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12 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 SA Sustainable Solutions Pty Ltd 

We are the operator of the Blackwood and Sheidow Park recycling yards, located at Commercial 
Road, Sheidow Park and Main Road Blackwood SA. We have operated the facility since 2010.  Prior 
to this the previous owner began the business around 1980.  We are a small business, and employ 
10 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 

 

 

 

SA Sustainable Solutions Pty Ltd 









 
 

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, 

Chief Executive Officer 
SCHILD ESTATE WINES 

 
 

 

mailto:epainfo@sa.gov.au
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SIG Combibloc supports the South Australian (SA) Government’s aim to modernise its container 
deposit scheme (CDS), which has led the way for over 44 years. The South Australian CDS is 
one of the longest running and successful product stewardship schemes in Australia. It is 
considered by some in the beverage industry as one of the most effective container deposit 
schemes in the world. 
 
Separate collection is an important step in the transition to a circular economy, as it increases the 
volume and the quality of materials available for recycling. 
 
We are encouraged by and strongly support South Australia’s desire to strengthen the container 
deposit scheme to incorporate modern technology, establish transparent reporting systems, and 
apply circular economy objectives to make more high-value materials available for 
remanufacturing in domestic markets and nationally. 
 
There are three key drivers for determining high-value other than the clean and colour-sorted 
materials referred to under Key Issue 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  
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• Commodity prices are volatile and fluctuate based on supply and demand and mustn’t be 
the sole determinant for high value. 

• In alignment with the objectives of the South Australian CDS it is critical that product 
stewardship and resource recovery & recycling don’t undermine protecting the 
environment. In particular, the extraction and production of certain materials for use in 
packaging and their recycling can be greenhouse gas intensive. To this end it is highly 
recommended that for the greater public good, the objectives as well as the language of 
the South Australian CDS should be amended to refer to a ‘low-carbon circular economy’ 
rather than circular economy alone. Accordingly, the determinants of ‘value’ must foster a 
transition to packaging materials which have a low carbon footprint over their entire 
lifecycle. 

• A focus on fiscal value for (clean and colour-sorted) commodities alone may present 
barriers to innovation in and market entry for new packaging materials. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
We believe that DRS should work for all packaging types and not just for a few selected 
packaging types considered for deposit. By doing so, this will enable those in the recycling value 
chain to increase economies of scale and consumer participation in collection by reducing 
complexity. 
 
It is our view that a low-carbon circular economy is best supported by maximising recovery of 
recyclable materials, and that allowing all beverage containers regardless of size or material to be 
eligible under a CDS best supports this outcome. SIG Combibloc also supports a thoughtful 
harmonization of all CDS schemes so that they can be effectively and efficiently implemented 
across the country. 
 
Critically, SIG Combibloc is working to boost local recycling capacity for beverage cartons. 
saveBOARD,1 our recycling partner, will process beverage cartons into ready-to-use construction 
material for internal and external use in buildings. saveBOARD has received funding2 from the 
Australian Government’s Recycling Modernisation Fund and Remanufacture New South Wales, 
to build their first local recycling facility in Australia. This facility will be operating by Q3 next year 
(2022). The saveBOARD process has “full carton” capability, that is the entire used beverage 
carton, including any on-pack straw, neck and cap can be recycled together. 
 
We are now awaiting the outcome of funding applications from other State governments to 
expand recycling capacity across Australia. 
 
Allowing all beverage cartons to be eligible under the CDS is critical because a secure supply of 

 
1 Home | saveBOARD - Sustainable Building Materials | New Zealand 
2 Saveboard gets grant to set up facility - Inside Waste 

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

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? 

2.3    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? 

https://www.saveboard.nz/
https://www.insidewaste.com.au/index.php/2021/09/21/saveboard-gets-grant-to-set-up-facility/
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clean sorted beverage cartons is key to the commercial success of the local recycling capacity. 
 
Regarding the continued exclusion of plain unflavoured milk there are three key considerations: 

• It is important to recognise that plant-based beverages such as soy, almond, oat and 
hemp milk are consumed as a health and lifestyle choice. These are ambient products not 
requiring refrigeration and easily differentiated from plain unflavoured milk. They must be 
included in the CDS. 

• UHT milk, which is almost exclusively packed in beverage cartons, is also an ambient 
product and therefore easily distinguished from fresh chilled milk. No HDPE is used for 
this category and therefore inclusion of ambient UHT milk does not impact existing 
collection or recycling of HDPE. 

• Beverage cartons have an important and growing role to play in de-carbonising packaging 
because they are made mostly of paperboard, which is renewable plant fibre. Material 
Economics’3 work, ‘Sustainable packaging - the role of materials substitution,’ shows that 
a 65% reduction in emissions is possible for fibre-based packaging whereas even with a 
high recycling rate, emissions from the production of plastic packaging fall by just 20%. 
They recommend substitution of plastics with fibre-based packaging as one of the largest 
potential levers to decarbonise packaging. In this light, leaving fresh plain unflavoured 
chilled milk in HDPE exempt, highlights the conflict between the objectives of resource 
recovery and recycling and protecting the environment. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
We agree that convenience and accessibility of the depots for people wanting to return their 
empty beverage containers is a significant factor in the level of participation in the CDS. 
 
We support all the options to increase return points for used beverage containers because this 
will maximise the volume of clean and source separated containers available for recycling. It also 
allows for businesses and community organisations to participate as redemption points and 
broadens awareness of the value of recycling. Leveraging existing collection infrastructure for 
other products under product stewardship such as batteries, e-waste and household chemicals 
may support convenience and therefore higher participation. 
 
In addition, we would encourage the CDS regulation to make it mandatory for all beverage 
retailers, especially those with multiple outlets be obliged to accept returned beverage containers. 
 
 

 
3 Sustainable Packaging - Material Economics 

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). 

https://materialeconomics.com/publications/sustainable-packaging
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SIG supports Option 2: a single independent not-for-profit scheme coordinator appointed by the 
Minister for Environment and Water in consultation with relevant industry stakeholders. 
 
We believe that Option 2 is the way for us to understand transparently what the scheme costs are 
per container per material. This is important because it effects commercial decisions on our part, 
as a packaging supplier, but also importantly those of our customers, the food and beverage 
manufacturers, choosing packaging materials based on their known and transparent performance 
in the CDS. The two key elements which support this outcome are that the independent not-for-
profit scheme coordinator board must provide the Minister with an annual report that includes,  
for the reporting period: 

• financial statements that have been audited by an independent auditor (option 2 only); 
and 

• total operating cost and revenue breakdown (option 2 only). 
 

 

 

     

 YOUR CONTACT: 

 
Marketing Manager 
 
Email:     
 
 
SIG Combibloc Australia Pty Ltd 

 

 

Visit us on www.sig.biz or on our blog at sig.biz/signals 

 

   

     

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? 

5.4    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.b What would be the impacts of the different options on your business? 
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Sent: Monday, 22 November 2021 2:30 PM 
To: EPA:Information <epainfo@sa.gov.au> 
Subject: CDS Review 
 
Hello 
 
I was not aware of this review until a couple of days ago. So apologies for the late submission.  
 
We are a small brewery operating on the Fleurieu Peninsula and have been producing beers for over 8 years now 
including in bottles (attracting the container deposit requirements).  
 
The differing container deposit schemes throughout the country are a disincentive for us to expand our distribution 
beyond South Australia. It would be extremely helpful if we could move to a single system Nationally to allow easy 
compliance with the regulatory regime.  
 
As a small business we also find the registration of new labels to be a very high expense for what are often small runs of 
products or trial runs of a product. Having a more cost effective way to enter the system would be great. The ability to 
bulk register currently economically favours larger operators. We have a number of sporting clubs/bars/cafes who 
would like to have their own label for their beer (which would be contract brewed by us) but the registration fee is 
actively discouraging them from going down this path. This does not occur with wine which is not subject to the same 
CDS requirements.  
 
We currently report and pay for actual sales in South Australia. I understand that other states require suppliers to 
estimate future sales. This is simply unfeasible for small businesses both in terms of predicting sales (COVID … who 
knew?) and also in terms of tying up much needed cashflow with pre-payment of estimated sales. Already we are often 
paying for deposits on bottles that we haven’t received payment for from our wholesale customers.  
 
I am happy to be consulted further in relation to the container deposits scheme. This response is brief as I only just 
found out about the consultation. 
 
Kind regards 
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Smiling Samoyed Brewery 
20-22 Hansen Street / Myponga, SA 5202 

www.smilingsamoyed.com.au   

 

 
This e-mail message may contain confidential or legally privileged information and is intended only for the use of the intended recipient(s). Any unauthorised disclosure, 
dissemination, distribution, copying or the taking of any action in reliance on the information herein is prohibited. E-mails are not secure and cannot be guaranteed to be error 
free as they can be intercepted, amended, or contain viruses. Anyone who communicates with us by e-mail is deemed to have accepted these risks. Smiling Samoyed 
Brewery is not responsible for errors or omissions in this message and denies any responsibility for any damage arising from the use of e-mail. Any opinion and other 
statement contained in this message and any attachment are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. 



 

 

 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents 
 

Submission: South Australian Spirit Producers Association 

November 2021 

Executive Summary 
South Australian Spirit Producers Association (SASPA) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the 
discussion paper, “Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents” (the “discussion paper”) 
issued by the SA Environment Protection Authority (EPA).  The members of our association strive to 
maximise recycling and are committed to engaging with the South Australian Government on 
initiatives of environmental sustainability, resource recovery and the circular economy. As 
stakeholders with strong links to agricultural inputs, our members and our customers embrace 
these principles that can both protect our environment and reduce the costs of manufacture.  A 
number of our members have already made significant investment to reduce energy, water and 
waste, address climate change and biodiversity, commit to best practice land stewardship, and 
increase the use of recycled and recovered materials in our products. 

The spirits sector is emerging fast in South Australia. Through our recent Industry Blueprint “South 
Australia’s spirits boom” developed with the support of PIRSA outlined the current state of the 
industry and the opportunity ahead. It can be found here: https://saspa.org.au/south-australias-
spirits-boom-industry-blueprint/. While spirits is a rapidly growing sector it is also for the most part 
nascent, consisting of many family businesses and entrepreneurs. We now have more than 50 
distilleries established around the state. Spirits producers operate on extremely low margins, due to 
excise tax taking up c. 40% of retail value. Accordingly, the industry needs to develop scale to be 
able to support investment in growth including in export. Additional costs and regulatory 
requirements for the industry therefore need to be considered carefully. 

The Minister for the Environment and Water, in his message in the discussion paper, writes of “the 
need to continue moving towards a circular economy where materials are reused and recycled”.  
Therefore, we believe the ultimate objective of any scheme seeking to meet the objectives of a 
circular economy would be one which maximised the capture of available material that can be 
recycled – not just those from beverage containers.  It seems to our members that a Container 
Deposit Scheme that targets only beverage containers is incomplete and inefficient, where there 
are alternative solutions available that could capture recyclable materials from a broader range of 
products. 
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It is for this primary reason that SASPA supports the creation of a fourth kerbside collection bin that 
is dedicated solely to collecting glass containers – all glass containers, not just beverage containers.  
This would include glass that comes from other foodstuffs, including sauces, spreads and jam jars.  
This solution would address the major impediment to higher rates of beverage container glass being 
recycled into new glass containers, but also decrease the scope of non beverage container glass lost 
to landfill due to damage or spoilage in comingling with other recycling material in kerbside 
collection.  The waste industry is going through enormous technological change and very soon 
technologies including those that can efficiently and safely sort glass into colour for example will be 
available. With technology improving and changing so rapidly, it seems retrospective to be imposing 
a compliance system into a burgeoning and young industry that will result in increasing red tape, 
administrative burdens and increase operating costs – which will have to be passed on to 
consumers in price increases. 

