current 10c value and agrees that this should be undertaken at a national level to maintain alignment across all 
jurisdictions. This approach would also help provide consistency for the beverage industry and consumers.   
 
Key Issue 4.2:  Ease of Container Return  
 
CAWRA believes that increasing the return points and diversifying the ways people can redeem the container deposit 
will help to increase the return rate to above 80%.  
Providing increased access to diverse return options, coupled with exploring an increase to the refund amount, would 
support the CDS in achieving return rate targets.  
 
While introducing new return points will assist in achieving desired return rates, CAWRA believes that it is important to 
maintain the already established depot network. These locations are well utilised and highly valued collection points for 
the community and provide local employment.  
 
Key Issues 4.3:  Payment of Refund Method 
 
CARWA agrees that the introduction of additional non-cash payment methods as outlined in the discussion paper would 
be well received by the community and improve convenience. 
 
While the benefits of non-cash payments are acknowledged, non-cash payments should not be at the expense of cash 
payment options – as a choice for the user. As previously highlighted the cash incentive is a significant motivator for 
many in our community to return beverage containers, including some in the community who may not regularly access 
or use bank accounts. If this option became less available, then CAWRA believes that the rate of return would decrease.  
 
Key Issue 5:  Governance Agreements  
 
CAWRA has no strong opinion on governance options but supports amendments that would lead to increased 
transparency and accountability. 

The proposal to transition to a container-count methodology for reporting and payments raises several practical concerns 
for CAWRA. Managing CDS containers collected through MRF operations results in unavoidable breakage of glass CDS 
material and implementing a count-based methodology would not be possible on material collected in this way. In 
addition, the volume and speed CDS material is processed through a MRF would make a container-count methodology 
impractical to implement. 

While CAWRA understands the attraction of a counter-count methodology for smaller collection depots, we recommend 
that the weight-based conversion method is maintained for MRF operations.  

CAWRA is supportive of establishing geographical performance targets, to ensure equitable access to return locations, 
however acknowledges this could prove difficult in some remote locations. Targets should be set accordingly. 
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19 November 2021  
 
 
CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001 
 
Via email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
 
Dear Review Manager 
 
Re: CDS Review Discussion Paper 
 
Thank you for inviting comments on the review of SA’s Container Deposit Scheme.  
 
As the national cider industry body, Cider Australia aims to build a sustainable category by 
undertaking activities that improve the quality of ciders produced and marketed in 
Australia. We represent more than 110 member organisations including Australian 
agricultural producers, local and international cider makers, manufacturers and distributors. 
The majority of our producer members are small businesses, with most selling product into 
multiple Australian jurisdictions. Cider is covered by all existing Container Deposit Schemes 
in Australia. 
 
The cost impost of Container Deposit Schemes on cider businesses, in terms of both the 
monetary (direct contribution) and administrative costs, has been an incredible burden over 
the past few years. Our members understand and accept that they are liable to fund 
scheme costs, but in some cases these costs are over and above a level that appears fair and 
efficient. The primary factor driving up administrative compliance costs is the inconsistency 
in approaches across jurisdictions, which impacts disproportionately on small businesses.  
 
Cider Australia strongly supports a national Container Deposit Scheme, and in the absence 
of that, national consistency in scheme and administrative obligations. We acknowledge the 
efforts to streamline and align obligations and raise no objections to the proposals in the 
Discussion Paper.  
 
Should you require more information please don’t hesitate to contact me on  
or   
 
Yours sincerely 

President 

mailto:office@cideraustralia.org.au
http://www.cideraustralia.org.au/
mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au


19 November 2021 

Attn: CDS Review Discussion Paper 

Environment Protection Authority 

GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001 

epainfo@sa.gov.au(External link) (Subject: CDS Review) 

 

To whom this may concern 

RE: “Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents” Discussion Paper 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide further input into the review of the Container 

Deposit Scheme (CDS). This response is provided by the administration staff at the 

City of Burnside. As such, it is not a formally-adopted Council position, but feedback 

based on the knowledge experience of the Administration team responsible for waste 

management.  

We are broadly supportive of the scheme and the expansion of the scheme. The 

CDS supports strategic approaches from the Council’s 2030 Strategic Community 

Plan, where under Strategic Direction Two, Our Protected and Valued Environment, 

it is stated that we seek to: 

• “Minimise the amount of waste to landfill and encourage reuse and 

recycling”  

• “Build capacity and raise awareness of individual responsibility to 

maintain a sustainable environment”  

The expansion of CDS supports these objectives and is beneficial in numerous ways: 

1. In diverting a range of containers from litter and waste streams into a 

fit-for-purpose system for recycling.  

2. In driving change in behaviour from the public, with many people 

collecting and returning specific containers through the scheme. The 

scheme enables and encourages the public to actively participate in 

the management of waste.  

3. In supporting collection depots, where containers are sorted to improve 

the recycling process (e.g. glass sorted by colour is a higher-quality 

product than mixed glass). 

4. In reducing contamination in the recyclable materials collected through 

kerbside waste collection. Having a separate container return scheme 

therefore improves the performance of the council-supported recycling.  

5. In supporting the states transition to a circular economy 

Individual responses are provided below to the questions posed within the Scoping 

Paper. These responses are formulated to improve the benefits of the scheme, as 

listed above. Only questions relevant to the Council, or where considered input could 

be provided, have been answered. 

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au(External%20link)


Do you think the CDS should be supported and recognised as a key pathway for 

supplying recovered materials to remanufacturers and to achieve state and national 

resource recovery targets by:   

1.1.a) supporting and building on existing beverage container resource recovery 

investments and infrastructure YES 

1.1.b) optimising the recovery of high-value beverage container materials that 

support a circular economy YES 

1.1.c) continuing to enable opportunities for local employment within the CDS and 

more broadly within the resource recovery and recycling sector YES 

1.1.d) enabling opportunities for community groups, not-for-profit organisations and 

charities to benefit from the CDS through direct participation and the development of 

partnerships within the CDS? YES 

2.1) Should plain unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres continue to be 

excluded from the CDS? If not, why not?  

 

From a kerbside collection perspective HDPE milk containers are easily 

separated at the MRF. From a circular economy perspective including them in 

the CDS would not significantly increase their recyclability/value.  The biggest 

benefit to councils for including them is the reduction of litter in public spaces 

and public litter bin fullness. Therefore, plain unflavoured milk containers up 

to 3 litres SHOULD NOT continue to be excluded from the CDS. 

 

2.2)  Do you think the diversion of glass from the co-mingled recyclables bin is 

best achieved through the CDS or a fourth kerbside bin dedicated to glass?  

 

We strongly agree that diversion of clean glass is best achieved through the 

CDS scheme. Glass should be kept at its highest value which is not achieved 

through a fourth kerbside collection as mixed coloured glass will break in the 

collection process. CDS allows the sorting of colour and for glass bottles to be 

recycled back into glass bottles.  

 

2.2a) Do you agree that all glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be 

included in the CDS (wine, spirit and cordial)? If not, why not?  

Yes. All glass beverage containers should be kept at their highest value which is 

achieved through the CDS scheme. We strongly agree that wine bottles should 

be included in the CDS as it would make a significant difference in contamination 

and recycling weights for councils and achieve good recycling outcomes. 

2.2a) Alternatively, if a fourth kerbside bin collection system dedicated to glass 

was made available, who should pay for it?  

Operationally and logistically the cost would go to Councils. An additional 

25million dollars per year would impact Council’s capability to deliver other 



services without increasing rates. Funds collected through the Solid Waste Levy 

should therefore be used to implement and maintain any changes in the system.  

 

2.3) Do you agree that all plastic fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers (in 

addition to soft drinks, fruit juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres should be 

included in the CDS? If not, why not?  

 

Yes, for consumer simplicity.  

This may also reduce litter in public spaces. 

 

2.4) Do you think a contemporary CDS education and awareness campaign that 

incorporates the proposed new inclusions would divert more beverage 

containers away from the kerbside co-mingled bins and residual waste bins 

towards CDS depots? What media platforms should be used for such a 

campaign? 

Yes. A diversity of media to engage all residents. TV, radio, newspaper, 

Facebook and Instagram, building on the Which Bin brand.  

4.1.1. Does the current deposit amount of 10 cents influence whether you return 

empty beverage containers for recycling via CDS depots? If so, how does it influence 

your participation? If not, why not? 

The relationship between refund amount and participation previously indicated a 

small increase in return when the deposit amount was increased. However, 

considering it was only a 4 percent increase alternative measures may have more 

impact. For example, education campaign, increasing items accepted (focusing on 

glass), increasing drop off locations (supermarkets).  

4.2.1 If the existing depots were supplemented with new return points, which types of 

location/s would you find the easiest to return eligible beverage containers to?  

For example:  

• supermarket or shopping centre YES 

• local retail outlet, for example, newsagency or convenience store YES 

• entertainment and sporting events YES 

• waste transfer station YES 

• home pick-up service (for fee). YES 

 

4.2.2 Would you use self-service return points (for example, reverse vending 

machines or ‘drop and go’ stations) located in one of the above locations to divert 

more of your containers from the kerbside waste system to the CDS?  

Yes. 



4.2.3 Will promotion and consistent branding of return points, including information 

about locations, operating hours and beverage container return requirements, assist 

you in returning eligible containers and accessing the refund?  

Yes. 

General questions 

4.3.1) How would you like to receive your refunds for containers?   

•  cash YES 

•  electronic funds transfer (EFT) / online payment YES – if logistically possible 

•  direct electronic funds transfer to a donation partner of your choice YES 

•  vouchers (for example, for use at local stores) YES 

 

We are keen to participate in further discussion. Correspondence should be directed 

to , Environment and Sustainability Officer, City of 

Burnside: and the generic council email 

burnside@burnside.sa.gov.au.  
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19 November 2021 
 
 
Attn: CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environmental Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
Adelaide SA 5001  
 
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au  
Attention: Mr Tony Circelli 
 
 
Dear Mr Circelli, 
 
Submission – Review of SA Container Deposit Scheme 
 
The City of Charles Sturt welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the review of 
South Australia’s Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). I am writing in support of the Central 
Adelaide Waste and Recycling Authority (CAWRA) submission for the Review of South 
Australia Container Deposit Scheme. 
 
CAWRA is a joint initiative of the Cities of Charles Sturt and Port Adelaide Enfield and aims to 
improve confidence in kerbside recycling by enabling councils to work more effectively with 
local businesses to recycle more materials in South Australia.  
 
South Australia has demonstrated over 40 years of leadership in CDS and we encourage the 
government to continue to drive CDS leadership through the modernisation and expansion of 
the scheme.  Expanding CDS will further help to drive the growth of the circular economy 
creating local jobs. 
 
Please find attached a copy of CAWRA’s submission into the review of South Australia’s 
Container Deposit Scheme. 
 
If you require further information or would like to discuss this matter, please contact  

 Environmental Management Officer (Waste and recycling) on telephone  
  

 
Yours sincerely 

Chief Executive Officer 
City of Charles Sturt 
 
 



Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents – Response 
to discussion paper key issues. 
 
Key Issues 1: Objectives of the CDS 
 
CAWRA supports the expanded scope and objectives of a modernised CDS as outlined in the 
discussion paper under question 1.1. While CDS was originally established as a litter reduction 
measure, the increasing importance CDS plays in driving resource recovery and the circular 
economy needs be recognised. CAWRA is pleased to see this reflected in the proposed 
objectives.  
 
CAWRA has a strong commitment to growing the circular economy and we would like this to 
become the primary objective of the scheme. We believe that any opportunity that results in 
the recovery of materials to their highest-market value should be a priority.   
 
Growing the circular economy has been a key objective for CAWRA and as such our new MRF 
has been designed to incorporate both manual and optical sorting of materials. This process 
maximises the recovery of beverage container material for its highest value remanufacturing 
or industrial uses.  
 
Key Issue 2: Containers included in the CDS 
 
2.1) In principal CAWRA believes that there should be consistency in the treatment of 
containers based on their material composition rather than what the contents or size of the 
container may have been.  
 
We acknowledge however that including unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres in the CDS 
may be challenging for the dairy industry at this time. In addition, we recognise that HDPE milk 
containers are already effectively recycled through MRF operations achieving high recovery 
rates with good markets and so applying a refundable deposit on those may not be necessary 
as the outcomes are already being achieved.  
 
2.2) CAWRA strongly advocates that the recovery of glass is best achieved through expanding 
the CDS, rather than the introduction of a fourth kerbside bin. CAWRA does not believe that 
the volume of glass currently in the co-mingled recycling stream warrants an additional 
household bin and kerbside collection, nor would it be viable for following reasons: 

 Reduced environmental benefits attributable to increased vehicle emissions from the 
additional collection trucks. 

 Practical problems relating to suitable bin presentation space for collection and bin 
storage space on property, particularly across metropolitan areas in high-density 
locations.    

 Increased costs to ratepayers associated with additional collection service. 
 Missed financial opportunity for the community by not expanding the CDS to cover 

additional glass containers. 
 
2.2.a) CAWRA agrees that all types of glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be 
included in the CDS. It is acknowledged that, currently, non CDS glass recovered through MRF 



operations is a lower value ‘MRF glass’ product. Glass sourced through the CDS can be 
recovered as a higher value cullet. Increasing the scope of CDS to include glass beverage 
containers up to 3 litres would not only result in additional glass being recycled at its highest 
value, it will also reduce contamination associated with glass fines in the kerbside recycling 
system.  
 
Placing a higher value on this material through the CDS scheme would also support the 
expansion of manual ‘front end’ removal of glass through the MRF pre-sort process, increasing 
the opportunity for a cleaner, hand-picked glass stream to be produced from kerbside 
systems. 
 
Expanding the scope of the CDS will therefore generate additional local employment 
opportunities, as CDS expands to include wine and spirit bottles.    
 
We urge the South Australian Government to demonstrate leadership by expanding the CDS 
to wine and spirit bottles as a matter of priority, and not to delay this action waiting for a 
national approach. South Australia has demonstrated over 40 years of leadership in CDS and 
we would encourage the government to continue to drive CDS leadership.  
 
2.2.b) CAWRA does not support the introduction of a fourth kerbside collection bin for reasons 
stated above. 
 
2.3) Yes, juice and cordial containers up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS. As previously 
outlined CAWRA believes that there should be consistency in the treatment of containers 
based on their material wherever practical.  
 
2.4) CAWRA believes that a strong education campaign will be critical to create awareness and 
understanding within the community to support the inclusion of new containers under a 
modernised CDS. To ensure messaging reaches across all demographics, the education 
campaign should incorporate a diverse range of media including traditional print and TV 
avenues, as well as social and digital platforms. CAWRA as a responsible member of the waste 
industry will be happy to work with the State Government and other interested parties 
including KESAB and other waste industry stakeholders to assist in spreading this message to 
our communities. 
 
Key Issue 3: Scheme Approvals and Container Markings  
 
Scheme approval processes and requirements are not applicable to CAWRA.  
 
Regarding the questions around container markings CAWRA is supportive of aligning refund 
markings nationally, where it is practical to do so. Labels should be demonstrably effective, 
consistent in messaging, size and prominence to support community understanding and 
uptake of CDS. 
 
Key Issues 4.1: Deposit Value and Refund Amount 
 
CAWRA believes the 10c deposit continues to be a significant motivator in the return rate for 
CDS containers. The value of eligible containers offers an opportunity to many South 



Australians to supplement income. In addition, the deposit value offers an easy and 
convenient fundraising opportunity for community groups and sporting clubs.   
 
Given the importance of the economic signal for driving container return behaviour, CAWRA is 
supportive of a review of the value of the deposit but does not see it as an acute problem. 
National alignment across jurisdictions may be desirable. This approach would most likely 
provide consistency for the beverage industry and producers, whereas interstate variability is 
likely less an issue for consumers.   
 
Key Issue 4.2: Ease of Container Return  
 
CAWRA believes that increasing the return points and diversifying the ways people can 
redeem the container deposit will help to increase the return rate to above 80%.  
Providing increased access to diverse return options, coupled with exploring an increase to the 
refund amount, would support the CDS in achieving return rate targets.  
 
While introducing new return points will assist in achieving desired return rates, CAWRA 
believes that it is important to maintain the already established depot network. These 
locations are well utilised and highly valued collection points for the community and provide 
local employment.  
 
Key Issues 4.3: Payment of Refund Method 
 
CARWA agrees that the introduction of additional non-cash payment methods as outlined in 
the discussion paper would be well received by the community and improve convenience. 
 
While the benefits of non-cash payments are acknowledged, non-cash payments should not 
be at the expense of cash payment options – as a choice for the user. As previously highlighted 
the cash incentive continues to be an effective motivator for many in our community to return 
beverage containers, including some in the community who may not regularly access or use 
bank accounts. If non-cash option was applied CAWRA believes that the return rate would 
decrease.  
 
Key Issue 5: Governance Agreements  
 
CAWRA has no strong opinion on governance options but supports amendments that would 
lead to increased transparency and accountability. 

The proposal to transition to a container-count methodology for reporting and payments raises 
several practical concerns. Due to the volume and speed that CDS material is processed through 
a MRF would make a container-count methodology difficult to practically implement. 
Additionally, because of the processes applied through MRF operations there are some 
unavoidable breakage of glass CDS material and implementing a count-based methodology 
would not be possible on material collected in this way. It maybe that a weight equivalent rate 
could be applied in parallel. 