Studies show that the impost of a CDS does not motivate all members of the community to recycle. 
We believe that education and providing infrastructure that provides easily accessible recycling 
opportunities will far more effectively increase collection and recycling of glass than the imposition 
of legislation will. 

The Discussion Paper also refers to a shared responsibility of those “producing, selling and using 
products”. The CDS cannot be considered a true product stewardship because it does not fully share 
the responsibility across the entire supply chain. For example, the manufacturers of containers are 
not contributors to the cost of the current CDS yet they are the main beneficiary of any materials 
returned to them for recycling. Similarly, retailers and wholesalers are not contributors in the current 
CDS, and overseas experience would suggest that they can be critical participants by providing 
greater opportunity for increased convenience of return.  
 
The Discussion Paper has provided costs to new entrants and the costs incurred by beverage 
producers and suppliers of products included within the CDS are:  

• container application fees  
• application preparation costs  
• labelling costs  
• ongoing scheme participation administration costs  
• costs of the deposit and handling fees (as determined by super collectors).”  

 
We estimate the costs including our members internal management costs to be greater than stated 
in the Discussion Paper, and up to 10% of the margin on a 700ml bottle of spirits in some cases, 
which is extraordinarily high when there is a low cost and arguable more effective system through 
roadside collection for households.  
 

In the event that the South Australian Government chooses to restrict its reforms to expanding the 
scope of beverage containers captured by the Container Deposit Scheme to include full-sized spirits 
bottles, SASPA would seek a number of assurances through ongoing consultation to ensure: 

• that the increased scope was introduced through ongoing consultation with the industry, 
with transparent governance and oversight; 

• that fees (on top of the consumer refund) are calculated to meet the costs of relevant 
stakeholders and not to generate profit at the expense of consumers and businesses in the 
spirits industry; 

• that any labelling changes for refund markings were aligned to the current FSANZ 
consultation for labelling changes for energy and added sugars;  
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• that there is maximum harmonisation among the different jurisdictions with a container 
deposit scheme to reduce confusion and added expense; and  

• there is an independent evaluation, within three to five years of implementation, with a 
focus on whether costs matched modelling estimations, particularly for small business.   

• That harmonisation CDS schemes across all Australian States and Territories are in place 
prior to the introduction of any scheme in South Australia 

• That a review of the process of contract negotiation with Super Collectors is undertaken to 
ensure that small businesses are afforded the opportunity negotiate fair and reasonable 
contracts 

SASPA would encourage the SA Government, irrespective of the path it decides to follow, undertake 
a public education campaign directed at consumers about the importance of container integrity for 
recycling purposes. 

 

About the South Australian Spirit Producers Association 

The South Australian Spirit Producers Association (SASPA) was formed in 2018 as the first dedicated 
membership-based association to represent our diverse and growing industry, from metropolitan 
Adelaide, its surrounding hills, wine regions and beyond. It: 

• Promotes South Australia as a leading spirits & liqueurs region 
• Represents distillers and producers with State and Local Government 
• Advances the interests of industry including in relation to local events 
• Supports the Australian Distillers Association in its national objectives and 
• Protects the integrity of the industry 

 
The spirits sector in South Australia is a rapidly growing sector consisting of many family businesses 
and entrepreneurs producing quality product. With recent success in international awards and 
impressive growth, the sector is now expanding into new markets including export opportunities 
and employ a new generation of South Australians.  

Spirits producers are on track to directly employ over 600 people in production, marketing, sales, 
management and tourism in 2022. The forecast growth is for direct employment of approximately 
2,300 people by 2031, a contribution to direct and indirect GSP of $94 to $140m. 

The industry will also have a direct, positive impact on spirits wholesalers, spirits retailers and the 
hospitality sector and indirectly support agriculture, the services industries, tourism and the wider 
economy.  

For the last four years South Australian craft exports grew an average of 70% per annum, 
outgrowing national export spirits 7-year growth of an average of 21% and international growth of 
3.3%. 

Consumer interest has led to the development of a flourishing boutique but premium sector which 
has recognised the community’s interest in not just the product, but in a wider, sophisticated 
experience as a whole and we now have more than 50 distilleries established around the state, 60 
per cent of which are located in our regions – crafting a variety of spirits including gin, whiskey and 
vodka, many using locally sourced ingredients. 

It is important we not only promote these success stories but ensure there is a future pathway for 
growth and success for the sector at large. 

The State Government believes the opportunities to grow the spirits industry in South Australia and 
position us as a national leader in this space are within our grasp. 
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Increasing the volume and integrity of recycled material 

The members of our associations are firmly committed to the principles of environmental 
sustainability, resource recovery and the circular economy.  As both global and local industry 
stakeholders with strong links to agricultural inputs, our members and our customers embrace 
these principles as essential in order to protect our environment and ensure the sustainability of 
our growing industry.  Our members note that their demand for recycled glass cullet currently 
outstrips supply in South Australia.  Some of our members already participate in the current scope 
of the SA scheme, as producers of spirits-based pre-mixed alcohol beverages (ready-to-drink 
beverages) that are sold single serve in bottles and cans. 

We note that the original purpose behind the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) was 
to address public litter by targeting these types of waste, particularly single serve beverage 
containers which are often consumed outside the home or food service and licensed venues.  
Originally, full-sized spirits bottles were excluded from the Container Deposit Scheme, as these 
containers have never been part of the public litter inventory.  We note that in the most recent 
survey, full sized spirts bottles make up less an 0.03% of public litter items in South Australia in 2021 
(see http://www.kesab.asn.au/wp-content/uploads/litter-research/KESAB-LitterStats-Wave81-
May2021.pdf).  As full-sized spirits containers are not designed or used as single serve containers, 
they are almost always used in private home settings or licensed venues.  Container inventory data 
shows that 96% of wine and spirits bottles are already either sent to collection depots or placed in 
roadside comingled recyclables bins.  Despite this, only 37% of glass from these containers is 
recovered for bottle manufacturing, whereas 44% is diverted to lower-grade mixed glass used for 
civil application, and 19% enters landfill.  We note that there is approximately six times more glass 
in current kerbside recycling collection attributed to wine bottles compared with spirits containers, 
as noted in the discussion paper. 

With the introduction of kerbside collection of recyclable goods and the reduction in public letter of 
items within the scope of the CDS and more generally, the key purpose of the scheme has evolved 
to focus on improve the quantity and quality of recyclable materials, and to promote the concept of 
the circular economy to reduce landfill waste and the costs of manufacturing new containers and 
packaging for single use items.   

We believe there is an opportunity to rethink the CDS is light of the shift in priority to promote the 
circular economy and reduce the volume of new material used in manufacturing.  The members of 
SASPA support the introduction of a new kerbside recycling bin collection dedicated to all 
container glass used in the home, not just that used for beverages.  As noted in the discussion 
paper, this type of scheme has been in place in New Zealand for 15 years, and is funded by all glass 
importers, producers and retailers as well as local government.  The New Zealand scheme does not 
alleviate the producer’s responsibility for the waste that results from their products, but expands 
stewardship to a greater number of products beyond beverages, and more evenly spreads costs.  It 
is also in line with the direction being proposed by the Victorian Government.   

The benefit of a kerbside collection model is that it would increase the scope of glass beyond just 
beverage containers, which now seems like an artificial distinction in contemporary approaches to 
the circular economy, as well as protect the integrity of used glass containers and reduce spoilage 
and cross contamination with other recyclable materials, while making it easier for consumers to 
dispose of used glass who do not have the time or resources to participate in a refund scheme.  It 
would reduce, although not eliminate, the need for material recovery facilities (MRFs) to recover 
and sort glass in co-mingled kerbside recycle bins.  SASPA acknowledge the concerns identified in 
the discussion paper of glass currently collected in mixed-material kerbside recycling collection is 
predominantly used for lower-value civilian infrastructure purposes or sent to landfill because it is 
unusable.  However, even if you provide a refund incentivisation for consumers to return full sized 
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spirits bottles to CDS collection points for a refund, the majority of the public will still utilise 
kerbside recycling due to its convenience.  Contamination and spoilage will continue.  A dedicated 
glass bin will address the convenience factor, while reducing contamination.  It would be helpful to 
supplement this with some consumer education about the value of keeping glass containers intact 
when recycling – although this should be considered no matter how the SA Government chooses to 
move forward on this issue.   

In order to better reflect the commitment the SA Government has made towards recycling and 
product stewardship, it should design a scheme which embraces as much recyclable glass as 
possible, and focus on more than beverage containers.  Given that there is insufficient glass 
recycling and processing supply to meet current demand for new cullet for glass containers, the SA 
Government should also work with private industry to incentivise the establishment of a SA-based 
facility to meet the future demands of a circular economy.   

We note that overseas schemes examined in Appendix 3 of the discussion paper included 
jurisdictions do not have full sized spirits bottles within the scope of their model (British Columbia, 
Germany) and only one example where their inclusion has been proposed but not commenced 
(Scotland).  We also note recent media reporting that the launch of the Scottish scheme is on hold 
and the already once-delayed target date of July 2022 has been scrapped (see, for example, 
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2021/nov/17/scotland-bottle-and-can-return-scheme-in-
shambolic-mess).  We note no other Australian jurisdiction is proposing to expand the scope of the 
CDS to include full-sized bottles, and this would put South Australia out of step with the rest of the 
country, increasing costs for producers who sell predominantly in the SA market, which would be 
weighted against SA-based producers.   

 

An increased scope of CDS products 

Although it is not our preferred option, should the SA Government choose to proceed with 
expanding the scope of the CDS to include full-sized bottles, there are a number of issues of which it 
should be cognisant in the development and implementation of any changes; 

• As many smaller, independent and craft distillers are not within the current scope of the 
CDS (unless they produce pre-mixed single serve spirits beverages), we urge ongoing 
consultation in the roll out of the expanded scheme, to allow the opportunity for small 
producers to understand their obligations and minimise associated costs. 

• Any fees and changes, such as handling fees, should only be calculated on a cost recovery 
basis and should be independently audited, with a published report available to all 
stakeholders to verify the calculation of these costs.  

• Any introduction of limited terms of approved beverage containers to keep databases up to 
date do not result in new fees for producers for the extension of approvals to additional 
terms. 

• Any commencement date of an expanded scope is coordinated with other jurisdictions to 
maximise alignment and minimise costs resulting from different jurisdictional approaches 
which could result in differentiated and higher prices for South Australian consumers than 
in other states and territories.   

• Any changes to mandatory refund markings are delayed until there is both a coordinated 
national approach across all Australian jurisdictions, and that new markings can be aligned 
with any changes to other labelling proposals currently being considered by Food Standards 
Australia New Zealand for alcohol beverages, namely for energy and added sugars.  
Beverage containers are produced for multiple jurisdictions, and can be moved post-
manufacture and labelling among jurisdictions depending on distribution needs.  The need 
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for multiple label markings for different states and territories is almost unworkable under 
current business operations.  Ongoing labelling changes present significant costs for 
industry, and there needs to be alignment to allow producers to make all changes 
simultaneously.  We expect the energy and add sugar labelling processes to be complete 
within timeframes that would align with any CDS changes.   