While CAWRA understands the attraction of a counter-count methodology for consumer drop 
off collection depots, we recommend that the weight-based conversion method is maintained 
for MRF operations.  



CAWRA is supportive of establishing geographical performance targets, to ensure equitable 
access to return locations, however acknowledges this could prove difficult in some remote 
locations. Targets should be set accordingly. 

  
 



 
 
27 October 2021 
  
 
 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
Adelaide, SA 5001 
Via email: epainfo@sa.gov.au  
  

To whom it may concern, 

  

Council is pleased to submit a response to Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes 
Cents Discussion Paper, which presents an opportunity for Council to:  

• Advocate for the inclusion of glass beverage bottles and a greater range of plastic 
beverage bottles in the container deposit scheme (CDS) to address the issues 
caused by broken glass at the SRWRA Materials Recycling Facility, and consumer 
confusion about which containers are included in the scheme; 

• Promote the CDS as a preferred option over a fourth kerbside bin for glass, which 
would incur substantial additional cost to local government; 

• Request a mandate for plastic beverage containers to be made of higher value PET 
(polyethylene terephthalate) or HDPE (high density polyethylene) plastic; 

• Support coordinated state-wide household education campaigns to positively impact 
recycling behaviour and further increase participation in the CDS; and 

• Champion South Australia's nation-leading performance on recycling rates and waste 
reduction.  

  

Council would welcome the opportunity to work with the EPA to improve the CDS scheme.  

Thank you for your consideration of Council’s feedback. If you have any queries regarding 
Council’s submission, please contact  Unit Manager Environmental 
Sustainability at:   

  

Yours faithfully, 

Mayor 
 

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au
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Attachment 2 
 

City of Marion Comments on Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents: A 
discussion paper to review SA’s container deposit scheme  
 
The City of Marion welcomes the State Government review of the Container Deposit Scheme, being proud 
of South Australia’s record as both a leader in waste management and the state with the highest recycling 
rate in Australia. The City of Marion understands that this review will play a significant role in the State 
Government’s action on waste and recycling in South Australia. 
 
The City of Marion agrees with the aims of the review of South Australia’s container deposit scheme (CDS) 
to modernise it in line with South Australia’s transition to a circular economy while building upon the 
success of the current scheme. Further detailed comments are provided below in response to the key 
issues raised in the discussion paper regarding: 
 

1. Objectives of the CDS 
2. Containers Included in the CDS 
3. Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 
4. Container Return Rates 
5.  Governance arrangements 

 
Key issue 1: Objectives of the CDS (pp. 16 – 22) 
 
1.1.1 Do you think the CDS should be supported and recognised as a key pathway for supplying 

recovered materials to remanufacturers and to achieve state and national resource recovery 
targets by: 

1.1.a  Supporting and building on existing beverage container resource recovery 
investments and infrastructure 

1.1.b Optimising the recovery of high-value beverage container materials that support a 
circular economy 

1.1.c Continuing to enable opportunities for local employment within the CDS and more 
broadly within the resource recovery and recycling sector 

1.1.d Enabling opportunities for community groups, not-for-profit organisations and 
charities to benefit from the CDS through direct participation and the 
development of partnerships within the CDS? 

 
The City of Marion credits the CDS as highly successful at improving resource recovery rates and reducing 
litter in South Australia and supports the continuation and possible expansion of the scheme. However, the 
City of Marion also acknowledges that there has been a shift in the way the CDS is viewed in South 
Australia. While the CDS was initially introduced as a means of litter reduction, it is now more widely 
viewed as a resource recovery mechanism. Given the increasing importance of resource recovery as a 
sustainability measure, the CDS should be recognised as a key pathway for meeting resource recovery 
targets at state and national levels. 
 
The environmental needs for establishing a circular economy are well-recognised. The National Waste 
Policy and South Australian Waste Strategy 2020-2025 both acknowledge the global movement towards 
applying circular economy principles. The City of Marion agrees that Australia must move towards the  
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establishment of a circular economy, and this review presents an opportunity to apply these principles to 
the CDS.  
 
A further strength of the CDS is the benefits it brings to schools, community groups and other charitable 
organisations through fundraising opportunities while participating in environmentally sustainable waste 
management practices. 
 
Key issue 2: Containers included in the CDS (pp. 23 – 39) 
 
2.1 Should plain unflavoured milk containers continue to be excluded from the CDS? If not, why not? 
 
The City of Marion supports exclusion of plain unflavoured milk containers from the CDS due to little 
change in cost or opportunity for local government and limited benefit to changing the recycling pathway 
due to the low weight of these items.  

 
Previous waste audit data for the City of Marion’s domestic waste composition indicates that in our council 
area approximately 72.5% of HDPE plastic is captured in the co-mingled recycling bin1, indicating that from 
an environmental perspective, the recycling rate from the materials recovery facility (MRF) is successful. 
 
Additionally, from a social perspective, if a deposit fee was added to plain unflavoured milk this would be 
passed onto the consumer, placing increased financial burden on families struggling to afford basic 
nutrition food items for themselves and their families.  
 
2.2  Do you think the diversion of glass from the co-mingled recyclables bin is best achieved through 
the CDS or a fourth kerbside bin dedicated to glass? 
 
The CDS is proven as a highly effective system for the diversion of targeted beverage containers, and 
utilising this system would bring the most environmental, economic, and social benefits as described in the 
discussion paper (and summarised on p.38). 
 
One of the key issues with recovering glass materials from a kerbside collection system is the issue of 
breakage during collection and transport, which does not assist with achieving a goal of recovering 
resources at their highest possible value in accordance with circular economy principles.  

 
There is a demand for more high-value recycled glass suitable for remanufacturing into bottles and jars and 
the inclusion of more glass bottles in the CDS, particularly wine bottles, presents a straight-forward and 
cost-effective solution to the issue of maximising the value of recovered glass from recycling systems. 
 
Additionally, there are limits to the number of bins that households can manage and going from a three-
bin system to a four-bin system would attract some community resistance. In apartment blocks and new 
developments on smaller blocks, spaces are designed for the current three-bin system, and a fourth bin 
would present practical difficulties for storage.  
  
 
 
 

 
1 Cumming, M. 2015, Domestic and Commercial Waste Audit Report for City of Marion, A. Prince Consulting, p. 57. 
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2.2.a   Do you agree that all glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS (wine, 
spirit and cordial)? If not, why not? 
 
The City of Marion advocates for the inclusion of glass beverage bottles in the CDS as a sensible solution to 
resolving issues with recovering high-quality glass material at the MRF. While most wine bottles are 
currently recycled in the yellow-lid recycling bin by most households, the broader waste management 
concern is the breakage during transport and processing of mixed recycling from households, and the 
waste that this creates when the glass pieces are too small for the materials recovery facilities to sort from 
the residual waste which goes to landfill.   
 
According to the discussion paper, currently only 11% of all glass received is recovered as a high-value 
material for remanufacturing and 85% recovered as low-value material for road bases (pp. 28-29). 
However, by comparison the discussion paper states that 93% of glass is recovered via the CDS as high-
value material, which shows the CDS as a key opportunity for more glass to be recovered for 
remanufacturing into bottles and jars.    

 
2.2.b Alternatively, if a fourth kerbside bin collection system dedicated to glass was made available, 
who should pay for it? 
 
If a fourth kerbside bin for glass was made available, State Government support would be required to fund 
the provision of infrastructure for the service delivery, including but not limited to the cost of the kerbside 
glass bins, design of systems for multi-unit dwellings, dedicated infrastructure for the collection and sorting 
of glass materials, and modifications to some sites to allow storage of a fourth bin system onsite.  

 

Other developments in addition to providing the bin service would need to include: 
• State-wide industry support with market development grants and new investment for 

infrastructure improvement to accommodate processing of recyclables  
• improving consistency between regions to one bin system model that looks and feels the same to a 

householder anywhere in South Australia to facilitate State-wide education campaigns  
• new focused legislation and a new dedicated waste authority to give more leverage for integration 

between State and Local Government and industry to give the sector greater resilience  
• a dedicated state-based policy to ensure domestic markets are backed up by government 

procurement of recycled materials, and places recycled content at the forefront of decision-making 
at the outset of major state-based building projects 

 
 

2.3 Do you agree that all plastic fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers (in addition to soft drinks, 
fruit juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS? If not, why not? 
 
The City of Marion agrees that including all plastic fruit/ vegetable juice and cordial containers would 
address confusion for consumers about the scope of containers included in the CDS and to simplify the 
system for education of consumers. 
 
However, the City of Marion recommends that no containers be approved for sale in South Australia 
through the CDS unless there is an existing market for the recovered materials. In addition, all plastic 
containers should be mandated to be made from Polyethylene terephthalate (PET) or High-Density  
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Polyethylene (HDPE) which have high value and are readily recyclable. There are cordial bottles on the 
market made from Polyvinyl chloride (PVC), which is a low value material and less recyclable.  

 
2.4 Do you think a contemporary CDS education and awareness campaign that incorporates the 
proposed new inclusions would divert more beverage containers away from the kerbside co-mingled 
recycling bins and residual waste bins towards CDS depots? What media platforms should be used for 
such a campaign? 
 
The City of Marion looks forward to participating in the development of education and awareness tools to 
promote the CDS. There is a great appetite in our community for education and information about how 
households can reduce waste, as demonstrated by the popularity of waste-related topics on the City of 
Marion’s social media and other interactive platforms. 
 
Given the high level of community interest in reducing waste, the CDS would certainly benefit from a State-
wide marketing campaign aiming to boost awareness and participation in the scheme, particularly if there 
are new containers to be included and new ways to return containers.  
 
Local government plays a significant role in educating the community regarding responsible waste 
management, particularly in relation to the recycling of materials. In collaboration with councils, as many 
media platforms as possible should be utilised, including a new public website aimed at consumers with a 
searchable directory of return points, which could also include a section for councils to access digital and 
print resources for posters, social media content, street banners and other promotional signage. 

 
Key issue 3: Scheme Approvals and Container markings (pp. 40 – 44) 
 
While the questions in this section refer specifically to beverage producers and suppliers, the City of 
Marion supports aligning the approvals processes with other state and territory schemes where practicable 
to harmonise the CDS at a national level. 
 
Key issue 4: Container Return Rates (pp. 45 – 51) 
 
Consumers and users of the CDS in our community are best placed to provide feedback about the deposit 
value amount providing adequate incentive to participate in the CDS, the easiest methods for returning 
containers, and how refunds would best be received.  
 
While the City of Marion does not have a firm view on whether the refund amount should be increased or 
not, the City of Marion supports the EPA’s proposals to align the deposit value and refund amount with the 
other states and territories, to undertake a behavioural study to inform decision-making about the deposit 
amount, and to maximise accessibility of CDS beverage container return points.  

 
Key issue 5: Governance Arrangements (p. 52 – 69) 
 
The questions raised in the discussion paper about governance of the CDS have minimal impact on the City 
of Marion, having more direct relevance to other stakeholder groups including the EPA SA, waste 
management industry groups and beverage producers and suppliers. In principle, the City of Marion 
endorses changes to the governance arrangements which result in improved efficiencies to depot 
operations and improved resource recovery from the scheme.  
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The proposed transition from weight-based to a container count methodology for reporting on container 
return rates is a common-sense component of modernising the scheme to allow for changes in the sizes  
and materials of containers over time. It would also simplify the returns process for consumers and reduce 
confusion if bottle caps, which are currently required to be removed in SA so as not affect container 
weight, could be left on the bottles. This would be possible under a container count-based system and 
would help align our CDS with those of other states and territories where bottle caps do not have to be 
removed prior to returning for the deposits. 
 
Conclusion  

 
In summary, the City of Marion believes the CDS has been highly successful at improving resource recovery 
rates in South Australia and reducing litter and supports the continuation and expansion of the scheme. By 
incorporating glass beverage bottles and a greater range of PET and HDPE drink containers, the scheme 
becomes more user friendly for consumers and advances South Australia’s transition to a circular 
economy.  



The City of Mitcham are providing feedback regarding the ‘Improving South Australia's recycling 
makes cents’ review. As a local government, the Container Deposit Scheme has a large impact on 
our kerbside collections, as well as keeping litter rates down in public parks and reserves. In general, 
the City of Mitcham supports the changes discussed for each key issue. There are several issues of 
particular interest for the City of Mitcham, which are discussed below. 

The City of Mitcham supports clarification of the purpose of the CDS to strengthen the circularity 
outcomes, in particular around supporting a market for recycled resources in South Australia. We 
also support work towards improving the efficiency of the scheme and lowering scheme costs. 

Containers included in the CDS are also of great importance for a local government, as glass makes 
up a significant proportion of the kerbside recycling bin. Due to the issues with glass in the kerbside 
recycling bin (WHS, recovery of glass fines and contamination of other recyclable streams), the City 
of Mitcham support expanding the types of containers included in the CDS; in particular, wine and 
spirit bottles. We also support including milk and juice bottles that are not currently included to 
encourage more circular material use.  

The City of Mitcham also supports maximising CDS container return point accessibility. The 
recommendations outlined in the report seem like an effective way to increase the collection of 
containers, through targeting locations that have few (or no) collection points nearby. In addition, 
increasing collaboration with community organisations (such as schools, sports clubs, etc.) to 
streamline the collection of containers is greatly supported. 
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15 November 2021 
 
 
Attn: CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 5607 
ADELAIDE SA 5001 
 
Via Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
IMPROVING SOUTH AUSTRALIA’S RECYCLING MAKES CENTS 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this important reform which is being 
considered by the South Australian Environment Protection Authority (EPA). 
 
The City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters covers the inner-eastern suburbs of 
metropolitan Adelaide, with approximately 37,495 residents and is characterised by a 
number of main street precincts, each with a unique character and shopping experience. 
 
The City’s major dining, retail, commercial and fashion precinct, The Parade, Norwood, is 
complemented by the eclectic and artistic Magill Road Precinct. There is rich ethnic 
diversity to be discovered at Glynde Corner - and all locations are linked by the ever-
evolving Payneham Road Precinct, with its myriad of shops and professional service 
businesses and a dynamic creative industries hub in Kent Town and West Norwood. The 
City also features a number of larger shopping centres including The Avenues, Marden 
Shopping Centre and Firle Shopping Centre. The City is also renowned as a destination 
for wonderful retail and fresh food shopping as well as its myriad of cafes, restaurants and 
pubs. 
 
In August 2019, The Parade, Norwood, was selected as one of the participating precincts 
for Green Industries SA Plastic-Free Pilot Program, which directly aligns with the waste 
minimisation goal under the Council’s Strategic Management Plan CityPlan 2030: Shaping 
Our Future. The Parade was the first precinct in South Australia to have a business achieve 
“Plastic Free Champion” status. 
 
As the Authority is aware, South Australia has been a leader in recycling, specifically 
through the Container Despot Scheme (CDS), that is one of the longest running and most 
successful product stewardship schemes in Australia. Reviewing and modernising the CDS 
is an important process and the Council commends the Authority for undertaking this review 
to ensure South Australia is improving recycling and circular procurement opportunities. 
 
The Council is supportive of the objectives and benefits of the Container Deposit Scheme 
as highlighted in the Discussion Paper: Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes 
Cents. 
 
The Council’s CityPlan 2030: Shaping Our Future, has a number of outcomes and targets 
relating to increasing recycling and organics materials diversion and reduction of waste to 
landfill. The Council acknowledges that recycling and composting are extremely important 
steps in the waste management hierarchy, however, waste avoidance and reduction are 
the first steps.  
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During a recent audit of the Council’s kerbside recycling bins conducted in 2019, the most common items 
of non-CDS containers were found to be: 

 0.9 plastic HDPE milk cartons per household per week (49 per household per annum); 

 0.7 glass wine bottles per household per week (34 per household per annum); 

 0.4 LPB foiled milk drinks per household per week per annum (18 per household per annum); 

 0.2 LPB non-foiled milk drinks per household per week (10 per household per annum); and 

 0.1 glass non-CDS spirits per household per week (3 per household per annum). 
 
Glass wine bottles are the second most common container and glass spirit bottles are the fifth most 
common non-CDS container type found in the kerbside “comingled” recycling bins collected by East 
Waste for its Constituent Councils. The inclusion of glass bottles, can provide a significant benefit in terms 
of resource recovery rates and improved consistency and less confusion for consumers (who currently 
associate CDS only with consumable beverage containers). Therefore, these are the logical glass 
container types that should be seriously considered for inclusion in the CDS. 
 
Glass currently makes up around 26% of the Council’s “comingled” recycling bins and as such, including 
all glass containers in the CDS (not just wine and spirit bottles) would have a significant positive impact 
on the viability of the kerbside recycling system. 
 
Allowing all types of glass containers which are received through the CDS, would have a number of 
positive impacts for the Council and its community, including: 

 a significant reduction in “comingled” recycling processing costs as the value of glass containers 
that are disposed of into the comingled recycling bins are greatly increased; 

 “comingled” recycling materials becoming more viable as there is less broken glass in the material 

stream, which can downgrade paper and cardboard materials if compacted too much. 

 a significant reduction in the quantity of broken glass and glass fines requiring disposal at Materials 
Recovery Facilities (MRF). The Council is responsible for paying for the disposal cost of 
contamination due to glass breakage during transportation and processing; and 

 increased collection efficiencies when glass containers are diverted to bottle and can depots 
because it allows higher compaction ratios, resulting in less vehicles and a reduction in associated 
carbon emissions due to more kerbside bins being able to be collected each round. 

 
From a resource recovery perspective, the separation of glass individually (e.g. by colour and type) though 
inclusion in the CDS, is better than the current “comingled” recycling bin approach or the introduction of 
a separate (fourth) kerbside bin mixing glass types as: 

 separated glass has a higher commodity value, increasing the likelihood of being recovered and 
increasing the circular economy of the glass products; and 

 an expanded CDS accepted containers also increases the chance that glass containers could be 
reused again because they are not broken, rather than being crushed, recycled and reprocessed. 

 
Moreover, the infrastructure for CDS already exists in South Australia and a move to a separate (fourth) 
kerbside bin would require Local Government to provide additional or modified infrastructure to process 
the materials from separate (fourth) glass kerbside bin which would be paid for by ratepayers rather than 
the manufactures / producers of glass containers. 
 
As such, the above listed beverage container types and all recyclable glass containers, should be 
considered as part of the review of CDS, based on how common these materials are in the “comingled” 
kerbside bins and to improved recycling and circular procurement opportunities in South Australia. 
 
The CDS review provides a significant opportunity to meet the increasing community expectations for 
efficient, contemporary recycling systems in South Australia, increase source separation of all beverage 
containers, provide education, and keep containers in particular glass as highly valued commodities that 
can be used in a circular economy. 
 
  



 

 

Finally, the Council receives enquiries from residents regarding the ultimate fate of recyclables which are 
placed in the kerbside yellow lidded “comingled” recycling bin and about how waste can be better sorted 
(e.g. additional ways to separate at the source). From an education perspective, increasing the number 
and types of containers will increase the likelihood of community returning CDS containers that previously 
were not recycled, increasing their interaction and engagement with the recycling and resource recovery 
sector. 
 
Again, the Council commends the South Australian EPA for taking action to review the CDS and thanks 
the Authority for the opportunity to provide comments on opportunities to improve the Scheme. 
 
Yours sincerely 

MAYOR  



 

 

CITY OF NORWOOD PAYNEHAM & ST PETERS RESPONSE TO CDS REVIEW 
 
KEY ISSUE 1: OBJECTIVES OF THE CDS INCLUDING RESOURCE RECOVERY AND RECYCLING 
OF CONTAINER MATERIALS WITHIN A CIRCULAR ECONOMY 
 
1. Do you think the CDS should be supported and recognised as a key pathway for supplying recovered 

materials to remanufacturers and to achieve state and national resource recovery targets by: 
a. supporting and building on existing beverage container resource recovery investments and 

infrastructure 
b. optimising the recovery of high-value beverage container materials that support a circular 

economy 
c. continuing to enable opportunities for local employment within the CDS and more broadly within 

the resource recovery and recycling sector 
d. enabling opportunities for community groups, not-for-profit organisations and charities to benefit 

from the CDS through direct participating and the development of partnerships within the CDS? 
 
The CDS is a proven, highly effective recovery system, in that nearly 100% of material returned through 
the system is ultimately recycled, at highest market value, to the re-manufacturing sector. It has also 
provided financial benefits, through fund raising, for the Council’s community. Therefore, the Council is 
supportive of continued support and recognition it is a key pathway for supplying recovered materials to 
remanufacture. 
 
The Council also notes that the CDS has not only been an effective resource recovery system but an 
important litter control measure. This assists the Council in its street sweeping, and litter control activities 
and reduces collection costs from public and household bins. It has also complemented the kerbside 
waste system and provided recycling outcomes for resources placed in the comingled recycling bins, 
through investment and infrastructure. 
 
From a resource recovery perspective, the separation of glass individually (e.g. by colour and type) though 
inclusion in the CDS, is better than the current  “comingled” recycling bin approach or the introduction of 
a separate (fourth) kerbside bin mixing glass types as: 

 separated glass has a higher commodity value, increasing the likelihood of being recovered and 
increasing the circular economy of the glass products; and 

 an expanded CDS accepted containers also increases the chance that glass containers could be 
reused again because they are not broken, rather than being crushed, recycled and reprocessed. 

 
The CDS review provides a significant opportunity to meet the increasing community expectation for 
efficient, contemporary recycling systems in South Australia, increase source separation of all beverage 
containers, provide education, and keep containers in particular glass as highly valued commodities that 
can be used in a circular economy. 
 
KEY ISSUE 2: SCOPE OF CONTAINERS INCLUDED IN THE CDS 
 
The Council acknowledges that when the CDS was first introduced, it was predominately as a litter 
prevention control and therefore, a number of beverage containers were excluded as they were not 
viewed as being consumed outside of the home. However, this review is seeking to modernise the CDS 
to improve resource recovery and boost the circular economy therefore all beverage containers regardless 
of their size should be included in the scheme. 
 
During a recent audit of the Council’s kerbside recycling bins conducted in 2019, the most common items 
of non-CDS containers were found to be: 

 0.9 plastic HDPE milk cartons per household per week (49 per household per annum); 

 0.7 glass wine bottles per household per week (34 per household per annum); 

 0.4 LPB foiled milk drinks per household per week per annum (18 per household per annum); 

 0.2 LPB non-foiled milk drinks per household per week (10 per household per annum); and 

 0.1 glass non-CDS spirits per household per week (3 per household per annum). 
 



 

 

In addition, glass wine bottles were the second most common and glass spirit bottles were the fifth most 
common non-CDS container type found in the kerbside bins collected by East Waste on behalf of its 
constituent Councils. 
 
The inclusion of glass wine and spirit bottles would provide a significant benefit in terms of resource 
recovery rates and improved consistency and less confusion for consumers (who currently associate CDS 
only with consumable beverage containers). Therefore, these are the logical glass container types that 
should be highly considered for being included in the CDS review. 
 
Moreover, glass currently makes up around 26% of the Council’s “comingled” recycling bins and including 
all glass containers in the CDS, not just wine and spirit bottles, would have a significant positive impact 
on the viability of the kerbside recycling system. 
 
Therefore, the above listed beverage container types and all recyclable glass containers, should be 
considered as part of the review of CDS, based on how common these materials are in the “comingled” 
kerbside bins and to improved recycling and circular procurement opportunities in South Australia. 
 
1. Should plain unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres continue to be excluded from the CDS? If not, 

why not? 
 
All milk containers regardless of their “flavour” or size, should be included in the CDS. From the data 
obtained through the audit conducted in 2019. On the top five by items of non-CDS containers in the 
kerbside “comingled” recycling bin, 49 milk containers per household per annum were found. Given the 
number of households in the City of Norwood Payneham & St Peters, this equates to nearly one million 
non-CDS milk containers that could be recovered through the CDS. 
 
2. Do you think the diversion of glass from the co-mingled recyclables bin is best achieved through the 

CDS or a fourth kerbside bin dedicated to glass? 
a. Do you agree that all glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS 

(wine, spirits and cordial)? If not, why not? 
b. Alternatively, if a fourth kerbside bin collection system dedicated to glass was made available, 

who should pay for it? 
 
The Council is of the opinion that the diversion of all recyclable glass beverage containers, regardless of 
size, from the “comingled” recycling bin, is best achieved through the CDS and not as a fourth kerbside 
bin dedicated to glass. 
 
In addition, glass currently comprises around 26% of the Council’s “comingled” recycling bins and including 
all glass containers in the CDS, not just wine, spirit and cordial bottles, would have a significant positive 
impact on the viability of the kerbside recycling system. 
 
Allowing all types of glass containers which are received through the CDS, would have a number of 
positive impacts for the Council and its community, including: 

 a significant reduction in  “comingled” recycling processing costs as the value of glass containers 
that are disposed of into the comingled recycling bins are greatly increased; 

  “comingled” recycling materials becoming more viable as there is less broken glass in the 

material stream, which can downgrade paper and cardboard materials if compacted too much. 

 a significant reduction in the quantity of broken glass and glass fines requiring disposal at 
Materials Recovery Facilities (MRF). The Council is responsible for paying for the disposal cost 
of contamination due to glass breakage during transportation and processing; and 

 increased collection efficiencies when glass containers are diverted to bottle and can depots 
because it allows higher compaction ratios, resulting in less vehicles and a reduction in associated 
carbon emissions due to more kerbside bins being able to be collected each round. 

 
From a resource recovery perspective, the separation of glass individually (e.g. by colour and type) though 
inclusion in the CDS, is better than the current comingled recycling bin approach or the introduction of a 
separate (fourth) kerbside bin mixing glass types as: 

 separated glass has a higher commodity value, increasing the likelihood of being recovered and 
increasing the circular economy of the glass products; and 



 

 

 an expanded CDS which accepts containers, also increases the chance that glass containers 
could be reused again because they are not broken, rather than being crushed, recycled and 
reprocessed. 

 
The Council is of the view that a fourth kerbside bin collection system dedicated to glass, would not be a 
highly or viable effective recovery system for all recyclable glass containers compared to the CDS. This is 
because kerbside bins are designed for the return of large volumes, 240 litres of materials every fortnight 
and with the State Government’s objectives associated with increased urban infill, the Council is observing 
the creation of smaller blocks, reduced gardens and larger houses resulting in less storage areas for 
kerbside bins (with the current three bin system). There are a significant number of properties that forgo 
food and garden organics kerbside bins from the property to make room for other types of storage, 
therefore supplying a fourth kerbside bin would not be feasible for a large number of properties across 
metropolitan Adelaide. A 240L bin filled with glass only would be potentially too heavy to move and lift and 
could create significant noise pollution in suburban streets on collection day. 
 
The review of the CDS aims to modernise the return methods to enable the return of smaller amounts of 
beverage containers by citizens on a more regular basis compared to the current scheme which it set up 
for large amounts of containers. This removes the need for large volumes of glass containers collected 
fortnightly from the kerbside. 
 
Moreover, the infrastructure for CDS already exists in South Australia and a move to a separate (fourth) 
kerbside bin would require Local Government to provide additional or modified infrastructure to process 
the materials from separate (fourth) glass kerbside bin which would be paid for by ratepayers rather than 
the manufactures / producers of glass containers. The kerbside resource collection service is an expensive 
method of resource recovery charged to ratepayers and executed differently across Council areas, 
depending on the various contractual arrangements in place. There are also a number of medium to high-
density buildings that have their waste management needs catered for through private contractors that 
may not offer the separated glass service and therefore would be missing out on this collection opportunity. 
 
Therefore, all recyclable glass beverage and non-beverage container types regardless of size should be 
included as part of the review of CDS to improve recycling and circular procurement opportunities in South 
Australia. 
 
 

3. Do you agree that all plastic fruit / vegetable juice and cordial containers (in addition to soft drink, fruit 
juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS? If not, why not? 

 
Yes, from a resource recovery perspective all plastic beverage containers, regardless of size, should be 
included in the CDS. 
 
The inclusion of all plastic fruit / vegetable juice and cordial containers, would provide a significant benefit 
in terms of resource recovery rates and improved consistency and less confusion for consumers (who 
currently associate CDS only with consumable beverage containers. 
 
4. Do you think a contemporary CDS education and awareness campaign that incorporates the proposed 

new inclusions would divert more beverage containers away from the kerbside co-mingled bins and 
residual water bins towards CDS depots? What media platforms should be used for such a campaign? 

 
From an education perspective, increasing the number and types of beverage containers will increase the 
return of CDS containers that previously were not recycled, increasing community interaction and 
engagement with the recycling and resource recovery sector. 
 
With any changes to the CDS, it is critical that a State-wide education and awareness campaign supported 
by Local Government that incorporates the new inclusions. If a campaign is not implemented then only 
those who currently participate in the CDS will be aware of the changes. 
 
All forms of media such as traditional media (e.g. newspapers and commercial television) as well as social 
media with support from a range of South Australian influencers, should be adopted to have the most far 
reaching and effective outcomes in educating the community and building awareness. In addition, printed 
resources, which Local Government can use with a common state-wide message, will assist to reach local 
communities. 
 



 

 

KEY ISSUE 3: SCHEME APPROVALS (INCLUDING CONTAINER APPLICATION FEES) AND 
CONTAINER MARKINGS 
 
This issue is not applicable to the Council as it relates to beverage producer or suppliers. 
 
KEY ISSUE 4: CDS CONTAINER RETURN RATES 
 
Key Issue 4.1: Deposit Value and Refund Amount 
1. Does the current deposit amount of 10 cents influence whether you return empty beverage containers 

for recycling via CDS deposit? If so, how does it influence your participation? If not, why not? 
 
A cash amount attached to empty containers acts as an incentive for individuals to collect and return 
eligible containers for a refund. The refund of 5 cents in 1977, was designed to of sufficient incentive for 
returns to occur while keeping the costs incurred by container manufacturers and suppliers funding the 
scheme, as low as reasonably possible. In 2008, the refund amount increased to 10 cents, together with 
increasing the scope of the containers captured. This resulted in a rise to 81% return rate, however, it has 
since dropped to around 77% of eligible containers being returned. 
 
The Council acknowledges that other states and territories that have only recently introduced a CDS 
currently have also introduced a 10 cent refund amount; and that maintaining alignment of refund values 
across Australia has its advantages. However, any state and territories can change the refund amount at 
any time without consulting or notifying other states or territories. Thus, an increase in the return value to 
maintain the value in line with inflation should not be ruled out of this review. The review should provide 
flexibility with refund amounts. 
 
The review is suggesting a number of new containers be included as well as modernising the collection 
methods which may support individuals returning containers with additional collection volumes, even with 
a retention of the current 10 cent refund value. 
 
Therefore, the review should provide flexibility around the refund amount. For example, there should be a 
mechanism built into the review of CDS to set the minimum refund at 10 cents but allow for an increase in 
the refund amount aligned with inflation or set a refund amount greater than 10 cents. This will enable 
return rates to rise above the current amount without the Government having to consult with the 
community, manufacturers and suppliers again, as it is a time consuming and costly exercise which has 
already been consulted on through the Scoping Paper (2019) and this Discussion Paper (2021). 
 
Key Issue 4.2: Ease of Container Return  

1. If the existing depots were supplemented with new return points, which types of location/s would you 
find the easiest to return eligible beverage containers to? 

 
As stated previously in the Council’s response, modernisation of the CDS must consider new return 
locations that encourage smaller amounts or more frequent deposits of containers compared with the 
current design for the return of large amounts of beverage containers from the community. 
 
Other product stewardship programs such as soft plastic recycling through RedCycle drop off locations at 
supermarkets has been effective. Therefore, the Council is supportive of new return points that are in 
frequently accessed community facilities and where contents of containers are consumed, such as 
supermarkets, retail outlets, entertainment venues or events, waste transport stations. Container return 
“vending machines” should be considered in locations such as shopping centres and carparks, to 
encourage accessible and local recycling opportunities. 
 
Collection services already occur through third party recyclers such as Scouts Recycling, but only for larger 
quantities. The Council is supportive of a collection service being provided by recyclers for a fee for those 
who may not be able to leave their homes or facilities such as aged care. 
  



 

 

2. Would you use self-service return points (for example, reserve vending machines or ‘drop and go’ 
stations) located in one of the above locations to divert more of your containers from the kerbside waste 
system to the CDS? 

 
The Council is of the view that after forty-four years a modernised CDS should include container return 
points such as reverse vending machines that have been implemented in the eastern states of Australia. 
These machines allow for easy, quick and hassle free return of smaller amounts of containers. This would 
be an effective way to allow community members to return an expanded range of CDS eligible items as 
proposed in this review. 
 
3. Will promotion and consistent branding of return points, including information about locations, operating 

hours and beverage container return requirements, assist you in the returning eligible containers and 
accessing the refund? 

 
Yes, consistent branding of return points and promotion of drop-of locations will, be beneficial to residents 
in accessing CDS across the State, regardless of where an individual resides, works or recreates. This has 
proven to work well for soft plastic recycling through RedCycle, it is consistent branding and located at 
easily communicated locations. 
 
4. As a community organisation such as a charity, school or sports club, how do you or would you like to 

participate in and benefit from, the CDS? For example: 

 By building and operating refund collection points yourself 

 By partnering and hosting refund collection points with approved CDS depots 

 By carrying out collection of containers to take to a local collection point 

 By registering with the scheme as a nominated donation partner that is eligible to receive electronic 
funds donations through automated reverse vending machine 

 Through mobile or ‘pop-up’ refund points as part of a fundraising drive 

 
The Council would participate in the CDS by supporting the State-wide education and awareness campaign. 
 
Question 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 are not applicable to the Council as they relate to scheme coordinators and depot 
operators. 
 
Key Issue 4.3: Payment of refund Method 
1. How would you like to receive your refunds for containers? 

 Cash 

 Electronic funds transfer (EFT) / online payment 

 Direct electronic funds transfer to a donation partner of your choice 

 Vouchers (for example, for use at local stores) 

 All refund options above 
 
The Council is of the view that the community should have access to all of the above refund options listed 
in the Discussion Paper. The current CDS only allows for cash refunds and introducing EFT, donations to 
EPA approved partners and vouchers would modernise and increase the appeal of the CDS in South 
Australia. 
 
However, the Council is of the strong opinion that retaining cash refunds for CDS is important to the 
community. Many community members from lower socio-economic groups may not have access to EFT or 
benefit from donations or vouchers. Therefore, it is important to retain cash refunds to ensure that the CDS 
is accessible for all community members regardless of their background or banking options. 
 