• An independent evaluation of the success of the expanded scope by undertaken three to 
five years after implementation, to calculate the success of its objectives in recycled 
material captured, as well as the costs to stakeholders to ensure these match the estimated 
costs in the modelling undertaken in the discussion paper. 

 

Governance arrangements 

Irrespective of whether the SA Government chooses to implement a dedicated glass kerbside 
recycling bin, or to increase the scope of the CDS to include spirits bottles, SASPA believes it is 
timely for the SA EPA to review the governance arrangements for the CDS, and potentially benefit 
from the learnings and experiences of other states and territories that have implemented 
arrangements more recently.  We agree with the identified principles in the discussion paper that 
there is an opportunity to strengthen the accountability of reporting to more accurately and 
equitable identify costs for the purposes of cost recovery, and to introduce increased transparency 
and independent oversight of the scheme.  We consider it vital that the participants in the scheme 
are accountable to the relevant minister, and that regular data is published for all stakeholders to 
see if performance targets are being reached, and costings correctly calculated and attributed.  We 
support stronger reporting of relevant financial statements, operating costs and revenues, handling 
fees, container collection and distribution of recyclable material.  All reporting should be 
independently audited where relevant.   

To increase transparency and accountability, we support a single independent not-for-profit scheme 
coordinator appointed by the relevant minister in consultation with industry stakeholders.  Profit in 
the form of surplus should be used to reduce fees and keep costs to the final consumer contained.  
We support the aspects of oversight identified in the discussion paper, including the requirement 
that container returns are measured by container count, not weight, and a centralised information 
technology platform, and preferably a national platform.   

 

For more information on this submission, please contact 

 
President 

South Australian Spirits Producers Association (SASPA) 
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ABOUT THE SOUTH AUSTRALIAN WINE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION INCORPORATED  
 
The South Australian Wine Industry Association (SAWIA) is an industry employer association 
representing the interests of wine grape growers and wine producers throughout the state of South 
Australia. 
 
SAWIA is a not-for-profit incorporated association, funded by voluntary member subscriptions, 
grants and fee for service activities, whose mission is to provide leadership, advice and support to 
South Australian grape and wine industry businesses assisting them to prosper within a dynamic, 
diverse industry. 
 
SAWIA membership represents approximately 96% of the grapes crushed in South Australia and 
about 40% of the land under viticulture. Each major wine region within South Australia is 
represented on the board governing our activities. 
 
SAWIA has a strong track record as an industry leader and innovator in many areas. SAWIA pro-
actively represents members and the greater wine industry with government and related agencies in 
a wide variety of aspects of business in the wine sector. 
 
ABOUT THE SOUTH AUSTRALIAN WINE INDUSTRY 
 
The South Australian wine industry is worth about $2.598 billion to the state’s economy1. 
 
South Australia has 18 distinctly named wine regions with at least three having international 
recognition.  
 
South Australia has 76,177 hectares under wine grapes2, representing about 52% of Australia’s 
vineyards with 77% red wine grape varieties and 23% white varieties. 
 
The total wine grape crush in 2021 in South Australia was 941,113 tonnes, 46% of Australia’s crush. 
For South Australia, this was the largest crush ever recorded for the state, 45% above the very low 
2020 crush of 651,195 tonnes and 28% above the 10-year average. 
 
South Australian wine regions are responsible for producing about 670 million litres of wine – about 
61% of Australia’s wine production3. 
 
South Australia is a premium wine producer using viticultural practices leading to higher quality and 
lower than average yields. 
 
In the twelve months to September 2021, South Australia exported 373 million litres for a value of 
$1.593 billion (about 59% of Australia’s total). South Australia’s major export markets are currently 
UK, USA, Canada and New Zealand.  
 
China was South Australia’s most valuable export market up until the imposition of its “crippling 
anti-dumping tariff of up to 218%” on bottled wine since November 2020. This has “essentially 
upended Australia’s wine market in China, and it appears any access to the market will be even 
harder for Australia, as it ranks as the top country of origin rejected by Chinese customs upon 

 
1 Primary Industries Scorecard 2019-20. 
2 SA Winegrape Crush Survey 2021, Wine Australia 
3 Wine Australia, Production, Sales and Inventory Report 2019-20 
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entry”4. This resulted in a loss of export value to South Australian wine producers of around $510 
million so far this calendar year5. 
 
South Australia exports about 40% in bottled format, comprising 80% of the value. 
 
Wine is currently South Australia’s second largest single export sector. 
 
South Australian wine businesses export to about 100 countries.  
 
In South Australia there are approximately 1,250 licensed6 wine producers (including about 600 
processing facilities, 340 cellar doors7) and 3,246 registered vineyard owners8 who directly employ 
around 8,440 persons9 and indirectly support another 63,800 jobs. Within the 2016 Census, these 
persons identified themselves as having an occupation in grape growing or wine making, and 
represent a ratio of males to females of 68%:32%.  
 
Taking into account other occupations, the numbers employed in connection with the wine industry 
would add many thousands of job occupations. 
 
  

 
4 Natalie Wang, Vino Joy, accessed on-line 17 November 2021. 
5 Wine Australia, South Australian Wine Exports, reports to December 2020 and September 2021 
6 Consumer and Business Services SA 
7 The Australian and New Zealand Wine Industry Directory 
8 SA Winegrape Crush Survey 2021, Wine Australia 
9 Census 2016, Australian Bureau of Statistics 
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Appendix 1 – Estimate of cost to wine producers if the CDS were expanded to include glass wine bottles 

Context 
Summary of the costs estimates 
What are the components of the costs? 
Overall costs 

Appendix 2 – Independent report on validation of cost to wine producers 
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1 Introduction 
The South Australian Wine Industry Association Incorporated (SAWIA) appreciates the opportunity 
to respond with our views on the Discussion Paper to review SA’s container deposit scheme: 
“Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents” (the ‘Discussion Paper’) that was published on 
the South Australian government’s YourSAy website. 

The South Australian wine industry has a strong record of addressing sustainability and supports 
improved resource recovery and recycling outcomes that are cost-efficient and driven by objective 
evidence-based policy mechanisms that deliver equitable outcomes to all participants across the 
entire supply chain.  

The wine industry has made improvements in the sustainability of its packaging through a range of 
mechanisms, most notably through participation in the Australian Packaging Covenant, and it is no 
surprise that the majority of wine packaging is well ahead of the Australian National Packaging 
Targets for recyclability. 

The container deposit scheme (CDS) was introduced in South Australia in 1977 to address significant 
volumes of beverage containers in the litter stream. SAWIA recognises that the CDS has been 
demonstrably successful in reducing litter by beverage containers. Wine bottles have been 
exempted from the container deposit system (CDS) in SA since its inception as they represent less 
than 0.05% of litter in South Australia10. 

 

2 Summary 
The Discussion Paper proposes a staged approach to reform that firstly addresses some structural 
changes to the CDS plus a parallel second stage on national alignment of scope and refund amount 
with the latter to be informed by further research. 

Some of the changes proposed in Stage 1 appear worthy, but confidence in the justification is 
undermined by a lack of detail and incomplete or incorrect information that must be rectified to 
permit sound decisions on change.  

 SAWIA believes that this opportunity for reforming the CDS should be used to include further 
consideration of incorporating all the elements of product stewardship across the entire supply 
chain to improve recycling of packaging materials. This would more equitably apportion costs 
across the supply chain and provide benefits to supply chain participants. Our observation of 
global best-practice suggests that incorporating these concepts is possible – all it requires is 
some ambition, the will to do so and smart implementation. 

 SAWIA was disappointed that Stage 1 of the review was narrow, unambitious, and lacked focus 
on an outcome of improved recycling of glass. 

 Currently, the CDS operational costs are well known. Any change in the structure of the CDS 
(which are set out in the reforms) will change the costs to the scheme and its participants some 
of which have become unknown costs to be determined in the future. Until these costs are 
quantified to allow certainty, and the elements presented for consideration, it is not possible for 
the wine industry to consider the expansion of the scope of containers to be included. 

 SAWIA does not accept that the option of the 4th kerbside bin should have been so readily 
dismissed given that Victoria has moved to implement it, and the economic modelling 

 
10 KESAB, Litter Strategy Monitoring Wave 79 – May 2020 Report, pp. 31-33. 
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underlying the Discussion Paper appears to identify it as delivering the “greatest economic 
impact”11. 

 

SAWIA has identified several errors in underlying assumptions of the economic modelling which 
invalidates the respective conclusions and proposals. In particular, the cost to the wine industry if 
the scope was expanded to include glass wine bottles is grossly underestimated in the Discussion 
Paper. 

 Such errors undermine confidence in all the conclusions arising from the modelling and make it 
difficult for anyone to make rational decisions.  

 It is not possible to consider changes to expand the scope of containers until costs and benefits 
have been established with greater certainty. 

 On the basis of information currently available, extending the CDS to include wine bottles will 
cost producers nearly 40-cents per bottle annually, which will significantly impact viability. Now 
is not the time to be raising additional cost imposts on South Australian wine producers.  

 

SAWIA understands that the Stage 2 process (running in parallel) is already underway and that 
further engagement processes with industry will be undertaken. SAWIA notes that the timeline for 
Stage 2 and its activities and actions was not stated, nor even recognised, in the Discussion Paper.  
That must be rectified to provide transparency and public notification to permit stakeholders 
clarification and understanding of the future process. 

 SAWIA agrees that national alignment of the scope of containers and markings proposed in the 
Discussion Paper will provide benefits to participants. 

 The Discussion Paper does not explore or discuss in any detail several critical aspects of possible 
national harmonisation that might impact the costs to participants, such as cross-border 
recognition for container registration and payment of the deposit by producers. 

 

Given the considerable uncertainties and unknowns raised by the Discussion Paper, it is not possible 
for SAWIA to accept a change from the status quo of glass wine bottles being exempt from the CDS. 

 

3 Overview 
The South Australian wine industry has been actively involved over many decades in driving 
improvements in the sustainability of its packaging through a range of mechanisms, most notably 
through participation in the Australian Packaging Covenant. Many wineries have set their own 
ambitious packaging sustainability targets and the recyclability of the majority of wine packaging is 
well ahead of the National Packaging Targets. 

The Discussion Paper has confirmed that South Australia’s Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) is in 
need of significant reform, not least to simply catch up to those more recently implemented in other 
jurisdictions. By comparison with those in other Australian jurisdictions, the CDS in South Australia 
remains relatively archaic and stuck in the time of its inception more than 40 years ago. Despite the 

 
11 Hudson Howells 2020, South Australian Environment Protection Authority, Container Deposit Scheme Economic Analysis Review 
December 2020, https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15056_cds_econanalysis_review_report_dec2020.pdf, page 27. 
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relatively high collection and return rate of CDS-eligible containers, recycling rates remain low, which 
reinforces that the CDS is fundamentally designed as a litter prevention program through 
incentivising collection and recovery, and not designed to maximise recycling.  

SAWIA considers that the relatively narrow focus of the review of the CDS has resulted in a missed 
opportunity to identify reforms that more fully embrace contemporary global best practice and full 
life cycle product stewardship to deliver better outcomes in recycling and circularity. A truly circular 
scheme should incentivise all participants throughout the supply chain to contribute and benefit, 
whereas the CDS in its current and proposed revised form will still fall short. The absence of 
consideration of targets for recycling, rather than just collection, confirms the unambitious nature of 
the review as well as the fact that the CDS alone is not the most efficient means of achieving 
recycling. 

It is difficult to understand why the review remained narrowly focussed on only glass beverage 
containers and not all glass containers. The review lacked ambition in seeking to explore alternatives 
to complement the current CDS, for example, only a single alternative of a 4th glass bin was 
considered, completely ignoring initiatives around the world including those for re-use of containers. 
It was even more disappointing that the proposed changes are expected to result in only a very small 
incremental improvement in recovery rate from 77% to 78% but with a significant cost to the 
beverage industry. 

The Discussion Paper proposes a two-stage process for reform with the first looking to re-structure 
some of the governance elements including structure, participation fees, return points, payment 
options and markings.  

Some of these appear at face-value to be worthwhile to varying degrees, however these proposed 
changes will create significant new uncertainties and unknown costs to participants. For example, it 
is proposed (page 60) that a new “centralised” structure would include “establishing a centralised IT 
system that supports a transition to an e-based container and financial tracking system throughout 
the CDS”, however it is not clear on how this might interface with interstate CDSs or how it might 
facilitate interstate recognition for label registration or payments. There is also no indication of the 
cost and timing for this system. Further, the proposed removal of application fees and introduction 
of a ‘scheme compliance fee’ is not fully explained or quantified. This creates significant unknowns in 
terms of the practical scheme operation including the costs of participation and therefore there is 
insufficient information on which SAWIA can form a view.  

Whilst the economic modelling used to justify such changes indicates some predicted financial and 
employment benefits to the economy, it does not clearly state what the costs to participants will be, 
particularly for new entrants. 

The second stage, which we have been informed is already underway. Stage 2 proposes to align 
aspects of the CDS with those in operation in other States (a national alignment). These include a 
consideration to change the scope of containers included, to consider change to the refund amount, 
and also the possibility of providing some subsidies to new entrants. It is noted the latter two 
proposals do not have any details to allow a proper and thorough evaluation and cannot be 
evaluated until the unknowns introduced by Stage 1 reforms have been identified and quantified. 

SAWIA considers that national harmonisation of all aspects relating to the regulations and operation 
of the CDS, including national recognition of label registrations, is important to ensure efficiency of 
the scheme and minimise red-tape and duplication of effort required by participants.  
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The changes to the scope of containers to be included are also proposed to occur in concert with 
other jurisdictions, although the actual mechanism and timeline for achieving this is not stated.  

The economic modelling used to support justifying the expansion of scope of containers included in 
the CDS is not accepted because the underlying assumptions in respect of the wine industry are not 
accurate, leading to a gross underestimation of participation costs by a factor of almost 14-fold.  

The proposed subsidies are also unquantified and there is no indication of the time bound, therefore 
lacking certainty and an inability to assess their true worth.  

The impact of extending the CDS as proposed to include wine bottles will have a significant 
detrimental impact on the financial and employment status of the wine industry. With these 
uncertainties and unknowns, it is not possible for SAWIA to accept a change from the status quo of 
glass wine bottles being exempt. 

Possible changes to the refund amount are subject to the results of a consumer behavioural study 
expected to report in the second half of 2022 and SAWIA is not able to provide a view until that 
information is available, the Government has assessed the report and advised its position. 

 

4 Comments on the Review and Discussion Paper 
4.1 The potential benefits of the proposed reforms 
Some elements of the proposed reforms are well overdue and appear to offer potential 
improvement in the efficiency of the scheme. 

Restructuring the governance systems to allow for the setting of minimum service standards, as is 
the case in other jurisdictions, is claimed to provide a mechanism for establishment of more 
collection points and return options. Increasing the convenience of return through more options 
would seem to be a worthwhile initiative to achieve higher return rates, but it is of concern that the 
economic modelling only considered an additional 21 metropolitan and 6 regional return points (see 
page 39 of the Hudson Howells Addendum Report12), which seems like the reform will only deliver a 
small incremental improvement. 

Whilst the wine industry is not a major participant in the current CDS, we are aware that the current 
governance structures apparently do result in disputes and inefficiencies. Resolving these would in-
theory result in less waste in administration and appears to be worthwhile of consideration. 

The Discussion Paper appears to assume that increased recovery rates will automatically lead to 
increased recycling as a result of the reforms, however, this is not necessarily a given as it will 
depend on the market for remaking containers. Whilst a large proportion of glass, paper and 
cardboard packaging that is recovered in SA does get re-used locally or interstate, this is not the case 
for all containers. 

National alignment is a particular point of interest to any business that trades nationally, however 
there is a lack of detail in the Discussion Paper about what aspects of the scheme are being 
considered for alignment.  

 
12 12 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  
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It would be disappointing if this was simply alignment of the scope of the containers and refund 
amount and nothing more.  

This could leave a situation where multiple schemes exist within Australian states, each possibly 
having separate compliance rules and requiring separate reporting, and would create significant 
duplication and red-tape for businesses as well as inefficiency in the operation of schemes.  

Having a single point of registration for labels by the state jurisdiction relevant to the producer, and 
recognition for that registration throughout all jurisdictions would provide for greater efficiency.  

The Discussion Paper does not provide sufficient information about what is intended to be aligned 
nationally, nor how it might operate in practice, and therefore it is not possible to determine the 
potential cost impacts. 

 

4.2 Concerns about the Discussion Paper 
The Discussion Paper has highlighted the fact that recovery and recycling of containers is a complex 
issue.  

Unfortunately, SAWIA found that parts of the Discussion Paper were quite difficult to understand 
with the inherent complexity being further compounded by some errors, inconsistencies and 
contradictions. Some examples, by no means exhaustive, include:  

• The definitions of product stewardship schemes given on pages 8 and 17 are inconsistent 
(discussed further below). 

• The return rate discussion on page 10 refers to “beverage containers” whilst the discussion 
on proposed options on page 15 refers to “containers” and then “beverage containers”. 
Further, in expounding the pros of an expanded CDS, Table 3 (page 38) refers to “glass 
beverage and food containers” (underline emphasis added) despite the fact that the 
Discussion Paper contains no proposal to include glass food containers. This mixed 
messaging is extremely confusing. 

• In discussing the proportion of CDS-eligible containers in kerbside bins, a figure of 15% is 
given on page 25, yet this is shown as 17% in Figure 9 on page 27. Such errors add to 
confusion. 

• The claimed benefits of the proposed expansion of the CDS as discussed on page 34 and the 
quanta of benefits claimed are referenced as being in Table 3 (page 38), however, the 
numbers (e.g. “diversion of 5,677 tonnes” and others) do not appear in Table 3. 

• In discussing the proposals for additional return points (page 49), this is justified as being 
supported by the other proposal of expanding the scope of containers that is proposed to 
increase “the annual recovery of about 20 million additional containers via the CDS”, 
however this figure does not reconcile with the “additional 73 million” claimed on page 34 
as potentially being recovered. This compounds confusion about what is being claimed and 
casts further doubt on what is likely to be expected as an outcome. 

• The depiction of the current CDS governance (Figure 19, page 53) also creates confusion as it 
indicates (in orange) a flow of the “10 cent deposit/refund/scheme costs” from recycling 
markets to the super collectors. This is very confusing. SAWIA understands that in the 
current scheme, the recycling market users do not contribute any ‘scheme fees’ of the 
‘deposit’ and pay only the ‘market price’ for cullet. This casts doubt on whether the review 
has really understood the way the scheme and markets operate. 
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• In discussing scheme governance and coordination (page 54), it is stated that “coordination 
is required to ensure that the different scheme participants work together effectively to 
ensure that empty containers are collected, sorted and transported to a centralised 
collection centre and, from there, recycled.” It is confusing to conflate collection with 
recycling. It does not automatically follow that material that has been collected will be 
recycled, as is evidenced by the current existence of stockpiles and exports of collected 
containers. 

 

Together, while the above examples need to be clarified, they contribute to erode confidence in the 
information provided in the Discussion Paper, and since it is a document released publicly for 
consultation purposes, there is a risk that parts of it will not be understood by readers. 

The Discussion Paper provides several apparently contradictory definitions of product stewardship 
schemes that create confusion. For example, on page 8, it refers to a shared responsibility of those 
“producing, selling and using products” whereas on page 17 it refers to those “producing, selling, 
using and disposing of products …. throughout their life cycle” (underline emphasis added). By these 
definitions alone, the CDS cannot be considered a true product stewardship because it does not fully 
share the responsibility across the entire supply chain. For example, the manufacturers of containers 
are not contributors to the cost of the current CDS yet they are the main beneficiary of any materials 
returned to them for recycling. Similarly, retailers and wholesalers are not contributors in the 
current CDS, and overseas experience would suggest that they can be critical participants by 
providing greater opportunity for increased convenience of return.  

The repeated references to product stewardship throughout the document also lend an impression 
that CDS is in itself a product stewardship scheme, whereas it is in fact an extended producer 
responsibility (EPR) scheme that is merely a “foundational component” (page 8 of the Discussion 
Paper) of product stewardship. This limitation of CDS in respect of ‘true product stewardship’ is well 
articulated by Gayle Sloan, the CEO of the Waste Management and & Resource Recovery Association 
of Australia (WMRR) in a submission to the Victorian government’s Inquiry into Recycling and Waste 
Management13 dated 3 June 2019 (page 9): 

“an EPR is effectively what has been introduced in several Australian states with the advent 
of container deposit schemes (CDS). WMRR argues that none of the schemes at present are 
true product stewardship schemes as there is no requirement to return these containers 
back into containers in Australia. Effectively, what Australia has is a separate funded 
collection scheme that provides manufacturers with cleaner input material (manufacture 
ready).” 

The Discussion Paper does identify the problem of the presence of glass packaging containers in co-
mingled kerbside bins. It also identified that 17% of the glass containers in the co-mingled recyclable 
yellow-lidded bin are current CDS-eligible containers. This problem is not addressed by the proposed 
changes, and therefore the problem will still exist even if the scope of containers is expanded. This 
might be at a lower magnitude, but it might also increase if education and awareness about what 
goes into each bin is not appropriately dealt with. It is disappointing that the Discussion Paper did 

 
13 Gayle Sloan, CEO of WMRR, Submission to the Victorian Inquiry into recycling and waste management, 3 June 2012, accessed on-line 
10 November 2021 at: https://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/images/stories/committees/SCEP/Recycling_and_Waste_Mgmt/S686_-
_Waste_Management_and_Resource_Recovery_Association_of_Australia_Redacted.pdf 
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not seek to identify a range of alternative ways in which this problem might be addressed or positive 
strategies that are being considered. 

4.2.1 Material flows  
SAWIA acknowledges the significant effort and work that the EPA has undertaken since the 
publication of the January 2019 Scoping Paper in order to better quantify the flows of material 
throughout the supply chain. Whilst the data provide the opportunity for some improvement to 
transparency and assist in the understanding of the key points where losses of material occur, they 
could have been better presented to provide more clarity.  

SAWIA found it extremely difficult to comprehend the descriptions in the Discussion Paper text to 
fully understand the amounts of various types of glass containers throughout, for example the 
relative proportions of containers for wine, spirit, cordial, soft drink, foods, spreads, and sauces etc.  

It was of particular concern that the current state material flow diagram (Figure 10 on page 29) was 
cited as being sourced from “Rawtec, 2020”, however there is no such reference cited anywhere in 
the Discussion Paper. Further, it was difficult to reconcile some of the data presented in the 
Discussion Paper against those data in the source references that were cited elsewhere. For 
example, Figure 10 of the Discussion Paper indicates that non-CDS glass containers in the kerbside 
bins totals 37,570 tonnes (85% of the total 44,200 tonnes), whereas the Rawtec Bin Audit report14 
(page 30) indicates a total of 15,287 tonnes – a significant discrepancy if correct. SAWIA sought 
clarification from staff of the EPA, who, after several email exchanges and a virtual meeting, 
indicated that the data were obtained, not from the single reference that was cited, but from a 
variety of sources that were listed in the Discussion Paper (“This is reference (sic) on pg 28 of the 
discussion paper.”15). 