2. Is the addition of non-cash refund methods likely to increase the level of convenience for you when 

returning empty beverage containers to a CDS depot? 
 
Yes, this flexibility is supported for the reasons stated above. 
 
Questions 3 and 4 are not applicable to the Council as it is not a depot owner 
 

  



 

 

KEY ISSUE 5: GOVERNANCE OF THE CDS AND ITS RELATIONSHIP TO SCHEMES IN OTHER 
JURISDICTIONS 
 
Scheme oversight 
1. Do you think SA Government should appoint an independent governing body for the existing multiple 

super collector systems or independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator who will have oversight of the 
scheme, and make recommendations on the performance targets, container return rate targets, 
scheme costs and the reporting and accountability framework to the SA Government? 
a. If so, do you think the proposed governing body membership is appropriate? If not, what would you 

suggest? 
 
The Council is supportive of a single scheme coordinator or independent governing body to provide 
accountability for the CDS, as this approach is simple and ensures accountability of all collectors, depots / 
return points, beverage suppliers and retailers, and recycling market. The preference would be for an 
independent scheme coordinator reporting to the Minister for Environment and Water and / or Environment 
Protection Authority (EPA) South Australia. The cost of setting up this new governance model should be 
minimised, so that the scheme maximises benefits to the circular economy, rather than lost in costly 
administration. 
 
Scheme auditing and reporting 
2. It is proposed to require registrations of beverage containers (and barcodes if available) within a 

centralised IT platform as a condition of container approval to enable tracking and counting of 
containers. If a barcode is not used, what alternative tracking and counting methods would you suggest 
and where are they in use? 

 
The Council is supportive of the registration of beverage containers by way of a barcode or similar, if 
available and feasible. This proposed method of modernisation of the scheme will, enable containers to be 
accounted for and allow auditing and monitoring of scheme outcomes. 
 
3. It is proposed that beverage producers and suppliers, depots, and super collectors or the single scheme 

coordinator must utilise a centralised IT platform for auditing and reporting purposes in accordance with 
the supplier arrangement. Do you agree with this? If not, why not? 

 
The Council is supportive of a centralised IT platform that enables transparent auditing and reporting against 
the scheme performance criteria and enhances the ability for an electronic-based container and financial 
tracking system as a pillar of the scheme. 
 
Scheme coordination 
4. Which of the scheme coordinator options (option 1: multiple super collectors or option 2: single 

independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator) do you prefer and why? 
a. what do you see as the risks and benefits of each of these scheme coordination options? 
b. what would the impacts of the different options on your business? 
c. if option 1 was the model chosen to coordinate the scheme, how should accountability for meeting 

scheme performance indicators, such as return rate targets, be shared amongst the super 
collections? 

 
As stated previously, the Council is supportive of option two - that is, a single independent scheme 
coordinator and its preference is for a single independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator rather than 
improvements to the current multiple super collectors. 
 
The benefits of a single independent scheme coordinator will be to strengthen the accountability and 
accuracy of the scheme, more equitable cost recovery and reporting.  Disputes around current practices 
can be resolved by the introduction of a coordinator, and cost-setting practices included in their 
responsibility. 
 
5. The establishment of a single waste management arrangement between depots and at least one super 

collectors (for option 1) or single independent scheme coordinator (for option 2) is proposed to enable 
depots to contact with a single super collector and remove sorting by container brand. 

a. Do you agree with this change as a way of addressing these concerns? If not, why not? If not, 
what alternative approach would you suggest? 

 



 

 

Yes, the Council agrees with the establishment of a single independent scheme coordinator to eliminate 
container sorting by brand. It is the Council’s view that the establishment of a single waste management 
arrangement would address the disputes that arise under the current scheme by depot operators and 
improve efficiency of operations in South Australia. 
 
6. The weight-based conversion of containers material weight to container number has been the subject 

of disputes over containers returned. It is proposed to transition to a container-count methodology to 
report on container return rates and payment for returns. 

a. Do you foresee any issues with this method of payment for returned containers? 
b. How would smaller depots with low container return volumes achieve container counting? 

 
With the introduction of a modernised CDS with unique identifier such as a barcode and a centralised 
platform, will allow for a container count method. Thus, the Council is supportive of a container count 
method instead of weight as currently occurs. The Council believes a container count method will provide 
better transparency and fairness across the CDS in South Australia.  
 
7. Do you think the CDS scheme should establish geographical performance targets, including distribution 

of container return points per region and return rates for regional and remote areas? 
 
The Council supports the introduction of targets to drive increased performance of the system. However, it 
has no particular preference on specific scheme performance targets. A geographical or per-capita 
performance target would appear to be a reasonable measurement. 
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Submission on “Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents” discussion paper 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on the discussion paper. The following comments 
were approved by Council at its meeting on 16 November 2021. 
 
Objectives of the scheme  
We recognise that the container deposit scheme has been highly successful in achieving its original aim 
of litter reduction. As described in the paper, the scheme also delivers on a much broader range of 
objectives. These include recovering a significant volume of materials for high value recycling, 
generating employment and supporting South Australia’s transition to the circular economy. The state’s 
network of container depots also typically host a range of other recycling services for local 
communities.  
 
Importantly the scheme also represents a highly effective product stewardship mechanism. As a 
provider of waste and recycling services to our communities we have long recognised the importance 
of, and advocated for, manufacturers of products to taking greater responsibility for their ultimate 
disposal. Extended producer responsibility and product stewardship arrangements provide the best 
mechanism to ensure the environmental impacts of products are considered at the design and 
manufacturing stages and end of life costs are equitably shared between manufacturers, consumers 
and government. 
 
Scope – glass beverage containers  
We support the proposed expansion of CDS to include additional glass beverage containers (wine, 
spirits and cordial bottles) in order to increase glass recovery rates and its recycled value.  As identified 
in the paper, glass poses significant challenges for kerbside recycling services. The container deposit 
scheme offers a far superior pathway for glass. It is pleasing that the EPA has undertaken the research 
and analysis to clearly demonstrate this.  
 
We do not support the introduction of a dedicated kerbside glass bin as a means of increasing recovery 
rates and raising the value of the recycled glass. This would pose significant additional costs on 
councils, create additional storage requirements for residents, generate additional heavy vehicle 
movements in residential streets and be counter to the extended producer responsibility policy 
direction for beverage manufacturers. 
 
We concur with the paper in its finding that, and in contrast to glass, good recovery rates are currently 
achieved through MRFs for HDPE (a form of plastic). There are also strong markets for the recovered 
HDPE. Accordingly, there is not the same justification for the inclusion of unflavoured milk containers.  
 
Wine industry  
The wine industry makes a very significant economic contribution to the City of Onkaparinga and South 
Australia. We recognise that an expansion of the scheme will impose additional costs on the industry 
through its initial implementation and ongoing administration. To minimise the impact of any changes 
we believe: 

• assistance measures should be available to support new entrants to the scheme  

• current scheme administration and cost recovery arrangements should be reviewed, with particular 
emphasis on ensuring they do not impose an undue burden on small to medium beverage 
manufacturers. 

We support the aim of national consistency of schemes across Australia. A national approach will avoid 
unnecessary burdens being imposed on local wine-makers from a South Australian only expansion of 
scope. We recognise that a national approach will likely take longer to achieve than changes to just the 



 

 2 of 2 

South Australian scheme. Over the last year the industry has faced significant domestic and 
international challenges. A national approach would also reduce the likelihood of creating another 
immediate challenge for the industry to deal with. 
 
Other matters  
We also support: 

• greater opportunities for container returns through point of sale arrangements and/or reverse 
vending machines  

• governance reforms, including an independent body to have oversight of operation of scheme.  



 

 
 

19 November 2021 
 
 
 
Mr Tony Circelli 
Environmental Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
Adelaide SA 5001 
 
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
 
Dear Mr Circelli, 
 
Submission – Review of South Australia Container Deposit Scheme  
 
The City of Port Adelaide Enfield welcomes the review of South Australia’s Container Deposit 
Scheme (CDS). I am writing in support of the Central Adelaide Waste and Recycling 
Authority (CAWRA) submission for the Review of South Australia Container Deposit 
Scheme. 
 
CAWRA is a joint initiative of the Cities of Port Adelaide Enfield and Charles Sturt and aims 
to restore confidence in kerbside recycling services by enabling councils to work more 
effectively with local recycling businesses to recycle more materials here in South Australia. 
Our new Material Recovery Facility (MRF) will utilise state of the art technologies to produce 
clean commodities ideal for developing the circular economy. 
 
For the last 43 years, South Australia has led the way in litter reduction and resource 
recovery through the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) and it is positive that other States 
have recently introduced container deposit legislation. A review of this highly successful 
system and the potential to expand the program strongly supports the growth of the circular 
economy across our country. 
 
Attached is the CAWRA review of South Australia’s Container Deposit Scheme. 
 
If you require further information or would like to discuss this matter, please contact  

 Community Waste Project Officer on telephone   
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Chief Executive Officer 
 
 
 

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au


 

Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents – Response to discussion paper key 
issues 
 
Key Issues 1:  Objectives of the CDS 
 
CAWRA supports the expanded scope and objectives of a modernised CDS as outlined in the discussion paper 
under question 1.1. While CDS was originally established as a litter reduction measure, the increasing importance 
CDS plays in driving resource recovery and the circular economy needs be recognised. CAWRA is pleased to see 
this reflected in the proposed objectives.  
 
CAWRA has a strong commitment to growing the circular economy and we would like this to become the primary 
objective of the scheme. We believe that any opportunity that results in the recovery of materials to their highest-
market value should be a priority.   
 
Growing the circular economy has been a key objective for CAWRA and as such our new MRF has been designed 
to incorporated both manual and optical sorting of materials. Our process maximises the recovery of beverage 
container material for its highest value remanufacturing or industrial uses.  
 
Key Issue 2:  Containers included in the CDS 
 
2.1  In principal CAWRA believes that there should be consistency in the treatment of containers based on 

their material composition rather than what the contents or size of the container may be.  
 

We acknowledge however that including unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres in the CDS may be 
challenging for the dairy industry at this time. In addition, we recognise that HDPE milk containers are 
effectively recycled through MRF operations achieving high recovery rates with good markets.  

 
2.2 CAWRA strongly advocates that the recovery of glass is best achieved through expanding the CDS, rather 

than the introduction of a fourth kerbside bin. CAWRA does not believe that the volume of glass currently 
in the co-mingled recycling stream warrants an additional household bin and kerbside collection, nor would 
it be viable for following reasons: 
 
• Reduced environmental benefits attributable to increased vehicle emissions from the additional 

collection trucks. 
• Practical problems relating to suitable bin presentation space for collection and bin storage space on 

property, particularly across metropolitan areas in high-density locations.    
• Increased costs to ratepayers associated with additional collection service. 
• Missed financial opportunity for the community by not expanding the CDS to cover additional glass 

containers. 
 

2.2.a CAWRA agrees that all types of glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included in 
the CDS. It is acknowledged that, currently, non CDS glass recovered through MRF operations 
is a lower value ‘MRF glass’ product. Glass sourced through the CDS can be recovered as a 
higher value cullet. Increasing the scope of CDS to include glass beverages containers up to 3 
litres would not only result in glass being recycled at its highest value, it will also reduce 
contamination associated with glass fines in the kerbside recycling system.  

 
Placing a higher value on this material through the CDS scheme would also support the 
expansion of manual ‘front end’ removal of glass through the MRF pre-sort process, increasing 
the opportunity for a cleaner, hand-picked glass stream to be produced from kerbside systems. 

 
Expanding the scope of the CDS will therefore generate additional local employment 
opportunities, as CDS expands to include wine and spirit bottles.    
 
We urge the South Australian Government to demonstrate leadership by expanding the CDS to 
wine and spirit bottles as a matter of priority, and not to delay this action waiting for a national 
approach. South Australia has demonstrated over 40 years of leadership in CDS and we would 
encourage the government to continue to drive CDS leadership.  

 
2.2.b CAWRA does not support the introduction of a fourth kerbside collection bin for reasons stated 

above. 
 
2.3 Yes, juice and cordial containers up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS. As previously outlined 

CAWRA believes that there should be consistency in the treatment of containers based on their material 
wherever practical.  



 

 
2.4 CAWRA believes that a strong education campaign will be critical to create awareness and understanding 

within the community to support the inclusion of new containers under a modernised CDS. To ensure 
messaging reaches across all demographics, the education campaign should incorporate a diverse range 
of media including traditional print and TV avenues, as well as social and digital platforms. CAWRA will be 
happy to work with the State Government to assist in spreading this message to our communities. 

 
Key Issue 3:  Scheme Approvals and Container Markings  
 
Scheme approval processes and requirements are not applicable to CAWRA.  
 
Regarding the questions around container markings CAWRA is supportive of aligning refund markings nationally, 
where it is practical to do so. Labels should be consistent in messaging, size and prominence to support community 
understanding and uptake of CDS. 
 
Key Issues 4.1:  Deposit Value and Refund Amount 
 
CAWRA believes the 10c deposit is a significant motivator in the return rate for CDS containers. The value of eligible 
containers offers an opportunity to many South Australians to supplement income. In addition, the deposit value 
offers an easy and convenient fundraising opportunity for community groups and sporting clubs.   
 
Given the importance of the economic signal for driving container return behaviour, CAWRA is supportive of a 
review of the current 10c value and agrees that this should be undertaken at a national level to maintain alignment 
across all jurisdictions. This approach would also help provide consistency for the beverage industry and 
consumers.   
 
Key Issue 4.2:  Ease of Container Return  
 
CAWRA believes that increasing the return points and diversifying the ways people can redeem the container 
deposit will help to increase the return rate to above 80%.  
Providing increased access to diverse return options, coupled with exploring an increase to the refund amount, 
would support the CDS in achieving return rate targets.  
 
While introducing new return points will assist in achieving desired return rates, CAWRA believes that it is important 
to maintain the already established depot network. These locations are well utilised and highly valued collection 
points for the community and provide local employment.  
 
Key Issues 4.3:  Payment of Refund Method 
 
CARWA agrees that the introduction of additional non-cash payment methods as outlined in the discussion paper 
would be well received by the community and improve convenience. 
 
While the benefits of non-cash payments are acknowledged, non-cash payments should not be at the expense of 
cash payment options – as a choice for the user. As previously highlighted the cash incentive is a significant 
motivator for many in our community to return beverage containers, including some in the community who may not 
regularly access or use bank accounts. If this option became less available, then CAWRA believes that the rate of 
return would decrease.  
 
Key Issue 5:  Governance Agreements  
 
CAWRA has no strong opinion on governance options but supports amendments that would lead to increased 
transparency and accountability. 

The proposal to transition to a container-count methodology for reporting and payments raises several practical 
concerns for CAWRA. Managing CDS containers collected through MRF operations results in unavoidable 
breakage of glass CDS material and implementing a count-based methodology would not be possible on material 
collected in this way. In addition, the volume and speed CDS material is processed through a MRF would make a 
container-count methodology impractical to implement. 

While CAWRA understands the attraction of a counter-count methodology for smaller collection depots, we 
recommend that the weight-based conversion method is maintained for MRF operations.  

CAWRA is supportive of establishing geographical performance targets, to ensure equitable access to return 
locations, however acknowledges this could prove difficult in some remote locations. Targets should be set 
accordingly. 



 

 

 
 
 
Ref. CR21/62625 
 
 
19 November 2021 
 
 
CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 

CDS REVIEW DISCUSSION PAPER 
 
City of Prospect staff would like to commend the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) for its 
proposal to modernise and expand the scope of the Container Deposit Scheme, and welcomes the 
opportunity to provide comment on the CDS Review Discussion Paper and provide the following for 
consideration by the EPA. 
 
We support the evolution and modernisation of the CDS from a litter prevention program to a key 
player in South Australia’s circular economy through recovering high-value materials for 
remanufacturing.   
 
We support the expansion of the scope to include more containers in the CDS as an expanded 
product stewardship scheme. For too long the waste and resource recovery industry, including local 
governments, have been solving, processing and paying for the waste problems created by 
producers and consumers.   
 
Key Issue 1: Objectives of the CDS 
We agree that the CDS should be supported and recognised as a key pathway for supplying 
recovered materials to remanufacturers and to achieve state and national resource recovery targets. 
 
We would rather see the CDS support and expand the existing beverage container resource recovery 
investments and infrastructure rather than introduce new systems and infrastructure to collect and 
process containers currently excluded from the CDS. 
 
Optimising the recovery of high-value beverage container materials that support a circular economy 
is a high priority and the current CDS clearly demonstrates that it can successfully do so, and should 
be expanded.  
 
We are supportive of continuing to enable opportunities for local employment through the CDS and 
more broadly within the resource recovery and recycling sector and enabling opportunities for 
community groups, not-for-profit organisations and charities to benefit through participation and 
partnership with the CDS. 
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Key Issue 2: Containers included in the CDS 
As a local government body that is responsible for the collection and payment for the processing of 
recyclables and undertaking community waste education there are two issues to be solved through 
reviewing the scope of containers included in the CDS: the recovery of high-value recovered 
resources that are desirable for remanufacturing and other industrial uses, and the reduction of 
inconsistencies and confusion of what is in and out of scope for the people who use and dispose of 
the product.  
 
2.1 Should plain unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres continue to be excluded from 
the CDS? If not, why not? 
Yes, all beverage containers should be included for consistency in messaging and approach.  
 