This confusion in citation and referencing not only casts doubt on the veracity and uncertainty in the 
material flow data and undermines the use of such data in support of proposed changes, but also 
excludes rational decision making. 

SAWIA also found it difficult to identify from the text in the Discussion Paper exactly the amount of 
glass that was predicted to be recycled under the proposed changes (i.e. the proposed ‘future state’ 
material flows). Whilst this was clarified16 through subsequent contact with EPA staff, it illustrates 
that the Discussion Paper, as a public document, may not have been sufficiently clear to permit 
ready understanding of the issues by the reader.  

In discussing the material flows of glass (page 30), the Discussion Paper did not clearly describe, 
quantify or identify the points where losses of material occurred, nor was there any attempt to 
identify possible solutions. This is a disappointing aspect of the review as it may be possible to 
identify more cost-effective and innovative alternatives to the problem of losses in the processing 
chain. 

  

 
14 SA EPA - CDS Review: Kerbside Household Bin Audit Report June 2020, Rawtec 2020, 
https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15058_cds_kerbsite_bin_audit_report_jun2020.pdf  
15 Email correspondence from Steve Sergi, EPA to Mark Gishen, SAWIA, 8 November 2021 
16 Email correspondence from Steve Sergi, EPA to Mark Gishen, SAWIA, 8 November 2021 
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4.2.2 Participation costs unclear 
The Discussion Paper very clearly lists (on page 43) the “costs to new entrants and the costs incurred 
by beverage producers and suppliers of products included within the CDS are: 

• container application fees 
• application preparation costs 
• labelling costs 
• ongoing scheme participation administration costs 
• costs of the deposit and handling fees (as determined by super collectors).” 

However, the text in the Discussion Paper was extremely difficult to follow so that it was not readily 
apparent what the amount of each of these was. These amounts were eventually clarified17 by EPA 
staff, by reference to Table 4.1 on page 21 of the Addendum Report18 by Hudson Howells, as given 
below (Table 1) in respect of wine businesses of varying scales of operation. It was disappointing 
that the Discussion Paper did not clearly and succinctly state the amounts for the various cost 
components, nor provide a clear statement on the total on a per bottle basis. The Discussion Paper 
ignores the cost of the deposit and handling fees, and claims that ongoing scheme participation 
costs after the proposed reforms will be in the range 0.1-cents to 1.9-cents per container. 

SAWIA contends that these are not an accurate representation of the costs that wine businesses 
would incur if the CDS was extended to include wine bottles, and this is discussed further later (see 
Cost impact of expansion on the wine industry is significant). 

Table 1 Range of costs for the cost components of the CDS according to the EPA 

Cost component Cost range (from ‘large’ to ‘small’ producers) 
Container application fees $0.004 - $0.027 per container  
Application preparation costs $1,748 - $4,760 per business per year 
Labelling costs $0.07 - $0.45 per container 
Ongoing scheme participation 
administration costs 

$0.001 - $0.019 per container* 

Costs of the deposit and handling fees 
(as determined by super collectors 

$0.10 deposit + $0.06 handling fee (on average) per 
container 

*Note: this appears to be the cost after the removal of the container application fee as proposed in the 
Discussion Paper (page 43). 

The Discussion Paper also proposes a number of reforms to the cost structure, most notably the 
removal of the container application fee, which is purported to result in cost savings (page 43 of the 
Discussion Paper). However, the Discussion Paper also proposes to add a new charge – a “scheme 
compliance fee” – but his is not quantified.  

In addition, the governance and structural reform options that are proposed would each have 
different cost impacts that would change the cost to participants. Whilst this remains unresolved, it 
is not possible to gain a true understanding of the cost impact of extending the CDS. It may be that 
once the Stage 1 governance reforms have been decided and the new system implemented, it may 
be possible to know what the real cost impact would be on new entrants. 

 

 
17 Email correspondence from Steve Sergi, EPA to Mark Gishen, SAWIA, 8 November 2021 
18 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  
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4.3 Concerns about the review  
4.3.1 Recycling was not identified as a key issue 
It is disappointing that recycling was not identified in the Discussion Paper as a key issue arising from 
the Review, particularly as this is a key outcome that is central to the concepts of sustainability, the 
circular economy and resource use efficiency.  In particular, it would have been noteworthy for the 
review to aim for reforms leading to greater recycling of glass as one principle. 

4.3.2 Inflates the role of CDS in Product Stewardship 
As already discussed, the Discussion Paper lends an impression that South Australia’s CDS is in itself 
a product stewardship scheme, whereas it is in fact an extended producer responsibility scheme that 
covers a subset of ‘true’ product stewardship. It was designed as a litter prevention program that 
focusses on collection and recovery by providing incentives to consumers. Whilst it makes a 
contribution towards recycling, it is not truly circular because not all of the beneficiaries contribute 
to its operation. This lack of involvement of all elements of the supply chain means that the CDS 
does not even meet the (varying) definitions of product stewardship that are presented in the 
Discussion Paper. 

SAWIA believes that there are elements of circularity that might be adopted from global best-
practice that could be integrated into the current CDS to make it more circular and deliver better 
recycling outcomes if there is ambition to do so. Such elements could involve participation along the 
entire supply chain, thereby increasing incentives, and delivering recycling outcomes more efficiently 
and at reduced cost to participants. It was disappointing that the current Review did not explore 
these in any detail to examine and draw conclusions, and we would urge the government to give 
such options more consideration. 

4.3.3 Lack of ambition 
SAWIA considers that the narrow focus of the Review has resulted in a Discussion Paper that 
portrays a lack of ambition for improving recycling, and that this represents a missed opportunity.  

It is astonishing that the review has failed to identify the need for a broader approach of addressing 
recycling according to container material type, for example all glass containers. It is hard to 
understand why food containers have not been given consideration and the Discussion Paper does 
not appear to provide justification for this omission. It is almost as if there is an obsessive focus on 
securing an outcome of expanding the CDS to include glass wine and spirit containers. If our 
economy is to be serious about improving circularity and recycling then all material types should be 
included irrespective of the contents. 

It is disappointing that the proposed changes are expected to result in only a very small incremental 
improvement in the container recovery rate from 77% to 78% (page 34). Further, there is no clear 
indication as to what that might translate into in terms of improvement to recycling. It would seem 
that this benefit is small and it becomes questionable if it is worth the costs, which we know are 
considerable. 

The Discussion Paper does make it clear that the presence of glass containers in kerbside bins 
creates problems for the recycling of glass and other materials. However, the Discussion Paper is 
silent on attempting to identify the root causes of the problems and therefore has not identified 
potential solutions. It is also clearly obvious that the CDS does not completely avoid the problem of 
CDS-eligible containers being disposed to the landfill or comingled kerbside bins. This problem will 
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not be solved by simply expanding the scope of containers because evidently consumer behaviour 
will continue to dispose of some containers in this way. Convenience of return solutions is a key. 

Whilst the Discussion Paper does state (page 39) an intention to “undertake a coordinated CDS 
awareness and container return education campaign to divert CDS containers away from the 
kerbside waste collection system”, there is no detail provided on the form this would take, for how 
long it might run, what might be the expected cost, and who would pay for it and how. Once again, 
lack of information in the Discussion Paper undermines confidence in making an assessment of the 
merit or otherwise of the proposals. 

The Review failed to consider a range of alternative and innovative programs and schemes that exist 
or are emerging around the world to increase recycling.  

SAWIA is aware of several opportunities that may exist. For example, the Loop and Accolade 
program in the UK19, or the reWine program in Spain, where used wine bottles are returned for 
washing and re-use. Some newer schemes, for example Reward4Waste, are emerging that utilise 
cutting edge technology including blockchain tracking and QR codes to allow consumers to return 
containers to automated return locations or even in their own coded kerbside bins that are collected 
periodically.  

SAWIA is surprised and disappointed that for all the rhetoric and claims of South Australia’s CDS 
being world leading, none of these truly innovative global alternatives were seriously investigated by 
the Review, or if they were, the Discussion Paper is silent. 

The Review of the CDS did consider one option, and that was following the example of Victoria to 
consider the addition of a 4th kerbside bin dedicated to glass.  

However, the Discussion Paper dismisses this option on the grounds that it provides less financial 
benefit, lower grade of recovered product, and less material to landfill in comparison with an 
expanded scope of the CDS.  

It is also of note that the option examined was only for fortnightly collection, which seems too 
frequent, and there was no indication as to how the costs might change if it was a monthly 
collection.  

Quite clearly, the provision of a separate glass bin would be highly likely to avoid glass in the co-
mingled kerbside bin, and therefore eliminate the source of some of the problems of contamination 
of non-glass materials. Further, the contention that such a bin would only create low-value 
recovered product is not fully explained, nor of the potential for colour sorting technology to 
improve the value. 

The rejection of this option is even more surprising given that the economic modelling report20 by 
Hudson Howells states on page 27 that: 

“The greatest economic impact is generated by the 4th kerbside bin option” 

It is extremely disappointing that the discussion of this option, let alone other alternatives, was not 
given clear and considered discussion in the Discussion Paper, as it is not very likely that many 

 
19 Jessica Mason, The Drinks Business, Accolade Wines partners with Tesco and Loop with zero-waste shopping, Accessed online on 10 
November 2021 at https://www.thedrinksbusiness.com/2021/09/accolade-wines-partners-with-tesco-and-loop-with-zero-waste-shopping/  
20 Hudson Howells 2020, South Australian Environment Protection Authority, Container Deposit Scheme Economic Analysis Review 
December 2020, https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15056_cds_econanalysis_review_report_dec2020.pdf  
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readers will bother to check the detail in the economic modelling reports that are used to justify the 
changes that are proposed but may have been attracted to alternative models if explored. 

 

4.4 Economic modelling and cost impact 
SAWIA recognises that the EPA has undertaken considerable effort to understand the economic 
implications of a limited number of options for changes to the CDS. However, as discussed above, 
SAWIA reiterates its disappointment that the option with seemingly the best economic impact was 
so easily dismissed by the Discussion Paper. Some other issues are discussed below. 

4.4.1 Cost impact of expansion on the wine industry is significant 
The Discussion Paper clearly focusses on the option of extending the scope of containers in the CDS, 
and proposes to include glass wine bottles. SAWIA has therefore endeavoured to estimate the cost 
impact that this would have on the wine sector, and it is significantly higher than those provided in 
the Discussion Paper. 

SAWIA’s modelling of the costs (Appendix 1), which has been independently verified (Appendix 2), 
indicates that the cost of participation in the CDS for South Australian producers would amount to 
an annual cost of nearly 40-cents per bottle sold in South Australia, which equates to an annual cost 
of $8.32 million. An additional once-off cost of 16.1 cents per bottle, resulting in a total of about 55 
cents per bottle, is incurred in the first year.  

Clearly, extending the CDS to include glass wine bottles would be financially crippling to South 
Australia wine producers, many of which are small to medium businesses, at a time when the 
industry is facing significant externally induced difficulties. These include: 

• dealing with the aftermath of the bushfires of 2020; 
• the ongoing response to the COVID-19 pandemic, (businesses operations at 75% capacity); 
• ‘on premise’ sales in the main Australian eastern States cafes and restaurants market 

effectively closed;  
• the loss of the China market, which was worth $700m annually to South Australia; 
• with 60+% of the SA production exported, shipping costs have increased 5-fold according to 

the Reserve Bank of Australia, containers are difficult to secure, and ships are missing 
berthing slots impacting on timely pick-up and delivery; 

• recent storm damage through hail and wind (October 2021) in the Barossa premium wine 
region, Adelaide Hills and Riverland; and 

• A decline in business confidence about opportunities and prospects in the future. 
Now is not the time to be proposing additional Government compliance cost imposts on South 
Australian wine producers who raise with us their concerns about current and future profitability. 

The cost estimated by SAWIA is an order of magnitude higher than that given in the Discussion 
Paper, the latter being based on the economic modelling by Hudson Howells. This is perhaps not 
surprising, since the CDS has been designed for fast moving consumer beverages produced by a 
small number of large producers, whereas in contrast the wine sector has a very large number of 
small wineries, many of them family businesses, who produce a large number of brands and labels 
that also change for each vintage year.  

Critically, this difference also has highlighted a fundamental flaw in the economic modelling in 
respect of the wine industry that is given in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 on pages 21 and 22 of the Addendum 
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Report21 by Hudson Howells. The economic model has assumed a structure for the industry and 
characterised this by scale from “Small” to “Very Large”. A definition of these scales of operation is 
given in terms of estimated sales, but there is no source or reference for the assumptions.  

SAWIA’s knowledge of the industry suggests that this assumed structure does not reflect the 
structure of the industry and therefore is not accurate, and it appears that no verification of the 
assumptions was attempted. This is because the assumed structure would imply sales of wine 
bottles in SA numbering nearly 14 times that of reality, which would also represent nearly double 
the total amount of glass containers that enters the market (as indicated in Figure 10 on page 29 of 
the Discussion Paper). This is clearly incorrect, and therefore the Hudson Howells model predicts 
unit costs that are almost 14 times too low than reality. This further vindicates that the magnitude of 
costs that has been estimated by SAWIA is more likely to be correct. 

Given this incorrect assumption in the modelling, the economic modelling relating to the costs of 
participation that the wine industry would incur if the CDS was extended to include glass wine 
bottles is unreliable and flawed. Therefore, any claimed benefits to the economy that are based on 
this modelling must seriously be called into question as incorrect, and therefore quite reasonably 
rejected. 

4.4.2 Economic modelling is questionable  
SAWIA has drawn attention to the modelling in relation to the wine industry structure, but there 
appears to be other instances of possibly incorrect assumptions, or failure to verify or reality-check 
assumptions and findings, which raises further doubt about all the other proposals where benefits 
are claimed to be supported by the modelling. 

At the Stakeholder Group meeting on 13 October, a representative of a super collector pointed out 
that the economic modelling had overestimated the contribution to employment by super collectors 
by a factor of perhaps 10! The question was raised as to whether the numbers had been reality-
checked and it was not clear that it had been, at least by credible sources within the super collectors. 

SAWIA also points out that the Discussion Paper (page 35) states a net decrease of only 5 FTEs in 
employment in beverage producers, based on the modelling for the proposed change to expand the 
scope to include wine bottles. But since those underlying assumptions of the modelling are 
incorrect, this is also likely to be a gross underestimate. SAWIA has obtained feedback from a small 
number of wineries (less than 2% of producers) that indicates that they would have to shed 2.5 FTEs 
in employment as a result of the cost impost of the CDS as estimated by SAWIA. If this were to be 
scaled up for the other 98% of producers, the loss of jobs could be as high as 125 FTEs. In other 
words, job losses in reality could be at least an order of magnitude higher than presented in the 
Discussion Paper. This confirms the fundamental error in the cost modelling.  

It is also apparent that the economic modelling has ignored the cost of the deposit and handling fee. 
The Discussion Paper simply makes the statement on page 9 that “beverage producers and suppliers 
normally incorporate some or all of these costs in the price of the product when selling to the 
retailer, and the retailer passes these costs on to the consumer as part of the total price of the 
product”. Whilst this might be the case for soft drinks and other fast moving consumer beverage 
goods, it is certainly not a given for the wine retail market. In fact, it is more likely that producers will 
be required to absorb the cost, which will directly impact their financial viability. If on the other 

 
21 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  
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hand, pass-through of costs was a required feature of the scheme, then it might demonstrate to 
consumers that their 10-cent refund is really costing them 40-cents. 

Considered together, these issues raise serious questions about the modelling and its reliability in 
reaching conclusions about the benefits of the proposed changes. Clearly the modelling needs to be 
undertaken more thoroughly and with more rigour before the proposals for changes can be given 
serious consideration. 

 

5 The details of the proposals explored in the Discussion Paper 
The Discussion Paper proposes changes to the CDS in 2 stages to occur in parallel:  

1. governance structure (immediate until end 2022); followed by  
2. changes to scope of containers included, and possibly a change to the deposit amount with 

national agreement (verbally informed commencing Oct 2021 but no end date is specified). 
 

The Discussion Paper claims that the Review has identified options to modernise the CDS that will:  

• clarify the purpose of CDS  
• strengthen the promotion of circularity 
• improve efficiency of the scheme and reduce scheme costs 
• divert containers away from kerbside to increase recovery of high value material 
• centralise scheme governance with independent oversight 

 

The justification for the changes proposed are:  

• need for scheme modernisation (e.g. refunds payments, return options, IT systems, count-
based reporting) 

• increased recovery of high value material 
• benefits to economic activity 
• increased jobs overall 
• increased recycling 
• increase refunds to community 
• reduced costs to local government and ratepayers 

 

Based on feedback from members, SAWIA provides some comments on some of these specific issues 
in this Section. 

 

5.1 Objectives – modernise & support current recovery and recycling: 
The statements around objectives of the review and the CDS in general are quite vague, and could 
benefit from increased clarity.  
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5.2 Stage 1 – governance and operation 
5.2.1 Scheme approvals and container markings 
The reforms proposed here are mainly related to the operation of the scheme and comments are 
provided. It is noted that application fees for container registration are higher in SA than in other 
jurisdictions and the Discussion Paper did not provide any clarity as to why this is the case (other 
than verbal information that they were covering the costs to the EPA); there needs to be more 
transparency around the costs of container registration. 

5.2.1.1 Remove application fee 
The Discussion Paper proposes to remove the container application fee in recognition of the (page 
43) “disproportionate impact on existing small to medium-sized enterprises that have a broad range 
of eligible beverage containers sold in SA.”  

There was considerable concern that the cost of processing label applications would remain as a cost 
of administrating the scheme that is incurred by the regulator and the removal of this fee would 
simply be shifted elsewhere.   

The Discussion Paper lacks detail about the requirements for registration of labels in practice. For 
example, it is silent on the need to register each wine label for each change of vintage year. There is 
no information on what might be the requirements for ‘cleanskin’ wines, and therefore the 
possibility cannot be ruled out that this segment of the market would no longer be able to exist – the 
death through government regulation of a route to market preferred by some wine producers and 
eagerly sought out by many consumers. Similarly, it is not clear what the requirements would be for 
low-alcohol wines, which have different characteristics to de-alcoholised wines that are already CDS-
eligible if they are in glass bottles. 

The lack of clarity around the rules increases the risk that the CDS regulations will serve to hamper 
product innovation and market exploration for new styles of wine products.  

In the absence of details about the requirements for labels requiring registration, it is not possible 
for the wine industry to make an informed decision on the possible removal of the application fees.  

5.2.1.2 Add a Scheme Compliance Fee 
It is proposed to add a new fee for ‘scheme compliance’ to be levied on the super collectors. 
Presumably this cost will be passed on to producers by the super collector through the handling fee 
contracted in the Waste Management Agreement. The amount is unquantified in the Discussion 
Paper, and therefore represents an additional unknown in understanding the impact of the 
proposals.  

Without full knowledge of the amount of this new fee, how it will be levied, and how it might impact 
producers, it is not possible for the wine industry to make an informed decision. 

5.2.1.3 5-year container approvals 
Whilst recognising that this proposal is aimed at ensuring that the database of registered labels is 
maintained and up to date and clearly of benefit to the regulator, there is some concern that this 
could result in additional administrative burden and cost for business. For example, having to 
regularly review or re-submit approvals for long aged-release products, could also introduce 
inefficiency that should preferably be avoided. 
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Further, some wine products have a long ‘cellaring’ life, well beyond 5 years, and therefore there 
might be a case to retain an option for perpetual approval to minimise the administration burden of 
simple renewal at the 5-year interval. 

5.2.1.4 Retain current marking 
The current label marking would require significant redesign of wine labels due to the large amount 
of wording and space required. It is suggested that other options should be explored, including a 
smaller ‘universal icon’ symbol (e.g. like the recycle loop) or, preferably, an off label solution perhaps 
utilising a QR code. 

5.2.2 Additional return points 
Convenience in return points as well as being quick and easy will more likely facilitate greater return 
rates. In general, it was considered that the more options and locations that are available, then the 
more likely they are to be used as long as they are convenient. It was therefore, of concern that the 
underlying modelling only considered an additional 21 locations in metropolitan Adelaide and 6 in 
regional SA, which might not add greatly to convenience nor contribute to principles of community 
social justice.  

It is of concern that there is no mention of what the greenhouse gas emissions impacts of the 
additional return points might be. There needs to be some consideration and comparison of the 
additional trips consumers might make to depots versus being able to achieve return on the one trip 
to the retailer when purchasing – for example, a return point at the local liquor store or shopping 
centre. Given the State’s goal of net-zero emissions by 2050, it is surprising that this was not 
considered, and further work is required to determine the broader environmental benefits of any 
proposed changes. 

It was also of concern that the Discussion Paper seemed to favour the use of existing manual sorting 
facilities, and that the possibilities of reverse vending machines were not given much discussion. It 
was also noted that further consideration should be given to partnerships with retailers as this 
would introduce another element of supply chain product stewardship. There are already examples 
of such partnerships between manufacturers and retailer, for example Coca Cola, Heinz and 
Accolade Wines. 

Further work on potential partnerships through the supply chain is needed to fully examine other 
product stewardship elements that can be integrated into the CDS and improve its performance. 

5.2.3 Refund payment option – electronic, donations to charities 
The proposal to allow for payment of the refund by electronic means is long overdue. The proposal 
to allow for the refund to be donated to a charity brings the CDS in line with schemes operating in 
other jurisdictions. 

5.2.4 Reporting and payments – count based  
Whilst the wine industry is not a major participant in the current CDS, we are aware that the current 
systems for reporting apparently do result in disputes, and changing to a count-based system, as 
used in other jurisdictions, appears to be worthwhile of consideration. 

It was noted however, that glass containers are fragile and there will always be some breakage in 
the collection, handling and sorting processing, and therefore some ‘counting’ disputes could still be 
possible. In addition, some spirits containers, use very heavy bottles, which could also lead to 
disputes in a count-based system. 

mailto:admin@winesa.asn.au
http://www.winesa.asn.au/


Submission in response to the Discussion Paper to review the CDS 
 

 

Page 20 of 21 
South Australian Wine Industry Association Incorporated 

ABN 43 807 200 928 
1st Floor Industry Offices, National Wine Centre, Botanic Road, Adelaide SA 5000 

Tel: 61 8 8222 9277  Fax: 61 8 8222 9276  Email: admin@winesa.asn.au  Web: www.winesa.asn.au 

5.2.5 Scheme coordinator models 
Intuitively, a not-for-profit single operator model would appear to offer a lower cost alternative, 
however it was noted that there were risks around such a model. There would be a need to ensure 
transparency and rigorous oversight to ensure that the operator was delivering cost-effective 
service, and there may be a need to include additional regulatory oversight. 