However, we acknowledge that there may be a case for continued exemption as the current 
approach is not a confusing anomaly to consumers and are the plain milk containers are effectively 
recycled via the kerbside bin system to produce high-value recovered materials for remanufacture. 
 
2.2. Do you think the diversion of glass from the co-mingled recyclables bin is best 
achieved through the CDS or a fourth kerbside bin dedicated to glass? 
Diversion of glass is best achieved the through the CDS. This results in high-value cullet for returning 
glass into glass rather than low-value mixed glass for lower grade end uses, like road base. 
 
2.2.a Do you agree that all glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included 
in the CDS (wine, spirit and cordial)? If not, why not?  
Yes, all beverage containers should be included for consistency in messaging and approach.  
 
Removing the light-weight glass from wine bottles and heavier glass from spirit and cordial bottles 
from kerbside bins is critical to achieving the best outcomes for glass. The statistics make it obvious 
that the scope should be expanded to include wine, spirit and cordial bottles: 99% of glass received 
via CDS depots is recovered for sale as cullet compared to 11% recovery for glass received via the 
kerbside co-mingled recyclables bin. 
 
The presence of glass, especially light-weight glass, in kerbside co-mingled recycling bins causes 
contamination to other recyclables and represents a significant cost to local government, and, 
ultimately rate payers. Broken glass and glass fines which are an unavoidable consequence on the 
recycling process and make up the single biggest contaminant of a Material Recovery Facility (MRF). 
This not only reduces that amount of glass that could be recycled, but the glass shards impregnate 
and contaminate other materials, such as cardboard, and decrease their overall value. If glass 
products could be incentivised for removal from the kerbside collection, this would result in greater 
amount of glass recycled and improve the quality of other recyclables, due to less glass 
contamination.   
 
2.2.b Alternatively, if a fourth kerbside bin collection system dedicated to glass was 
made available, who should pay for it? 
We believe the option for a fourth kerbside bin collection system to be administered by local 
governments should not be considered.    
 
Reasons for avoiding the introduction of a fourth kerbside bin include for the economic benefits of 
the CDS compared to glass-only kerbside bins outlined in the CDS Review Discussion Paper, the 
proposed increased cost to local government and its ratepayers for an expanded kerbside system, 
the low-value glass recovered from kerbside systems and the avoidance of product stewardship 
responsibilities by some beverage producers.  
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In addition, other concerns relating to the presentation of a fourth kerbside bin that were not part 
of the CDS Review Discussion Paper’s scope include the impact of increased urban infill development 
and the reduction in available kerbside space for bin presentations. Increased infill results in the 
verge becoming a contested space for access to residential on-street parking, urban greening 
projects, kerbside bin collection and collection truck access, adding a fourth bin to the mix would 
exacerbate these issues.  
 
A possible option for a fourth bin could be an opt-in service that is provided by community groups, 
not-for-profit organisations and charities, similar to a fundraising program that the Scouts and Sea 
Shepherd South Australia provide. Households could request a glass collection bin, the community 
group delivers and returns to collect it once it full. The group then transports the containers to the 
collection depot and keeps all refunds for their group’s fundraising.   
 
2.3 Do you agree that all plastic fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers (in addition 
to soft drinks, fruit juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS? 
If not, why not? 
Yes, all beverage containers should be included for consistency in messaging and approach.  
 
2.4 Do you think a contemporary CDS education and awareness campaign that 
incorporates the proposed new inclusions would divert more beverage containers away 
from the kerbside co-mingled bins and residual waste bins towards CDS depots? What 
media platforms should be used for such a campaign? 
Yes. A mix of media platforms for broad public awareness should be considered, relying on an online 
presence only would limit exposure to our community.  
 
The Which Bin? Campaign by Green Industries SA across multiple platforms and community 
partnerships is a good example.  
 
Key Issue 3: Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 
We do not have a position on this. 
 
Key Issue 4.1: Deposit Value and Refund Amount 
We do not have a position on this. 
 
Key Issue 4.2: Ease of Container Return 
To supplement existing depots, new return points could be located within supermarkets, shopping 
centres and local retail outlets, ideally those locations where the beverages were purchased from. 
These could include self-service return points to help people access the refunds through the CDS 
scheme. The placement of additional return points should be coordinated and based on an unmet 
need of a region or local community. Some areas may already be well serviced and additional return 
options may be unsustainable.  
 
Key Issue 4.3: Payment of Refund Method 
We are supportive of new technology and the ability to have the refunds for containers made by 
EFT/online payment or EFT transfer to a donation partner of choice. However, there should still be 
the option of cash payments. 
 
Key Issue 5: Governance Arrangements 
We do not have a position on this. 
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Thank you for the opportunity for City of Prospect to provide feedback on the CDS Review Discussion 
Paper. It is a great opportunity to continue the great work South Australia has been leaders in and 
continue to educate and change the behaviours of our community. If you wish to discuss our 
submission further, please contact  Environment & Sustainability Officer, on 

 
 
Yours sincerely 

Director Infrastructure & Environment 
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SA Container Deposit Scheme Consultation  
Draft Feedback 
City of Tea Tree Gully - October 2021 
 
 

Key Issue 1: Objectives of the CDS 

Preferred option – Modernise the features of the CDS 
 
Question Response 
1.1 Do you think the CDS should be 
supported and recognised as a key 
pathway for supplying recovered materials 
to remanufacturers and to achieve state 
and national resource recovery targets by: 

1.1a supporting and building on existing 
beverage container resource recovery 
investments and infrastructure 

1.1b optimising the recovery of high-value 
beverage container materials that support 
a circular economy  

1.1c continuing to enable opportunities for 
local employment within the CDS and more 
broadly within the resource recovery and 
recycling sector 

1.1d enabling opportunities for community 
groups, not-for-profit organisations and 
charities to benefit from the CDS through 
direct participation and the development of 
partnerships within the CDS? 

 

The below are considered priority focus 
areas: 

1.1b optimising the recovery of high-value 
beverage container materials that support 
a circular economy  

> By increasing the value of recycling 
streams and improving the efficiency of 
recovery the entire system will increase the 
economic contribution of the sector to the 
State GDP. 
 
1.1d enabling opportunities for community 
groups, not-for-profit organisations and 
charities to benefit from the CDS through 
direct participation and the development of 
partnerships within the CDS? 

> This will increase the economic 
development and further support these 
organisations to continue to fulfil their role 
and benefit as direct participants in the 
CDS. 

 
 
 

Key Issue 2: Containers Included in the CDS 

Preferred option – Review and clarify the CDS scope to support the circular economy 
principles 
 
As City of Tea Tree Gully is recycling partners with NAWMA, we have sought their input in 
this section. 
Question Response 
2.1 Should plain unflavoured milk 
containers up to 3 litres continue to be 
excluded from the CDS? If not, why not? 

 
We support white milk containers remaining 
exempt by regulation as it may cause further 
economic strain on the dairy industry. 
 
It is also not an item that features strongly in 
the litter stream or caused contamination in the 
recycling stream. 
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2.2 Do you think the diversion of glass 
from the co-mingled recyclables bin is 
best achieved through the CDS or a 
fourth kerbside bin dedicated to glass? 
 

The CDS is preferred. It provides an efficient 
market mechanism to deliver a cleaner stream, 
for example keeping glass colours separated.  
 
As the Discussion Paper explains, the 
expansion of the CDS has a greater net 
economic benefit to the state, and reduced 
financial impact on councils compared to 
introducing a fourth bin for glass (Table 3, 
page 38): 
 

Expanded CDS Glass-only kerbside 
bin 

 Estimated net 
benefit of $76 million 
to SA  

 Estimated net 
benefit of $58 
million to SA 

 
 Decreased cost to 

local government 
and rate payers due 
to reduced kerbside 
waste collection and 
processing costs – 
$34 million  

 

 No increased cost 
to beverage 
producers and 
suppliers 

 

 Recovery of empty 
glass beverage and 
food containers 
22,000 tonnes 
diverted to cullet per 
annum  

 20,000 tonnes 
diverted from road 
base per annum 

 Recovery of empty 
glass beverage and 
food containers 
19,000 tonnes 
diverted to cullet per 
annum  

 13,500 tonnes 
diverted from road 
base per annum 

 
 

2.2a Do you agree that all glass 
beverage containers up to 3 litres should 
be included in the CDS (wine, spirit and 
cordial)? If not, why not? 
 

Yes, the inclusions should be expanded to 
include all glass beverage containers. This will 
uphold the principles of reducing 
contamination with broken glass, and 
increasing the value of the recycled product.  
 
NAWMA doesn’t have a policy position and will 
support what is ultimately regulated. There is 
certainly focus on wine (glass) as part of 
circular economy resource recovery and 
remanufacturing. Up to 3 litres is a positive 
inclusion. 

2.2b Alternatively, if a fourth kerbside bin 
collection system dedicated to glass was 
made available, who should pay for it? 

 
A fourth bin is not beneficial while there is a 
CDS in place: 
 The volume of glass within the recycling 

bin is approximately 20%, therefore the 
extra bin is unwarranted 

 The cost of collections would likely fall to 
councils  

 The verge availability for bins is already 
difficult with subdivisions becoming more 
common 
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2.3 Do you agree that all plastic 
fruit/vegetable juice and cordial 
containers (in addition to soft drinks, fruit 
juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres 
should be included in the CDS? If not, 
why not? 

 
Yes, these containers should be included in 
the expanded CDS. 
 
As a recycler NAWMA doesn’t have a policy 
position on this one. However in terms of 
taking out more recyclables from kerbside 
NAWMA would support expanded scope of 
CDS keeping in mind markets and increased 
diversion targets to be achieved as set by 
GISA Waste Strategy 
 

2.4 Do you think a contemporary CDS 
education and awareness campaign that 
incorporates the proposed new 
inclusions would divert more beverage 
containers away from the kerbside co-
mingled bins and residual waste bins 
towards CDS depots? What media 
platforms should be used for such a 
campaign? 

Yes, a comprehensive communication strategy 
is certainly required to inform the community of 
the changes to the CDS, the “what” and “why” 
it has been changed, and how they can 
benefit.  
 
Channels such as social media, you-tube pre-
rolls, radio, and printed media to some extent 
should be included. 
 

 
 

Key Issue 3: Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 

Preferred option – Maintain the current refund marking, replace the container 
application fee, introduce limited term for approvals and subsidise smaller beverage 
producers and suppliers 
 
Not applicable to City of Tea Tree Gully. 

 

 

Key Issue 4.1: Deposit Value and Refund Amount 

Preferred option – Maintain the alignment of the deposit value and refund amount 
Not applicable to City of Tea Tree Gully. 
 
Not applicable to City of Tea Tree Gully. 

 
 
 

Key Issue 4.2: Ease of Container Return  

Preferred option – Maximise CDS container return point accessibility 
 
Question Response  
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4.2.1 If the existing depots were 
supplemented with new return points, 
which types of location/s would you find the 
easiest to return eligible beverage 
containers to? For example: 

 supermarket or shopping centre 
 local retail outlet, for example, 
newsagency or convenience store 
 entertainment and sporting events 
 waste transfer station 
 home pick-up service (for fee). 

 

By increasing the location options there is 
the increase likelihood of participation.  
Having a range of options also increases 
the options due to opening hours and sites 
that the customer visits in to do other 
business.  
 
As such, below are preferred: 

 supermarket or shopping centre 
 entertainment and sporting events 
 waste transfer station 

 

4.2.2 Would you use self-service return 
points (for example, reverse vending 
machines or ‘drop and go’ stations) located 
in one of the above locations to divert more 
of your containers from the kerbside waste 
system to the CDS? 

 
Yes, as above, the more sites and options 
the higher likelihood of participation. 
 
Reverse-vending machines could be 
available after-hours also. 

4.2.3 Will promotion and consistent 
branding of return points, including 
information about locations, operating 
hours and beverage container return 
requirements, assist you in returning 
eligible containers and accessing the 
refund? 

 
Yes, consistency is needed. Having an 
identifiable brand will assist the 
understanding of the over all program. 

 
 
 
 

Key Issue 4.3: Payment of Refund Method  

Preferred option – Incorporation of non-cash refund payments 
 
Question Response  

4.3.1 How would you like to receive your 
refunds for containers?  

 cash  
 electronic funds transfer (EFT) / 
online payment 
 direct electronic funds transfer to a 
donation partner of your choice  
 vouchers (for example, for use at 
local stores) 
 all refund options as above. 

 

 
If there is versatility in this regard, it also 
helps the uptake of CDS: 

 cash  
 electronic funds transfer (EFT) / 
online payment 
 direct electronic funds transfer to a 
donation partner of your choice  

 
The third point is an innovation that would 
be well received by non-for-profits and 
community organisations as the cashless 
society is making it more difficult to receive 
donations. 
 

4.3.2 Is the addition of non-cash refund 
methods likely to increase the level of 
convenience for you when returning empty 
beverage containers to a CDS depot? 

 
Yes, it will be beneficial if added as an 
option. 



5 | P a g e  
 

 
 
 

Key Issue 5: Governance Arrangements  

Preferred option – Modernise the CDS governance to increase transparency and 
accountability 
 
Not applicable to City of Tea Tree Gully 
 

 



 

15 November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Clare Valley Bottle Depot 

We are the operator of the Clare Valley Bottle Depot located at 9 Archer place Clare 

. We have operated the facility since 1997. We are a small business, and employ 2 who assist us to 
operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 
small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 
advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 
centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service 
to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the 
collection of CDS eligible containers. 



 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of 
containers. Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting 
easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open 

market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 
their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be 
prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface 
with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 
strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 
the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 



 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 
processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will 
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to 
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

 

Clare Valley Bottle Depot 



 
 

PO Box 211, Clare SA 5453 | M: 0417 817 776|  
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19th November 2021 
 
CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001  
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
 
 
Subject: CDS Review 
 
We welcome the opportunity to submit our response to the Improving South Australia’s Recycling 
Makes Cents Discussion Paper, released as part of the review of the Container Deposit Scheme 
(CDS). 
 
The Clare Valley Wine & Grape Association is focussed on the sustainability of the South Australian 
wine industry, the need to reduce waste and minimise our industry’s carbon footprint. It also 
supports the principles of resource recovery and recycling and moving towards a more circular 
economy. Our members are already very proactive in their bottle re-cycling processes and work 
closely with the local re-cycling centre in Clare. 
 
The CDS was introduced in South Australia in 1977 to address significant volumes of beverage 
containers in the litter stream. Wine bottles have been exempted from the CDS in South Australia as 
they represent less than 0.05% of littered containers. 
 
We support and agree with the submission by the South Australian Wine Industry Association 
(SAWIA) which raises that the CDS  Discussion Paper does not provide information that might allow 
us to determine if the proposed changes are justified, either in terms of cost efficiency or 
improvements in recycling. 
 
We refer to the SAWIA submission which outlines concerns. 
 
In particular, we support maintaining the status quo in respect of the exemption of glass wine 
bottles from the scheme.  
 
This is because: 

 The CDS is a litter prevention program that focuses on collection and not recycling. Wine bottles 
have been exempt from the CDS in South Australia since its inception in 1977 because they 
represent less than 0.05% of littered containers. 

 Some of the proposed changes to the CDS will introduce new unknown costs to new entrants 
and these have not been explained in the Discussion Paper. 

 Options other than extending the scope of containers included in the CDS have not been 
sufficiently considered, such as a separate glass kerbside bin, despite the economic modelling 
showing it will return the greatest economic impact. 

 The true costs to wine businesses would be significant and debilitating when considered on top 
of all the other difficulties that the industry is currently facing. 

 For a significant increase in cost, the benefits seem marginal to say the least, with the Discussion 
Paper proposing a target improvement in return (not even recycling) rate from 77% to only 78%. 

 
The review appears to have been too narrow in focus and ambition. For example, why did it just 
single out wine bottles and not look at all glass containers? Why was the possibility of a separate  
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glass kerbside bin dismissed so readily when the economic modelling done as part of the review 
found that option to return the greatest economic benefit? Why was the target improvement for 
recovery rate so small at only 1%, and why was there no target for a recycling rate (to make new  
containers)? 
 
If the CDS was expanded to include glass wine bottles, then the cost to wine producers in South 
Australia would be significant. 
 
We support the position of SAWIA to maintain the status quo for the exemption of wine bottles from 
the CDS. 
 
Our members have indicated that this impost would be a significant cost to business which, coupled 
with current challenges facing the industry, could force some smaller local wine businesses to the 
wall.  
 
We urge the Government to reject the proposals of the Discussion Paper and reconsider a greater 
range of alternative options for achieving the most cost-effective and maximum increase possible, in 
recycling of packaging materials. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

Chairman 
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16 November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 

Environment Protection Authority 

GPO Box 2607 

ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Cleanaway Lonsdale Depot 

We are the operator of the Cleanaway located at 10 Donegal Road, Lonsdale SA. We have operated 

the facility since 2006. We are a small business, and employ 5 who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 

respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 

submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 

improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 

however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 

small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 

corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 

statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 

monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 

reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 

operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 

participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 

fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions where 

no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 

of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 

advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 

centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service to 

customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the collection 

of CDS eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 
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Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 

RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 

producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 

the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of containers. 

Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting easier for depot 

staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 

4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 

5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 

6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 

7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 

8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 

• where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 

• where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open market; 

and 

• where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 

their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be prescribed, 

beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface with the 

scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 

11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 

12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 

strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 

14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 

15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 

16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 

the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 

the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 

improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 

processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will significantly 
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improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to choose a single 

super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 

Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

 

Cleanaway Lonsdale Depot 
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16 November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 

Environment Protection Authority 

GPO Box 2607 

ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Cleanaway WELLAND Depot 

We are the operator of the Cleanaway located at 10 Donegal Road, Lonsdale SA. We have operated 

the facility since 2006. We are a small business, and employ 5 who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 

respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 

submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 

improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 

however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 

small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 

corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 

statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 

monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 

reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 

operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 

participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 

fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions where 

no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 

of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 

advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 

centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service to 

customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the collection 

of CDS eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 
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Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 

RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 

producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 

the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of containers. 

Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting easier for depot 

staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 

4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 

5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 

6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 

7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 

8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 

• where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 

• where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open market; 

and 

• where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 

their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be prescribed, 

beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface with the 

scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 

11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 

12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 

strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 

14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 

15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 

16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 

the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 

the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 

improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 

processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will significantly 
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improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to choose a single 

super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 

Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

 

Cleanaway WELLAND Depot 
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Attn: CDS Review Discussion Paper 

Environment Protection Authority 

GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001 

19 November 2021 

Sent via email: epainfo@sa.gov.au  

 

Dear CDS Reviewers, 

RE: Submission regarding Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Sense 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission in response to this important review into South 

Australia’s Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

The Conservation Council SA (Conservation SA) is an independent, non-profit and strictly non-party 

political organisation representing around 60 of South Australia’s environment and conservation 

organisations and their 90,000 members. 

Our organisation was involved in public advocacy in the 1970’s to create SA’s much loved CDS, and we 

have continued to be a strong supporter since.  Our state can be justifiably proud of our national and 

international leadership on this issue. 

Conservation SA is a member of the Boomerang Alliance and supports the Alliance’s submission to 

this consultation process and key recommendations. 

In addition, we would like to make the following comments: 

Shift from litter control to circular economy resource recovery  

Over time the value of the CDS to South Australia has only increased.  Whilst originally conceived as a 

litter control intervention, the amount and the quality of the resource recovered, and the spin off 

industries that have developed on the back of that increased resource recovery, emphasise the CDS 

as central to improving the circular economy.  

Due to the ongoing success of the CDS, extended producer responsibility must be considered for other 

industries and product types to reduce waste and inefficiency.  

Continued national leadership 

It is exciting that other jurisdictions have finally embraced CD schemes.  However, there is now an 

inevitable push for national harmonisation of the different state and territory regimes.   

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au
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While there is no doubt some benefit for national and international producers in harmonisation, there 

is also a very great danger in reform becoming bogged down and standards downgraded to the level 

of the laggard players. 

South Australia has always been seen as a leader in this area and must not step away from that space.   

If the strong support in SA for extending the scope and ambition of the scheme is not matched by 

others who are just beginning their CDS journey, we should not wait for others to catch up. 

Others have always followed our leadership. We should continue to be willing to innovate and strive 

to improve even if others are reluctant.   

Expanding the scheme 

We strongly support the recommendations to expand the scope of the scheme, particularly the 

inclusion of glass and all plastic fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers (in addition to soft drinks, 

fruit juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres in size. 

The continual breakage of glass through kerbside recovery is an enormous ongoing missed 

opportunity and cost. 

We also believe on balance the expansion of the scheme should include unflavoured milk. 

We note the discussion paper’s own finding: 

 

''Analysis of an option to include plain unflavoured milk within this change to container scope 

estimated that an additional 30 million empty HDPE beverage containers will be diverted 

from the kerbside waste system and returned to the CDS per year (from 679 to 709 million) 

and the annual net benefit to SA is estimated to increase by $10 million (from $76 to $86 

million). Inclusion of plain milk is also estimated to result in a further net increase in 

employment of 27 (FTE) jobs (from 121 to 148) and a reduced amount of container materials 

disposed of to landfill from 5,677 tonnes to 5,515 tonnes per year. Whilst the diversion of an 

estimated 30 million plain milk containers to the CDS will increase the volume of plain milk 

containers recovered by the CDS, there is little change to local government costs and 

opportunities stemming from the processing of these recovered containers via the CDS 

pathway” 

If the new benefit is there in terms of jobs and net benefit, then this option should be considered. 

We also question the exclusion of items smaller than 150ml. The argument – primarily one of national 

harmonisation – is one that we reject (see above).  Smaller items have been included in our scheme 

for many years and should remain. Otherwise, there is a risk that manufacturers will deliberately 

downscale the size of their containers, with an unwelcome subsequent increase in amount of plastic 

per volume of liquid sold. 

Increase the refund amount 

 It has been well over a decade since the refund amount was increased.   

We believe an increase is needed to achieve higher return rates and the maintenance of the value of 

the deposit in line with inflation. An increase in the refund amount will help reverse the decline in 

return rates. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to provide a submission on Improving South Australia’s Recycling 

Makes Sense.  

I am happy for this submission to be published. 

If you require further information, please contact me at  

 

Yours sincerely,  

Chief Executive 
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19 November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir/Madam 

RE: SUBMISSION ON CDS REVIEW DISCUSSION PAPER – C D SA PTY LTD 

C D SA Pty Ltd (‘CDSA’) is pleased to provide this submission on the Discussion Paper – Improving South Australia’s 
Recycling Makes Cents. 

CDSA is generally supportive of the proposed reforms to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (‘CDS’), as 
the proposed reforms will provide the basis for the expanded use of technology across the scheme, both in existing 
depots and in alternative collection points which augment the existing network. 

CDSA believes that it is critically important that reform of the South Australian CDS support the broad scale 
introduction of technology through providing an open system which allows scheme participants to select 
technology which best meets their needs, and the needs of their customers. As detailed in this submission, CDSA 
has developed technology here in South Australia which is fully customised to the requirements of Australian 
schemes. 

By providing a scheme which allows for technological innovation and competition, reform of the CDS will provide 
an improved customer experience together with more accurate counting and sorting. These outcomes will drive 
improved performance of the scheme, high levels of customer support, and efficiencies which ultimately lower 
scheme costs. 

About CDSA 

CDSA is an independent Australian owned business formed to provide technological solutions to container deposit 
schemes across all State and Territory jurisdictions in Australia. 

The company has built on 40 years’ experience of the container deposit system in South Australia and partnered 
with the University of South Australia to develop technology that improves the customer experience when 
returning eligible containers to a collection point. The CDSA Australian manufactured machinery coupled with the 
technology improves the speed, efficiency, productivity, and data capture of collection points in a container deposit 
system (CDS). 

CDSA now has over 150 Auto Redemption Terminals (‘ART’s’) and 59 Cash Redemption Terminals (‘CRT’s’) operating 
in 70+ sites across Queensland, the ACT, South Australia and Western Australia. Each week, the fleet of CDSA 
machines are currently servicing in excess of 75,000 customers, who return over 20 million containers. The 
machines have a counting accuracy of over 99.9 percent, and correctly classify over 98.9 percent of containers 
processed. These rates of accuracy significantly exceed the levels of accuracy surveyed in manual counting of 
containers. 

Further information on CDSA can be found on its website at: 

https://www.containerdepositsystems.com.au/ 

http://www.containerdepositsystems.com.au/
mailto:admin@containerdepositsystems.com.au
https://www.containerdepositsystems.com.au/
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The company now has substantial experience in providing machines and technology that successfully work in all 
jurisdictions except New South Wales. 

It is important to note that CDSA is completely independent of scheme coordinators and/or network operators, 
collection point operators, logistics providers and processors of the recycled containers. Our business model is to 
work with all stakeholders in a scheme to improve the experience for the public and maximise the return rate and 
minimise contamination of the sorted eligible containers. 

Our Submission 

CDSA’s submission is set out under the headings as per the discussion paper and reflects our experience and 
knowledge gained in providing technology to all the jurisdictions (except NSW which is discussed further under 
governance) over the last 5 years. 

The focus is primarily on those issues which relate to the integration of technology. 

Key Issue 1 – Objectives of the CDS 

The repositioning of the CDS as a resource recovery and extended producer responsibility scheme is supported. 

Key Issue 2 – Containers Included in the CDS 

CDSA supports the scope of the scheme being broadened. 

CDSA machines use vision recognition technology to identify containers, making them infinitely scalable as the 
scope of the scheme changes. 

Key Issue 3 – Scheme Approvals and Markings 

CDSA machines do not rely on any particular container marking, including barcode information, to identify 
containers. 

On this basis, container markings are principally for the purpose of allowing consumers to determine eligibility of 
containers before they return them. In this regard, the marking should be clear, consistent and simple, preferably 
being harmonised between jurisdictions. 

Key Issue 4.2 – Ease of Container Return 

By removing barriers to the integration of technology in the South Australian CDS, the reform process will make a 
substantial impact on the ease of container return. As has been shown in other states, the integration of technology 
into depots engenders high levels of support by customers, both in the ease of return and confidence in the count 
and payment. 

CDSA machines are designed to be an aid to the manual count and sorting in collection points across the scheme. 
Collection point operators are required to have staff to meet the customer and educate them on how to use the 
machine and what are eligible containers. They work very efficiently in large and small manual depots. The 
machines are also very efficient at handling bag-drop facilities. 

The key point regarding this objective is the opportunity for community groups and charities to successfully operate 
collection points and drop-off facilities either in conjunction with private industry or in their own right. This in turn 
encourages employment through the customer interface. 

CDSA’s third-generation machines have been designed allowing disabled staff or public to operate the machines 
which is currently occurring successfully in the Western Australian scheme. Private industry has been encouraged 
to partner with disability organisations to provide employment to the disadvantaged within that State. 
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CDSA continues to improve and develop its machinery, technology and software with a dedicated research and 
development team employed full-time in Adelaide. CDSA is able to respond to the changing needs of the different 
jurisdictions within Australia and has also developed a mobile drop-off centre that is solar powered and fully 
monitored 24 hours a day. 

It is also designing a materials handling system that can work to complement the sorted product from our 
machinery and will be capable of CCTV monitoring from customer to the processor to enhance the audit capability 
of the collection depot and further improve the integrity of the scheme. 

Key Issue 5.1 – Scheme Oversight 

CDSA is supportive of a higher level of oversight over the scheme. Oversight should ideally comprise of an 
independent board, which is not dominated by any particular group, charged with the responsibility for the efficient 
operation of the scheme to meet stated targets and objectives. 

Key Issue 5.4 and 5.5 – Scheme Coordination 

CDSA does not have a position on the options for scheme coordination, other than to highlight  
that the scheme needs to provide an open framework for the integration of technology. Whilst technology adopted 
by scheme participants needs to be safe and meet appropriate criteria for its performance, these should be the 
limitations on requirements for technology. 

This approach has worked will in Queensland and Western Australia, where scheme participants can adopt 
technology that meets their requirements, subject to appropriate oversight by the scheme coordinators. 

In NSW, however, the implementation of the scheme has effectively ‘locked’ the scheme into a single technology 
option. During the scheme design and tender process in NSW, there were to be multiple (as many as 10) network 
operators. However, the way the scheme was finally implemented determined the appointment of a single network 
operator across the entire state. This has effectively precluded other technology providers from being involved in 
that jurisdiction. 

The Tomra Cleanaway JV in NSW exclusively uses its imported European technology around scanning barcodes and 
no other technology is currently allowed to operate limiting the public choice of  
return methods. This has reduced the opportunity for additional Australian employment through development, 
manufacturing and servicing sectors. 

Given the success of the schemes in Queensland and Western Australia in allowing the integration  
of various technology, it would be a huge, missed opportunity to not replicate this approach in  
South Australia. 

It is easy to understand why a government may choose to appoint only one scheme coordinator and network 
operator as it simplifies the scheme and avoids the need to have different systems for each network operator and 
the complexity that can be added to other stakeholders within the CDS industry. 

In summary, CDSA simply requires access on its merits to any scheme no matter how it is designed. CDSA would 
prefer that the government considers standardising the IT platform and has uniformity across the whole State to 
avoid unnecessary duplication and cost in providing data management and technology in the South Australian CDS. 

Key Issue 5.2 and 5.3 – Scheme Auditing and Reporting 

CDSA machines have been designed from the ground up to provide auditable trails of operational data. The 
transaction data collected by the machines is able to be uploaded directly into the scheme IT system. Detailed 
records of each transaction are retained and can be synchronised with CCTV footage to provide for integrity of data 
output. 

CDSA strongly supports a common scheme IT framework, as has been adopted in Queensland and Western 
Australia, which allows for technology to connect using standardised APIs. 
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Conclusion 

CDSA looks forward to working with the South Australian Government, EPA and scheme participants to increase 
the role of technology in the South Australian CDS. The company respects the need for reform and improvement 
of the scheme, however, respectfully request that Australian made and developed machinery, technology and 
software is not precluded from entering the scheme by virtue of a model which doesn’t provide choice of 
technology to scheme participants. 

CDSA welcomes the opportunity to provide this submission and would be pleased to provide any further input the 
EPA requires as the reform process continues. Please do not hesitate to contact the writer in this regard. 

 

 
Yours Sincerely  
 

Executive Chairman 
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Container Exchange (QLD) Limited 
Level 17, 100 Creek Street 

Brisbane, QLD, 4000 
 

 
 

19 November 2021 
 
Environment Protection Authority South Australia 
GPO Box 2607 
Adelaide SA 5001 

 
By email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 

 
To whom in may concern,  
 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper 

Container Exchange (COEX) is supportive of South Australia (SA) making improvements to and 
expanding the SA container deposit scheme.  However, COEX request that any changes made by 
SA consider the wider impact to all jurisdictions’ container refund schemes and or deposit 
schemes to assist in the national CDS/CRS harmonisation agenda. By harmonising the scheme at 
a national level to improve the customers’ experience we can collectively improve resource 
recovery outcomes across the country.   

Please refer below for Container Exchange’s response to the specific questions posed in 
‘Improving South Australia’s recycling makes cents: A discussion paper to review SA’s container 
deposit scheme’. 

 

Key Issue 1: Objectives of the CDS Preferred option – Modernise the features of the CDS  

1.1 Do you think the CDS should be supported and recognised as a key pathway for 
supplying recovered materials to remanufacturers and to achieve state and national 
resource recovery targets by:  

Internationally and nationally, CDS has proven clean stream recycling, which achieves high-
quality commodities and high-commodity prices in the market than similar materials from co-
mingled streams. This high-quality material enables the circular economy as it has more 
applications than lower quality commodities.  

As evidenced in the Queensland Containers for Change scheme, improving, and increasing 
infrastructure for CDS improves overall performance outcomes, such as increasing the number 
and accessibility of container refund points leading to increases in overall containers recovered 
and recycled.  

In addition, the provision of CDS infrastructure assists in material recovery as evidenced by the 
Queensland scheme.  
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CDS and the waste and recycling industry in general provide significant employment 
opportunities. For example, the Queensland Containers for Change scheme has created more 
than 780 Full-Time Equivalent jobs across Queensland, including providing jobs for those with 
barriers to employment. This is of great economic benefit to the state, particularly with the 
economic recovery from COVID-19 being a concern in some regions.  

In addition, the Queensland Containers for Change scheme provides community groups, non-
for-profit organisations and charities opportunities to benefit from the CDS through several 
pathways. This includes operating container refund points, directly collecting and returning 
containers to receive the refund, or through enabling the public to donate to the 
organisation’s Scheme ID. We are supportive of the SA CDS expanding their purpose to include 
this.  

The Queensland Containers for Change scheme is an example that a CDS can provide the listed 
benefits and be a key pathway for supplying recovered materials to remanufacturers and help 
to achieve state and national resource recovery targets. 

 

Key Issue 2: Containers Included in the CDS Preferred option – Review and clarify the CDS 
scope to support the circular economy principles  

2.1 Should plain unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres continue to be excluded from the 
CDS? If not, why not? 

Increased containers through a CDS increases the clean material streams available to the 
resource recovery market, improving the overall outcomes for a circular economy. This also 
increases the total volume of containers to be collected through the scheme, requiring 
improvements to existing infrastructure, and increasing overall jobs created by the scheme.  

COEX are supportive of working towards national alignment of CDS schemes and encourage SA 
to consider the potential national implications of increasing the containers included in their 
CDS. Such implications may include: 

• customer confusion for those who move between states/territories and the different 
CDS parameters  

• customer confusion on beverage labelling required for state and territory differences 

• increased potential for fraud for example, through interstate arrival of materials not 
accepted in another jurisdiction 

• increased cost for beverage manufacturers such as for labelling requirements to meet 
the needs of each different jurisdiction in Australia. 
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2.2 Do you think the diversion of glass from the co-mingled recyclables bin is best achieved 
through the CDS or a fourth kerbside bin dedicated to glass? 

Increased glass collection through CDS instead of kerbside waste reduces the breakage risk 
managed by each individual household. Most glass returned from householders in the 
Queensland scheme is intact when returned through a refund point. The staff at these refund 
points are trained in managing these materials and wear personal protective gear and have 
infrastructure designed to minimise safety concerns associated with broken glass.  

In addition, collection through a CDS enables separation of coloured glass, leading to higher 
quality and value commodities provided to the resource recovery market. 

COEX again encourages SA to consider the implications that the inclusion of additional glass in 
their CDS for national alignment of CDS schemes.  