Given the lack of detail about the costs and operations of either of the options presented in the 
Discussion Paper, it is not possible to state a preference at this stage. 

 

5.3 Stage 2 – changes to scope and refund 
The Discussion Paper proposes that the second stage be undertaken “if determined necessary” 
(page 16) although it is not clear how this would be determined. SAWIA notes that changes that 
might be made to the scheme governance and operation in Stage 1, will cause changes that will 
result in considerable unknowns in terms of cost, including operational details.  

It is also proposed that any changes made in the second stage are to be aligned nationally, although 
the timetable and the mechanisms to achieve or implement such an outcome is not provided or 
disclosed in the Discussion Paper. 

5.3.1 Scope – expand containers included 
As pointed out previously, the modelling used to support an extension of scope is flawed and it is 
not possible to make an informed decision. Therefore, SAWIA supports the status-quo of the current 
exemption for glass wine bottles. 

The Discussion Paper proposes to change the scope of containers with the aim of reducing 
confusion. However, the proposed changes appear to contradict this aim. It proposes extending the 
scope to include some containers that are currently excluded, whilst also introducing new 
exemptions, hence confusion will remain. Contrast this position to a possible scope having much 
greater clarity such as “all glass containers”. 

It is also not clear as to why the threshold of 3 litres was chosen – it would be useful if the Discussion 
Paper had explained the reasoning behind this so that it might be possible to understand the 
benefits and allow producers to make informed decisions about large format packaging. 

5.3.2 Provide subsidies to new entrants 
This Discussion Paper proposes to “subsidise the initial scheme preparation costs for new-entrant 
small to medium beverage suppliers and producers” (page 44). Unfortunately, there is little 
information about this proposal that would allow full consideration, for example how much subsidy 
would be provided, who might be eligible (what is the definition of small and medium producers), 
and how long would a new entrant be subsidised.  

Given the lack of detail about the proposed subsidies, it is not possible to make an informed 
decision. 

5.3.3 Refund amount 
The Discussion Paper proposes to maintain the alignment of the deposit value and refund amount 
with the CDSs operating in the other states and territories. However, the Discussion Paper states 
(page 46) that the EPA is coordinating a behavioural research study “to inform decision-making 
about whether to increase the deposit/refund amount and, if so, the simultaneous timing of any 
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increase across all states and territories.” SAWIA understands verbally that this study is not expected 
to be completed until around August 2022. 

It is interesting to note the change deposit value from 5-cents to 10-cents in 2008 resulted in an 
increase in return rates from around 70% to around 80%, and has not changed much since then. It is 
interesting to note that the Hudson Howells economic modelling report22 (page 25) states that 
“South Australia cannot expect a similar response for increasing the deposit value from 10c to 20c 
and what was achieved when increased from 5c to 10c.” Given this statement, it brings into question 
what is the expected value of the behavioural study. 

The fact that a change in the deposit value remains uncertain, means that potential new entrants to 
the scheme cannot gain an appreciation of the likely costs at the present time. Regardless of what is 
stated in the Discussion Paper, the deposit value is a real cost that must be paid by producers with 
significant cash flow implications. Without further information and the results of the behavioural 
study, it is not possible to make an informed decision on this aspect of the Discussion Paper. 

 

6 Response to relevant questions posed in the Discussion Paper 
SAWIA notes that some of the questions are specifically directed towards super collectors, depot 
operators, or consumers, and in those cases, SAWIA has not provided a response. SAWIA’s 
responses to relevant questions are outlined below. 

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

As already stated above (see Concerns about the review), SAWIA is disappointed that global best 
practice elements of product stewardship to deliver recycling and circularity was not given more 
consideration in developing options for reform. We urge the government to give such options more 
consideration. 

 

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

Yes, along with all other activities from stakeholders in the supply chain 

 

 
22 Hudson Howells 2020, South Australian Environment Protection Authority, Container Deposit Scheme Economic Analysis Review 
December 2020, https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15056_cds_econanalysis_review_report_dec2020.pdf  
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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? 
 

Opportunities should not be limited to those groups mentioned, but should be extended throughout 
the supply chain. 

 

Key Issue 2: Containers Included in 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? 
 

The economic modelling underpinning the Discussion Paper states23 that the 4th bin returns the 
greatest economic benefit as we have discussed earlier (see Lack of ambition). Given that there are 
concerns about the veracity of the economic modelling, this should be considered again once the 
modelling has been corrected.  

 

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? 
 

We have demonstrated that the cost to the wine industry is significantly higher than that estimated 
in the Discussion Paper due to incorrect economic modelling (see Cost impact of expansion on the 
wine industry is significant). As a result, this proposal for change cannot be supported. 

 

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

The Discussion Paper did not provide any information to inform stakeholders on this question. 

 

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? 
 

We have raised concerns about the narrow focus of the review and reiterate why there has not been 
consideration all container types regardless of their contents (see Lack of ambition and Scope – 
expand containers included).  

 
23 Hudson Howells 2020, South Australian Environment Protection Authority, Container Deposit Scheme Economic Analysis Review 
December 2020, https://www.epa.sa.gov.au/files/15056_cds_econanalysis_review_report_dec2020.pdf, page 27. 
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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? 
 

An extensive education campaign is clearly required and we are disappointed that no details of the 
proposed programs are provided in the Discussion Paper (see Lack of ambition). We have also 
outlined our concerns about the very real potential for glass containers to increase in landfill and 
comingled kerbside bins if such education and awareness is not appropriately addressed (see 
Concerns about the Discussion Paper).  

 

Key Issue 3: Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 
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? 
 

As discussed previously (see Provide subsidies to new entrants), there is insufficient detail provided 
in the Discussion Paper about the proposed subsidies. This does not permit potential new entrants 
to evaluate the value or worth of such a proposal. More information must be provided on this 
proposal. 

 

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? 
 

This appears to be a renaming of a fee, simply cost shifting and introduces an unknown cost to the 
scheme. We have discussed this earlier (see Add a Scheme Compliance Fee) noting that without full 
details, it is not possible to make an informed decision. 

 

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? 
 

This appears to be simply cost shifting by removing one fee and replacing it with another as 
discussed earlier (see Remove application fee) and again state that without full details, it is not 
possible to make an informed position.  
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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, suitable time period? If not, why not, 
and what would you suggest? 
 

SAWIA recognises the benefit of this to the regulator, but red tape reduction needs to be aligned to 
the producer, and we are concerned that it could result in additional administrative burden for 
participants (see 5-year container approvals, and therefore we believe that the option for perpetual 
registration needs to remain for products where this may be appropriate.  

 

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? 
 

Alignment of marking of containers nationally makes sense as already described (see The potential 
benefits of the proposed reforms), but further consideration should be given to alternatives such as 
a smaller ‘universal icon’ symbol as well as other off-label solutions as discussed earlier (see Retain 
current marking). 

 

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? 
 

As discussed for question 3.5 above, further consideration should be given to alternatives such as a 
smaller ‘universal icon’ symbol as well as other off-label solutions as discussed earlier (see Retain 
current marking). 

 

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? 
 

SAWIA sees this as a question that is directed more at consumers, and not industry associations. 
However, we noted above (see Refund amount) that the economic modelling points out that the 
potential increase in return rates observed after the previous increase to the refund amount in 2008 
may not be repeated. 
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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 
• local retail outlet, for example, 
• newsagency or convenience store 
• entertainment and sporting events 
• waste transfer station 
• home pick-up service (for fee). 

 

Clearly the return point options listed in this question were not examined in any detail nor explored 
in the Discussion Paper. Why?  

As discussed earlier (see Additional return points), convenience of return points as well as being 
quick and easy will more likely facilitate greater return rates. SAWIA notes that the economic 
modelling was only conducted for a seemingly very small increase in the number of depot-type 
locations.  

 

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? 
 

SAWIA has already highlighted concern (see Additional return points) that the possibilities of reverse 
vending machines were not given much attention in the Discussion Paper and was only briefly 
mentioned when discussing the operations of interstate schemes or in the specific questions for 
consultation respondents. This requires further work by the government to evaluate the potential 
benefits and costs more comprehensively. 

 

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?  
 

As already indicated (see Additional return points), convenience of return points as well as fast and 
easy usage will more likely facilitate greater return rates. Strong and consistent promotion and 
branding of return points is likely to assist in informing consumers where and how to best use the 
facilities, however, there is no indication in the Discussion Paper of what such activities might be, 
nor of their costs.  
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Key Issue 4.3: Payment of Refund Method 
4.3.1How 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. 

 

This is a question directed at consumers, and not industry associations, but has been discussed 
briefly earlier (see Refund payment option – electronic, donations to charities). It is clear from 
comparison with schemes in other jurisdictions that all of the options listed in this question should 
be implemented in order to bring the SA CDS in line with the operation of the current century’s 
financial systems. 

 

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? 
 

Given the changes in the way financial transactions have evolved since the inception of the CDS, it is 
obvious that this needs to be considered. 

 

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? 
 

This was discussed earlier (see Scheme coordinator models), however, SAWIA reiterates that there 
was a lack of details about the costs and operations of either option that were presented from which 
a rational decision or preference can be drawn. SAWIA considers that the government must provide 
further information on the costs of the governance options in a fully transparent way so that 
participants can gain sufficient insight into the relative costs and benefits.  

 

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

Response is as for question 5.1. 
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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? 
 

As discussed earlier (see Overview), the issue of a “centralised IT system” is only raised very briefly 
and without any detail in the Discussion Paper (page 60). However, it is not clear what this system 
and platform might be. For example, whether it would be SA only or SA developed and apply 
nationally. Nor how it might be aligned and/or interface with those used in other jurisdictions. 
Clearly one registration in the state in which the producer operates to apply nationally is called for, 
so more detail is required for participants to understand how it might be used to facilitate interstate 
recognition for label registration or payments made in another.  

 

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?  
 

Response is as for question 5.2. 

 

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

Response to these questions is as for question 5.1. 

 

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? 
 

As discussed earlier (see Reporting and payments – count based), this may be worthwhile. SAWIA 
notes, however, that in the case of glass containers, their susceptibility to breakage, and widely 
varying unit weights could continue to be the cause of disputes. 
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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 it can be demonstrated that performance targets will improve recycling outcomes, which the 
Discussion Paper fails to do (see Additional return points), then this might be worthy of 
consideration. 

 

End of submission 
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Appendix 1 – Estimate of cost to wine producers if the CDS were 
expanded to include glass wine bottles 
Context 
The South Australian Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) released a Discussion Paper and 
associated documents as part of its review of the Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) on 24 September 
2021. The Discussion Paper (DP) discusses a number of options for changing the current CDS, which 
includes a review of the scope of containers covered under the scheme and the possibility of 
extending the scope to include wine bottles. Several aspects of the proposed changes are different 
to those previously described in an earlier Scoping Paper (January 2019), including some that might 
impact the costs to participants. 
 
On the basis of the information provided in the Discussion Paper, the South Australian Wine Industry 
Association (SAWIA) has estimated the costs that the wine industry would incur if wine bottles were 
to be included in a future CDS. In making the estimate, SAWIA has sourced the best available 
information. 
 
Summary of the costs estimates 
SAWIA has estimated the costs that wine producers would incur under the proposed change to 
extend the CDS to include glass wine bottles. These costs, summarised in Table 1 below, would be 
incurred for 45 million bottles of Australian-produced wine that is sold in South Australia, of which 
21.1 million bottles are produced by South Australian wineries. 
 