 

2.2.a Do you agree that all glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included in the 
CDS (wine, spirit and cordial)? If not, why not? 

As mentioned above, there are benefits to increasing the glass collected through a CDS. If the 
aim of the CDS is to increase the resource recovery outcomes and employment across the 
state, then increasing the glass beverage containers in the scheme is aligned to that goal. It 
appears that the market for glass cullet in South Australia is stronger than the markets in 
Queensland. In Queensland, COEX has worked with remanufacturers to further develop 
markets for glass recovered through the Queensland scheme.  

Additional implications for inclusion of these beverage containers include the increased 
burden on the beverage manufactures of these items, of which many do not currently have 
interactions with the scheme. This may increase the burden on small to medium beverage 
manufacturers, requiring updates in labels, and potentially two separate labels, depending on 
if their product is exported, and requiring additional administration to register their products 
and provide ongoing reporting into the CDS on their state sale figures. 

COEX again urges SA to consider the national implications of expanding the scheme in 
misalignment with other states/territories schemes.  

 

2.3 Do you agree that all plastic fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers (in addition to 
soft drinks, fruit juice drinks and water) up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS? If not, 
why not? 

Reiterating previous points, increasing materials collected through the CDS has national 
implications, but is beneficial to clean stream collections and generation of high-quality 
commodities and reduces customer confusion. 
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2.4 Do you think a contemporary CDS education and awareness campaign that incorporates 
the proposed new inclusions would divert more beverage containers away from the 
kerbside co-mingled bins and residual waste bins towards CDS depots? What media 
platforms should be used for such a campaign? 

The Queensland Containers for Change scheme has recently launched an education and 
awareness campaign to educate consumers to place their containers in the recycling bin, instead 
of the landfill bin, and to place them in loose (rather than in a bag). This campaign is based on 
evidence that not all Queenslanders are willing to visit container refund points to return their 
containers, and that containers are still going to landfill.  

This campaign has been launched across a wide range of media platforms including television, 
social media, outdoor, and radio. This marketing campaign can be viewed on our website: 
https://www.containersforchange.com.au/qld/qld/setthemfree  

Research shows that if behaviour change is a desired result, then education and awareness of 
desired behaviours assists individuals to undertake the change. Therefore, to help increase 
awareness of the change in container eligibility and to support a change in behaviour for these 
containers to be taken to refund points, a wide-reaching integrated, marketing, education and 
awareness campaign would be valuable. 

 

Key Issue 3: Scheme Approvals and Container Markings Preferred option – Maintain the current 
refund marking, replace the container application fee, introduce limited term for approvals and 
subsidise smaller beverage producers and suppliers  

Scheme approvals and scheme cost recovery 

3.1 As a beverage producer or supplier, do you support the CDS subsidising new-entrant small 
to medium beverage suppliers and producers in the form of scheme induction and initial 
preparation costs? If not, why not? 

In the Queensland Containers for Change scheme, COEX does not charge an establishment fee to 
register new containers.  Beverage manufacturers scheme contributions are made through the 
scheme price, which is on eligible beverage products sold into Queensland. This minimises the 
burden on all beverage manufactures, including small to medium enterprises. 

COEX supports the SA CDS scheme reviewing and rethinking the cost model for the scheme to 
make the costs more equitable for beverage manufacturers, regardless of their size. 

 

3.2 As a beverage producer or supplier, do you agree with the application of a scheme 
compliance fee paid by the super collectors to cost recover the scheme compliance and 
enforcement costs? If not, why not, and what alternative method of cost recovery could be 
applied? 

In the Queensland Containers for Change scheme, a compliance fee is not paid to the Queensland 
Government. COEX are responsible for ensuring that beverage manufacturers meet their 
requirements under the scheme, and that containers collected through the scheme are eligible, 
non-fraudulent and paid for inclusion in the scheme by the beverage manufacturers. COEX 
contracts with the beverage manufacturers, which COEX enforce.  However, COEX has no 
enforcement powers under the legislation.  

https://www.containersforchange.com.au/qld/qld/setthemfree
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The two largest compliance areas that COEX is responsible for are ensuring that the correct 
scheme contribution is made and ensuring that products are registered to enable them to be 
refunded. 

The Queensland Government is responsible for ensuring compliance of operators with their 
general environmental duty and for enforcing compliance with the legislation and regulation if 
required. 

 

3.3 As a beverage producer or supplier, do you support the removal of the container approval 
application fee and incorporation of these assessment costs as part of the scheme compliance 
fee? If not, why not? 

In the Queensland Containers for Change scheme, there is no container application fee. This 
minimises the burden on all beverage manufactures, including small to medium enterprises and 
those beverage manufacturers that produce seasonal or limited-edition beverage containers, 
such as for seasonal beers.  

In Queensland the cost to all beverage manufacturers is a set amount per container, per material 
type for inclusion and processing within the Containers for Change scheme, with materials with 
more economic recovery costing less (e.g. recovery of aluminium is cheaper than glass in 
Queensland). For all material types, this cost was an average of 11.6 cents from July 2020 to 
January 2021 and 12.9 from February 2021 to June 2021. This is an overall average of 12.1 cents 
across the 2020-2021 financial year. In Queensland, this cost is the same for all beverage 
manufacturers, which ensures that small to medium beverage manufacturers are not 
disadvantaged compared to larger beverage manufacturers.  

 

3.4 If the SA Government introduces a limited term for approvals, do you think a five year 
term, in line with other state and territory schemes, is a suitable time period? If not, why not, 
and what would you suggest? 

The Queensland Containers for Change scheme does not have an expiry date on container 
approvals within the scheme. This minimises the administration for all involved and has shown to 
work for the Queensland scheme to date.  

If a limited term for approvals is introduced for the SA CDS, it is recommended that alignment 
with other jurisdictions nationally is considered.  

 

Container refund marking 

3.5 As a beverage producer or supplier, super collector or depot operator, do you support the 
alignment of CDS-eligible beverage container refund markings nationally, and why? 

COEX supports the alignment of CDS-eligible beverage container refund markings nationally. This 
minimises confusion for customers, particularly those that travel or are transient between states 
and reduces the costs and barriers for beverage manufacturers.  

This would include only one label requirement on beverages that are sold across Australia, 
instead of 2 or more labels, or two or more markings required on the same label to service the 
different states/territory requirements. It will reduce barriers to beverage manufacturers 
expanding their beverage sales to interstate markets, as they would already have a nationally 
compliant label on the beverages.  
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For Queensland scheme refund point operators, having a nationally aligned container refund 
marking minimises the time required to check eligibility of containers. A nationally aligned 
beverage container refund mark enables their staff to simply check for the 10c refund mark, 
rather than needing to identify if it applies in Queensland. 

 

3.6 What potential container branding would you recommend that could be used to promote 
and raise awareness of the CDS and the circular economy? 

Integration of CDS schemes into the Australian recycling label would be beneficial. This would 
help to reduce customer confusion with different labels stating similar things.  

In addition, where beverage manufacturers use recycled content in their packaging, encouraging 
them to highlight this and the circularity of the material would help to promote and raise 
awareness of the CDS and the circular economy. 

 

Key Issue 4.1: Deposit Value and Refund Amount Preferred option – Maintain the alignment of 
the deposit value and refund amount  

4.1.1 Does the current deposit amount of 10 cents influence whether you return empty 
beverage containers for recycling via CDS depots? If so, how does it influence your 
participation? If not, why not? 

COEX supports the statements included in the SA CDS consultation paper noting that maintaining 
alignment of the deposit value across jurisdictions would assist in addressing the issue of refund 
fraud, consistency in pricing and deposit marking on their products. COEX supports the SA CDS 
maintaining the alignment of the deposit value and refund amount.   

However, research indicates that some Queensland customers often opt out of recycling through 
refund points due to the effort/reward ratio for recycling not being a sufficient motivator.  COEX 
continues to promote the opportunity for customers to participate in the Containers for Change 
through using the kerbside recycling bins as a legitimate and effective recycling option.  

 

Key Issue 4.2: Ease of Container Return Preferred option – Maximise CDS container return point 
accessibility  

4.2.1 If the existing depots were supplemented with new return points, which types of 
location/s would you find the easiest to return eligible beverage containers to? For example:  

• supermarket or shopping centre  

• local retail outlet, for example, newsagency or convenience store  

• entertainment and sporting events  

• waste transfer station  

• home pick-up service (for fee). 

A key focus of COEX’s FY2022 strategy has been to increase the number and accessibility of 
container refund points across Queensland and in particular depots that can accept greater 
volume. This has seen improved container collection rates as a result.  
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In Queensland, we offer a wide range of container refund point types and options in convenient 
locations. Feedback on this wide range of options from customers is that they like having the 
choice in how they return their containers.  

Across Queensland, there are numerous bag-drops and reverse vending machines provided at 
supermarkets, enabling Queenslanders to return their containers conveniently. We are working 
with shopping centres across the state to provide container collection bins throughout their 
centres. This includes through specific container bins, where some shopping centres donate 
these proceeds to a charity, and through automated donation stations.  

We have also worked with sporting and public events to provide specific public-facing container 
recycling bins to enable the containers from these events to be collected, with the proceeds 
funding their collection, supporting the event/venue and/or being provided to charity. We are 
also working with container refund point operators and hospitality venues to provide container 
bins in the hospitality venues to help collect these containers. 

We are in the process of rolling out reverse vending machines at additional customer- convenient 
locations including fuel stations. 

Rural waste transfer stations where recycling is not provided to the community by the council are 
a great example of where the inclusion of a container refund point would provide convenience to 
those living within the region. 

In addition, Queensland Containers for Change provides a trial service ‘Container Collect’, where 
Queenslanders can book the collection of their containers from their home or workplace at no 
cost (minimum 100 containers for the trial period). This has proved popular in the regions where 
it has been operating for a short time, but it is yet to be widely promoted. A range of our 
container refund point operators have been offering a similar at-home collection service within 
their regions for some time. Operator feedback is that this has proved very successful and helps 
them to collect containers from those that would not otherwise take their containers to a refund 
point and supports local business. 

Evidence from the Queensland Containers for Change scheme show that the more options and 
convenient the container refund points are, the more containers will be collected. 

 

4.2.3 Will promotion and consistent branding of return points, including information about 
locations, operating hours and beverage container return requirements, assist you in returning 
eligible containers and accessing the refund? 

In Queensland, we have an overarching brand for the scheme: Containers for Change. Although 
we have a wide range of operators across the state, they are all required to use the Containers 
for Change brand in addition to their own. Where the Containers for Change branding is 
prominent, the public and the sites benefit from the ease of association of the site with the 
scheme and higher awareness levels due to the large investment in brand marketing. 

The overarching brand enables the scheme to be branded and marketed easily. This overarching 
brand marketing leverages ed local refund point operator marketing activity.   

In addition, the overarching brand enables ‘a single-source of truth’ website and app to enable 
Queenslanders to identify where container refund points are located, their opening hours, type 
of refund point, and refund payment types available at each location. 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 
Level 17, 100 Creek Street, Brisbane QLD 4000         
Container Exchange (QLD) Limited | ABN 90622570209      8 

4.2.4 As a community organisation such as a charity, school or sports club, how do you or 
would you like to participate in, and benefit from, the CDS? For example:  

• by building and operating refund collection points yourself  

• by partnering and hosting refund collection points with approved CDS depots  

• by carrying out a collection of containers to take to a local collection point  

• by registering with the scheme as a nominated donation partner that is eligible to receive 
electronic funds donations through automated reverse vending machines  

• through mobile or ‘pop-up’ refund points as part of a fundraising drive. 

The Queensland Containers for Change scheme offers all charity and community groups the 
ability to apply to become a container refund points through our expression of interest process.  
Queensland community groups have also partnered with refund point operators to host 
container refund points to earn a percentage of t the container handling fee or a base location 
fee. All community groups and charities can register through our scheme ID process to receive 
refund donations from the wider community.   

 

Scheme coordinators and depot operators 

4.2.5 The handling fee payable to depots and return point operators is one lever used to 
influence accessibility and servicing of return points within a community. What other levers or 
incentives could be used? 

Within Queensland, COEX conducts internal analyses to determine gaps in markets for container 
refund points across Queensland.  Where key container refund point gaps are identified, an 
expression of interest process is launched, where container refund point operators provide their 
expression of interest to meet key criteria, including accessibility and servicing, and are scored 
against the criteria to determine which operator will be awarded the contract to cover the 
identified gap in the market. 

 

4.2.6 What would be the best mechanism to ensure the CDS achieves return rate targets and 
accountability standards for metropolitan, non-metropolitan and remote areas of the state? 

Accountability standards for those involved in the scheme could be written into contracts and 
enforced through penalties if standards prescribed are not met.  

Any container refund collection targets should be made public in addition to the achievement 
towards those targets. The setting of different targets for metropolitan, non-metropolitan and 
remote areas should consider the containers sold into those regions. The sales into each market 
would therefore need to be mandated as part of the beverage manufacturer reporting 
requirements for the scheme to enable this and for accuracy within each region. 
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Key Issue 4.3: Payment of Refund Method Preferred option – Incorporation of non-cash refund 
payments  

General  

4.3.1 How would you like to receive your refunds for containers?  

• cash  

• electronic funds transfer (EFT) / online payment  

• direct electronic funds transfer to a donation partner of your choice  

• vouchers (for example, for use at local stores)  

• all refund options as above. 

In Queensland, we offer all options for container refunds. A high percentage of those that 
participate in the scheme elect to receive cash refunds. 

In addition, our Scheme IDs enable Queenslanders to use drops and have their container refunds 
transferred into their bank account or Paypal account, or donated to the accounts of their chosen 
charity or community group, through their scheme ID.  

 

4.3.2 Is the addition of non-cash refund methods likely to increase the level of convenience for 
you when returning empty beverage containers to a CDS depot? 

In Queensland, bag drops enable convenience, as these are located at convenient locations 
through the community such as at schools, and shopping centres, in addition to depot container 
refund points. This enables containers to be dropped off quickly, without the need to wait for the 
containers to be counted to receive the container refund.  

 

4.3.4 Do you anticipate that a partnership with at least one donation partner could support 
your local community and increase the customer base at your depot? 

In the Queensland scheme, where refund point operators have partnered with local community 
groups, charities or business, they have increased the overall container volumes increasing the 
overall container handling fee they receive. Even when the cost of collection from sites is 
factored into the cost of the refund point operator, the increased volume through these facilities 
proves profitable for these operators.  

 

Key Issue 5: Governance Arrangements Preferred option – Modernise the CDS governance to 
increase transparency and accountability  

Scheme oversight 

5.1 Do you think the SA Government should appoint an independent governing body for the 
existing multiple super collector system or independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator who 
will have oversight of the scheme, and make recommendations on the performance targets, 
container return rate targets, scheme costs and the reporting and accountability framework to 
the SA Government? 

5.1.a If so, do you think the proposed governing body membership is appropriate? If not, what 
would you suggest? 
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COEX is a non-for-profit that has been appointed by the Queensland Government to operate and 
oversee the Queensland container refund scheme, Containers for Change. This scheme 
governance enables key stakeholders including container refund points, processors, logistics 
operators and beverage manufacturers to have one main contact in relation to the scheme and 
enables simplified oversight and responsibility for the scheme and accountability to Queensland 
customers. 

The scheme costs are centralised and ensure that economic disadvantage to remote and rural 
communities are born by the scheme and not operators within those regions.  

The centralised governance structure also enables performance targets, marketing, education 
and awareness of the scheme to be the responsibility of the one organisation, COEX. COEX is 
supportive of the SA CDS moving to a centralised scheme oversight, such as a product 
responsibility organisation as per the Queensland model. 

 

Scheme auditing and reporting 

5.2 It is proposed to require registration of beverage containers (and barcodes if available) 
within a centralised IT platform as a condition of container approval to enable tracking and 
counting of containers. If a barcode is not used, what alternative tracking and counting 
methods would you suggest and where are they in use? 

The Queensland Containers for Change scheme requires beverage manufactures to place 
barcodes on eligible beverage containers. Barcodes are used through several of the reverse 
vending machine and self-service depots across the state to count containers and identify their 
eligibility.  

COEX are supportive in principle of a standardised container approvals and registration process 
across jurisdictions using a single portal that promotes national alignment. 

 

5.3 It is proposed that beverage producers and suppliers, depots, and super collectors or the 
single scheme coordinator must utilise a centralised IT platform for auditing and reporting 
purposes in accordance with the supplier arrangement. Do you agree with this? If not, why 
not? 

A centralised IT system enables figures to be reported and collated in the same system, enabling 
easier analysis and reporting. The Queensland scheme uses a centralised IT system.  

Ease of changes, updates and improvements to the central IT system should be considered when 
determining which provider(s) to use for the supply, oversight and maintenance of this system. 

 

Scheme coordination 

5.4 Which of the scheme coordinator options (option 1: multiple super collectors or option 2: 
single independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator) do you prefer and why? 

5.4.a What do you see as the risks and benefits of each of these scheme coordination options? 

Option 2 is the closest of the two options to the Queensland scheme. It is highly recommended 
for the scheme coordinator to be non-for-profit, to enable all funds raised by the scheme to be 
placed back into operating and improving the outcomes of the scheme, ultimately benefiting all 
Queensland residents.   
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Multiple super collectors, as suggested in option 1 would keep complicated relationships within 
the SA scheme, and the responsibility for oversight and improvement of the scheme through 
mechanisms such as education and awareness would either be split, be the responsibility of the 
South Australian government, or not be effectively supported.  

 

5.4.c If option 1 was the model chosen to coordinate the scheme, how should accountability for 
meeting scheme performance indicators, such as return rate targets, be shared amongst the 
super collectors? 

There are numerous economic efficiencies in reaching targets and the associated spend in 
reaching targets if option 2 is elected over option 1. 

 

5.5 The establishment of a single waste management arrangement between depots and at 
least one super collector (for option 1) or single independent scheme coordinator (for option 2) 
is proposed to enable depots to contract with a single super collector and remove sorting by 
container brand. 

 

5.5.a Do you agree with this change as a way of addressing these concerns? If not, why not? If 
not, what alternative approach would you suggest? 

COEX supports the SA CDS moving towards a product responsibility organisation to oversee the 
scheme. 

COEX is the product responsibility organisation that oversees and manages Queensland’s 
Container Refund Scheme – Containers for Change. This oversight reduces the complexity of 
relationships between container refund point operators, logistics providers, processors, and 
beverage manufacturers with all these stakeholders reporting to COEX.  

Brand separation is not required in the Queensland scheme, and costs to beverage 
manufacturers are based on containers sold into Queensland. Enabling a move away from brand 
sorting within the SA CDS will assist to minimise the burden on container refund points in the 
scheme. 

 

5.6 The weight-based conversion of container material weight to container number has been 
the subject of disputes over containers returned. It is proposed to transition to a container-
count methodology to report on container return rates and payment for returns. 

5.6.a Do you foresee any issues with this method of payment for returned containers? 

Container counts are a more accurate measurement of containers collected through a CDS than 
container weights. It is anticipated that the SA CDS moving to a container count, will provide 
more accurate container collection rates. The Containers for Change scheme requires that 
container refund point operators count and enter data into the POS system for every container 
that a refund is provided for.  

Audits are conducted at container refund points, processors, and material recovery facilities, to 
ensure that claims are aligned, and that reconciliations are accurate. 
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5.6.b How would smaller depots with low container return volumes achieve container 
counting? 

At the Queensland container refund point depots, there are several methods used for container 
counting. One of the two most prevalent is employees counting containers as they are sorted. 
These counts are then recorded into the POS system by the employee and the refund provided to 
the customer through their payment of choice. The other prevalent count method is through 
machine assisted counting. This method is self-service, where Queenslanders place each 
container onto a conveyer belt style system and the containers are counted by a machine. The 
machine automatically uploads the finalised count into the POS system, the customer receives a 
receipt and present it to the container refund point staff to receive their refund by payment of 
choice. Staff at the depot are available to assist customers with the use of these machines, help 
those that have not used the machines before, and to double check eligibility of containers. 

Reverse vending machines also automatically count the containers, check container eligibility, 
provide the report directly into the POS system and provide the customer with their refund 
payment of choice. 

 

5.7 Do you think the CDS scheme should establish geographical performance targets, including 
distribution of container return points per region and return rates for regional and remote 
areas? 

If SA CDS moves to geographical performance, it is recommended that beverage manufacturers 
be required to report for container sales for each region. This would assist the scheme to improve 
the accuracy of the collection targets and rates for each region. 

Having different return rate targets for different geographical regions would enable each region 
to strive towards achievable targets and improve their performance. There is potential that it 
may create competition between the regions, which can have positives and negatives, which 
would need to be considered by SA before a decision is made. 

Including targets for delivery of service of the SA CDS to regional and remote areas would help to 
ensure that communities across the state would all have access to the scheme.  

An alternative to setting targets is to conduct gap analyses and a strategic plan to ensure that 
under-serviced regions are provided with suitable container refund points to enable their 
participation in the scheme. This would help to increase the overall participation in the SA CDS, 
which has been evidenced in the Queensland Containers for Change scheme, by our increased 
container refund points in regional and remote communities since the commencement of the 
scheme. 

Should you have any questions or would like to further discuss any of the above, please do not 
hesitate to contact  General Manager, Corporate and Community Relations on 
mobile  

 
 

Yours sincerely 

Chief Executive Officer 
Container Exchange 
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CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE  SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Cowell Recycling DepotNAME OF FACILITY 

We are the operator of the Cowell Recycling DepotINSERT NAME OF FACILITY located at 83 
Cowell/Kimba Road, Cowell SA 5602INSERT ADDRESS OF FACILITY. We have operated the facility 
since November 2011INSERT DATE WHEN OPERATIONS COMMENCED. We are a small business, and 
employ 1INSERT NUMBER OF STAFF who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in 
respect of the proposed changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the 
submission that RSA has made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the 
improvements set out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, 
however there is always room for improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 

The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and 
small-businesses) and super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational 
corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not 
statistically significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest 
monetary resources. 

4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 

In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key 
reason the scheme operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that 
operate depots. Any reform process needs to protect the interests of the existing scheme 
participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes come into effect. This is 
fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part 
of the South Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take 
advantage of such opportunities. However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and 
centre’ of the collection point network going forward, providing high levels of personalised service 



 

to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of services than just the 
collection of CDS eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the 
RSA submission, make the following comments: 

1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended 
producer responsibility scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of 
the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of 
containers. Broadening eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting 
easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in 

favour of payment by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of 

data about containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an 

identified need, which is clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a 

hierarchical system, as follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open 

market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets 
their needs (and the needs of their customers). Technology options should not be 
prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable standards for accuracy, safety and interface 
with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with 

equipment and software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and 

having responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is 
strongly supported. 

13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to 

foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and 

Western Australia risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating 
the existing power imbalance between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 



 

Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, 
the public have been provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support 
improvements to the scheme in terms of increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 

In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution 
processes and developing transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will 
significantly improve the operation of the South Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to 
choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 

We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by 
Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated. 

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

Cowell Recycling DepotINSERT NAME OF FACILITY 
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From: nortontransport@bigpond.com <nortontransport@bigpond.com>  
Sent: Friday, 12 November 2021 10:32 AM 
To: EPA:Information <epainfo@sa.gov.au> 
Subject: RDS Review 
 
12th November 2021 

CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 
ADELAIDE   SA  5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper – Submission by Cummins Recyclers 

We are the operator of the Cummins Recyclers located at 40-48 Hayman Drive, Cummins. We have operated the facility 
since May 2004. 

We are a small business, and employ 2 STAFF who assist us to operate our depot. 

We have reviewed the discussion paper ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ in respect of the proposed 
changes to the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

We are members of Recyclers of South Australia Incorporated (RSA) and would refer you to the submission that RSA has 
made on behalf of its members, including us. 

We support the improvement of the South Australian CDS, and express our general support for the improvements set 
out in the discussion paper. The South Australian CDS currently works well, however there is always room for 
improvement. 

Key Issues for Depots 
The key issues that we face in operating a depot in the existing scheme are as follows: 

1. unequal bargaining power between depot operators (which are predominantly micro and small-businesses) and 
super collectors (two of which are subsidiaries of multinational corporations). 

2. Antiquated weight conversion for payment of depots, using methodologies which are not statistically 
significant. 

3. Ineffective dispute resolution processes, which privilege the party with the greatest monetary resources. 
4. Limited oversight of the parties to the scheme by, or on behalf of, government. 
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In making changes to the South Australian CDS, it is critically important to recognise that a key reason the scheme 
operates effectively is because of the large number of small businesses that operate depots. Any reform process needs 
to protect the interests of the existing scheme participants, providing support and appropriate transition as changes 
come into effect. This is fundamentally different to the recent introduction of schemes in other Australian jurisdictions 
where no scheme previously existed. 

It is accepted that additional options to make the scheme more accessible to customers will be part of the South 
Australian CDS going forward. Existing operators such as ourselves are keen to take advantage of such opportunities. 
However, we would stress that depots should remain ‘front and centre’ of the collection point network going forward, 
providing high levels of personalised service to customers. Depots also have the capacity to provide a wider range of 
services than just the collection of CDS eligible containers. 

Key Submissions 

Considering the options set out in the discussion paper, we would, in addition to referring you to the RSA submission, 
make the following comments: 
1. We strongly support the repositioning of the scheme as a waste recovery and extended producer responsibility 

scheme. Litter reduction remains an important outcome and KPI of the scheme, but is no longer its fundamental 
purpose. 

2. We strongly support the proposed increased in scope, to include a broad range of containers. Broadening 
eligibility will reduce confusion for customers and make sorting easier for depot staff. 

3. The concept of a fourth kerbside collection bin for glass should be rejected. 
4. We strongly support the removal of weight-based payment of depots by super collectors in favour of payment 

by declared count, with suitable auditing arrangements. 
5. Scheme approvals should be detailed in a searchable database containing a broad range of data about 

containers including images, dimensions and barcode detail. 
6. Container refund marking should be a simple, consistent pictogram. 
7. Determination of additional collection point opportunities should be on the basis on an identified need, which is 

clearly articulated. 
8. Where new return points are required, their operation should be determined based on a hierarchical system, as 

follows: 
 where a gap is identified, existing operators are invited to fill it; 
 where existing operators do not/cannot address the gap, it is put to the open market; and 
 where the market will not fill gaps, the governance model fills the gaps itself. 

9. Depots should be free to adopt technology to assist with counting and sorting which meets their needs (and the 
needs of their customers). Technology options should not be prescribed, beyond having to meet reasonable 
standards for accuracy, safety and interface with the scheme IT system. 

10. Relationships with charities should be encouraged, but not mandated. 
11. The scheme should operate on a common IT system, managed by the super collectors with equipment and 

software being standardised and supplied by super collectors. 
12. The provision of an independent governance body, sitting above all scheme participants and having 

responsibility for contractual arrangements, pricing and scheme performance is strongly supported. 
13. The governance body should also oversee dispute resolution 
14. Depot operators should have representation on the governance body. 
15. Multiple super collectors should be retained to ensure that there is competitive tension to foster innovation. 
16. Combining the governance body and super collectors, as has occurred in Queensland and Western Australia 

risks too much power being placed in the beverage industry, perpetuating the existing power imbalance 
between depot operators and super collectors. 

Closure 
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Depots have formed the heart of the South Australian CDS for over four decades. During this time, the public have been 
provided with accessible and efficient return opportunities. We support improvements to the scheme in terms of 
increased scope and improved governance arrangements. 
In particular, ending weight-based payment for depots, providing improved dispute resolution processes and developing 
transparent, fair and consistent methods for setting prices will significantly improve the operation of the South 
Australian CDS. We welcome the opportunity to choose a single super collector and be bound by a single set of rules. 
We commend our comments to you, and also refer you to the submission made on our behalf by Recyclers of South 
Australia Incorporated. 
Thank you for your consideration of our submission 
 
Your Sincerely 
 

 
Cummins Recyclers 
40 – 48 Hayman Drive 
CUMMINS  SA  5631 
nortontransport@bigpond.com 

 
 
 

 
40 – 48 Hayman Drive 
CUMMINS  SA  5631 

 
EMAIL: nortontransport@bigpond.com 
 

 
                            

                               Servicing Eyre Peninsula for 75 years 
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	Submission on the Review of SA Container Deposit Scheme
	Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission review of South Australia’s Container Deposit Scheme (CDS), as the SA Government prepares a plan to modernise the state’s container collection services.
	As Australia’s peak ocean conservation organisation, the Australian Marine Conservation Society (AMCS) has an active interest in ensuring South Australia continues the transition to a circular economy, further reducing the plastic pollution entering w...
	As the first Australian state to introduce a deposit scheme, with consistently high return rates, SA has a lot to be proud of. However, after four decades of operation and with marine plastic pollution rising, much can be done to modernise the scheme ...
	Please don’t hesitate to contact me if we can provide any further information in relation to this submission or the impacts of waste on the marine environment.
	Your sincerely,
	Shane Cucow
	Plastics Campaign Manager
	Australian Marine Conservation Society
	The Australian Marine Conservation Society (AMCS)

	The Australian Marine Conservation Society (AMCS) is the leading environmental organisation devoted solely to caring for Australia’s oceans and their wildlife. AMCS has over 250,000 members and supporters in Australia who we represent and work with on...
	One of our core focus areas is addressing the waste crisis that is leading to rising debris and plastic pollution in the marine environment.
	The impact of container litter on marine ecosystems

	While container deposit schemes have been shown to reduce beverage container litter, beverage containers and their associated litter remain one of the most commonly found items in Australian clean up surveys.
	In Clean Up Australia’s 2020 Rubbish Report, an analysis of South Australian clean up surveys showed that beverage containers still represented 11.76% of rubbish items found, while their associated rubbish (caps, lids, wrappings etc) represented 12.8%...
	Small beverage litter such as caps and lids represent a direct threat to wildlife. They are frequently picked up by seabirds who are drawn to their size and colour. These birds will often attempt the plastic lids to their chicks, mistaking them for fo...
	Response to consultation themes
	Key Issue 1: Objectives of the CDS


	The Australian Marine Conservation Society supports the addition of an objective to further support resource recovery and recycling within a circular economy, as well as an objective to revitalise community education on waste avoidance, resource recov...
	While we support building on existing resource recovery infrastructure, we urge the government not to miss the opportunity to repair the transparency and accountability gaps that exist as a result of the disproportionate power that beverage companies ...
	We support amendments to the scheme to allow for community groups, not-for-profit organisations and charities to benefit from the scheme by operating container collection services or altering the scheme operation to allow individuals to donate their r...
	Key Issue 2: Containers included in the CDS

	We strongly support changes to expand the range of containers included in the SA Container Deposit Scheme. In particular, we support the inclusion of:
	 All milk containers, flavoured or unflavoured
	 Glass beverage containers
	 Plastic fruit / vegetable juice and cordial containers
	In addition to reducing confusion, expanding the range of containers incentivises the recovery of a wider range of products and meets the ‘polluter pays’ principle – ensuring beverage companies pay the cost of managing the waste they are generating th...
	In addition to single-use beverage containers, we encourage the state government to consider expanding the scheme to include reusable and refillable beverage containers. In countries such as Germany and Austria, the inclusion of reusable bottles has e...
	We object to changes to remove containers less than 150mm from the scope of the container deposit scheme. Such a move runs counter to the objective of reducing container litter. With an increased range of beverages bought and consumed away from home o...
	Key Issue 3: Scheme Approvals and Container Markings

	The primary goal for approvals and labelling should be ease of use for the consumer to ensure maximum uptake. As such we support the preferred option to simplify and nationally harmonise markings.
	Key Issue 4: Container Return Rates

	The success of container deposit schemes should be judged on their success at diverting beverage containers from landfill or littering, effectively ensuring that these containers are not entering waterways and threatening wildlife.
	We are pleased to see the SA governments commitment to increasing return rates which currently sit at 77% based on 2019-20 figures. While this has been a worthwhile achievement, container litter still occurs at concerning rates and the pollution cause...
	To increase the effective recovery rate and to further reduce litter, we encourage the SA Government to set an escalating return rate target, along with penalties for non-performance. This target should be commensurate with the ambition of states such...
	To help achieve a higher return rate, we encourage the SA Government to consider increasing the refund amount through agreement at forums such as the Meeting of Environment Ministers. Financial incentives are shown to be correlated with behavioural ou...
	We support proposals to diversify the refund points available to consumers. Specifically, we support moves to increase convenience by locating refund points at commonly frequented locations such as supermarkets and shopping centres, and see a lot of m...
	Reverse Vending Machines have been shown to be successful in other states and are highly likely to increase refund rates if co-located at high beverage consumption locations such as entertainment venues and sporting locations.
	As a charity, we encourage diversity of options for non-profits, charities and community groups to benefit from container refund collection. While operating refund collection points may be an option for some, most charities lack the resources. Therefo...
	Options such as the ability to register with a scheme as a donation partner make it possible for more charities to benefit from Container Deposit Schemes, while also making it easier for consumers to choose a charity to donate to, without having to go...
	We support diversification of refund options with a specific move to online payments. With Australia’s large shift to cashless payments it is inconvenient for many residents to accept cash as a refund. Modernisation of the scheme to incorporate cashle...
	Key Issue 5: Governance Arrangements

	AMCS remains concerned about the conflict of interest inherent in the current super collector system and we are pleased to see measures in this proposal to enact reform. We do not believe that the current system of multiple super collectors should con...
	Rather than half measures such as overlaying a new oversight group, AMCS endorses the appointment of an independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator. By establishing an independent body that is separate to the companies with a vested interest in the ...
	Before finalising decisions on the governance arrangements, we strongly encourage consideration of the NSW split responsibility model that separates the scheme coordinator from the network operator. Tasmania and Victoria are now adopting this model be...
	We are pleased to see the proposal of a number of separate measures to improve accountability and transparency. In particular, we support introducing measures to prevent discrimination towards collection points or collection point operators, require r...
	We endorse the proposals to move towards barcode and unit counting, as counting by weight is increasingly inaccurate and insufficiently transparent due to the changing thicknesses of plastics used.
	Concluding remarks

	As a leading state in the fight against plastic pollution, South Australia has set the standard with policies such as its long standing container deposit scheme. However, as more of Australia and indeed the world have moved to adopt refund schemes, su...
	We urge the SA Government to once again take a leadership role and set its ambitions high, implementing the critical reforms needed to improve transparency, accessibility and most critically efficacy of its container deposit scheme. With such action, ...