The costs comprise two categories (i) initial costs that will be borne in the first year of participation 
and (ii) ongoing costs that will be incurred annually.  
 
Wineries in South Australia will incur an upfront total cost of $11.72 million in the first year of 
implementation, and an ongoing annual cost of $8.32 million, equivalent to 55.6 cents and 39.4 
cents per bottle sold respectively. 
 
The cost to all wineries in Australia for sales of bottled wine in South Australia would be $26.07 
million in the first year and then $19.26 million annually, equivalent to 57.9 cents and 42.8 cents per 
bottle sold respectively. 
 
Table 2 Costs that South Australian and Australian wineries would incur if the South Australian CDS was 
extended to include glass wine bottles. 

  Cost (totals) or cost per bottle (cents) 
  SA wineries Australian wineries 
Initial:  Labelling 16.1 cents 15.1 cents 
 Total upfront cost  $3.41m $6.81m 
    
Ongoing: Container application 4.9 cents 5.9 cents 
 Application preparation 8.4 cents 8.1 cents 
 Scheme participation admin 12.1 cents 14.7 cents 
 Deposit & handling 14.0 cents 14.0 cents 
 Sub-total 39.4 cents 42.8 cents 
 Total annual cost  $8.32m $19.26m 
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What are the components of the costs? 
According to the Discussion Paper (page 43), the “costs to new entrants and the costs incurred by 
beverage producers and suppliers of products included within the CDS are: 
• container application fees 
• application preparation costs 
• labelling costs 
• ongoing scheme participation administration costs 
• costs of the deposit and handling fees (as determined by super collectors).” 
 
In respect of the latter cost, SAWIA understands that the super collectors determine only the 
handling fees, whilst the deposit amount is determined by the scheme regulator. 
 
Each of these cost items are considered in turn below, and the costs estimated refers to the costs 
that South Australian wineries, and all Australian wineries, would have to bear for each and every 
sale of a bottle of wine that is sold within South Australia. We have excluded imported wines since 
the costs of participation would be incurred by the importers and not the South Australian wine 
producers. 
 
To estimate the number of bottles of wine that is produced in Australia and sold in SA, the total wine 
volume produced and sold on the domestic market (491 million litres, Wine Australia) is multiplied 
by the domestic volume share sold in SA (8.6%, based on off-trade, Wine Australia). The off-trade 
and on-trade sales are calculated separately to account for their sales volume and proportion in 
bottles (84% & 76% and 16% & 100% respectively, Wine Australia) and then divided by the standard 
bottle size (750 mL) to convert to bottle number. This gives 35.9 million and 9.0 million for off and 
on-trade respectively, summing to be 45.0 million bottles. To calculate the sales of South Australian 
produced bottled wine, this is multiplied by the SA share of wine sales (47%, based on production, 
Wine Australia) giving a total of 21.1 million bottles. 
 
There are 1,254 licensed wine producers in South Australia currently registered with Consumer and 
Business Services and these will be required to register labels for wines sold in South Australia. An 
estimate of the number of wine producers throughout Australia has been made by reference to the 
various State wine industry associations. Data were provided to SAWIA based on each State wine 
industry association’s understanding of the relevant producer liquor licence numbers, and verified 
where possible by reference to the relevant authorities. The total number of producers was 3,245, 
which includes the 1,254 licensed producers in South Australia.  
 
An estimate of the average number of labels per business was made using the Wine Industry 
Directory (Winetitles), which is a voluntary commercial listing. The number of labels per business can 
be estimated by multiplying the number of brands by number of varieties, noting that this is an 
upper bound estimate as not all brands will have each of the varieties as separate labels. This gives a 
‘straight-line’ average of 19.4 for SA and 15.0 for Australia. 
 
Container application fees 
In the current SA CDS, beverage producers pay application fees to the regulator for registration of 
containers according to the number of labels for which they seek approval. Whilst it is unclear 
whether registration will be required each time a label changes for vintage, variety, region or other 
changes in the content of the wine in the bottle, our interpretation of the current wording is that it 
will be required.  
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The current published application fee structure (dated July 2021) is tiered: $334.50 for 1 label, 
$557.50 for 2-5 labels, $825.10 for 6-10 labels, $1360.30 for 11-20 labels, $2,430.70 for 20+ labels. 
 
Since this fee structure is based on tiers, and is also capped for an application of more than 20 labels, 
the cost per business is not linearly dependent on the number of labels, and therefore the ‘straight-
line’ average number of labels cannot be used to estimate total costs. It is necessary to consider the 
proportions of wineries having a number of labels in each of the bands of the application fee 
structure to calculate an adjusted weighted average (AWA) for the number of labels. This was 
calculated to be 9.7 for wineries in SA and therefore the applicable fee is $825.10 per company on 
average, and that for all wineries in Australia is 9.0 labels. 
 
Assuming that all of these may be sold in SA, then all will require registration: 
• The estimated cost of container application fees for labels in the SA CDS for SA wineries is: 

1,254 businesses x $825.10 for 9.7 labels = $1.03 million (4.9 cents per bottle) 
• The estimated cost of container application fees for labels in the SA CDS for all Australian 

wineries is: 3,245 businesses x $825.10 for 9.0 labels = $2.68 million (5.9 cents per bottle). 
 
SAWIA maintains that this will be an annual cost because there is no clarity from the Discussion 
Paper as to whether label changes for each vintage year will require a new container application. 
 
The Discussion Paper (p. 44) proposes that these application fees be removed, and be shifted to be 
payable by the super collectors as a “scheme compliance fee” presumably passed on to and paid for 
by producers. The EPA has informed SAWIA (pers. comm. Circelli, meeting 11 October 2021) that the 
application fee has always been intended to be for only recovery of costs to the EPA for registering 
labels, hence the cost will still remain. However, the amount of this proposed new “scheme 
compliance fee” in the CDS is not quantified in the Discussion Paper, and this uncertainty was 
confirmed at the EPA Stakeholder meeting on 13 October 2021. 
 
1. Application preparation costs 
This is the administration cost that wine producers will incur for preparing applications to register 
labels. In their report accompanying the Discussion Paper, Hudson Howells assumed this to be “10 
hours for a base application @ $120 per hour, covering 3 products, and increasing but with 
economies of scale for applications with more products” (p. 22, Hudson Howells addendum report). 
However, we think this overestimates the hourly rate, which is currently more likely around $28.23 
per hour at cost, noting however, that this rate is still very conservative and may underestimate the 
true cost since it does not include other indirect costs. 
 
It is assumed that this type of administrative work would be undertaken by an Accounts Clerk at 
(Level 2, Year 2 Permanent, Clerks Private Sector Award 2020, hourly rate of $24.11/hr + 10% 
Superannuation, then +1.508% Return to Work (Winemaking Sector), then +4.95% for Payroll Tax 
(assuming that all businesses operate at this level of eligibility) giving a total hourly cost of $28.23 / 
hr. Again, SAWIA notes that this is probably a very conservative estimate of the cost. 
 
The cost of time for preparing applications is dependent on the number of labels that each business 
has, which continues to increase as labels exceed 20, and therefore the ‘straight-line’ average 
number of labels per business is used as the basis, i.e. 19.4 for SA and 15.0 for Australia.  
 
If we apply the same logic as used by Hudson Howells, and allowing for some economy of scale, the 
average winery in South Australia having 19.4 labels (straight average of brands x varieties over all 
businesses in SA) would spend about 50 hours annually on label applications.  
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• The estimated cost for application preparation in the SA CDS for SA wineries is: 1,254 wineries 

x 50 hours x $28.23 per hour = $1.77 million (8.4 cents per bottle). 
 
Similarly, the average winery in Australia having 15.0 labels (‘straight-line’ average of brands x 
varieties over all businesses in Australia) would spend about 40 hours annually on label applications.  
 
• The estimated cost for application preparation in the SA CDS for Australian wineries is: 3,245 

wineries x 40 hours x $28.23 per hour = $3.66 million (8.1 cents per bottle). 
 
SAWIA believes that this will be an annual cost because there is no clarity from the Discussion Paper 
as to whether label changes for each vintage year will require a new registration. 
 
2. Labelling costs 
The CDS requires labels to bear a statement that conforms with the Regulations. All existing wine 
labels will therefore require redesign. At a minimum, this cost will be incurred once as a direct result 
of the CDS being implemented for glass wine bottles in SA, but may also be required for some 
wineries as their museum or cellar-aged wines are released to the market.  
 
SAWIA has made an estimate only for the additional costs of redesigning labels in the first year to 
include any new requirements. In addition, a discount of 20% of the labels was applied because on 
average, wineries generally redesign their labels every 5 years. It was not considered to be an annual 
ongoing cost as the changes required due to the CDS were not considered likely to change after the 
initial year.  
 
The costs of label design are dependent on the total number of labels that each business has, and 
therefore the ‘straight-line’ average number of labels per business is used as the basis i.e. 19.4 for SA 
and 15.0 for Australia.  
 
The average cost of redesigning of labels and retooling of label production has been estimated by 
SAWIA members (large and small sized wineries) to be approximately $175 per label.  
 
Taking into account the discount for label numbers, the labelling costs are: 
• for SA wineries: 19,462 labels x $175 per label = $3.41 million (16.1 cents per bottle) 
• for Australian wineries: 38,940 labels x $175 per label = $6.8million (15.1 cents per bottle) 
 
Ongoing scheme participation administration costs 
The CDS in SA currently requires producers to enter into a Waste Management Agreement with a 
‘super collector’ and then report sales to them quarterly and make the appropriate payment for the 
deposit and handling fee after accounting for the expected return rate (see Costs of the deposit and 
handling fees below). The costs associated with this administrative burden have been estimated by 
SAWIA members who are familiar with, or are already participants in, the CDS (e.g. produce wine in 
cans), and they estimate administration time at about 6 hours per month, or 72 hours per year, on 
average. It is assumed that this administrative work would be conducted by an Accounts Clerk at an 
hourly cost of $28.23 / hr (see Application preparation costs above). 
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The administrative cost to each business is then: $28.23 x 72 / year = $2032.56 per year per 
business. Total ongoing annual costs to the wineries for administration are: 
• for SA wineries: 1,254 businesses x $2032.56 per business = $2.55 million/yr (12.1 cents per 

bottle) 
• for Australian wineries: 3,245 businesses x $2032.56 per business = $6.60 million/yr (14.7 cents 

per bottle) 
 
Costs of the deposit and handling fees 
The current deposit amount is 10 cents and 6 cents has been cited as the approximate average 
handling fee (pers. comms. Circelli, EPA and Lester, Recyclers SA). 
 
The producers have to pay this to a ‘super collector’ according to the terms and conditions that are 
specified in the Waste Management Agreement between them. SAWIA understands (pers. comm. 
Hockley, Flagcan) that the invoice amount is adjusted so that producers are only charged for the 
number of bottles returned, which is estimated using the current return rate for the relevant type of 
container material. In the case of glass containers, the current return rate is 87.8% (2019/20, see 
EPA website). 
 
Therefore, the direct cost per container will be 87.8% of 16-cents, which is 14.0-cents. 
 
The total number of bottles of wine that is sold in South Australia and made by Australian producers 
is estimated at 45 million, of which 21.1 million bottles are made in South Australia.  
 
• The estimated cost of the deposit and handling fee to SA wineries for their wine sold in SA is 

around $2.96 million/yr (i.e. 14.0 cents per bottle) 
• The estimated of the deposit and handling fee to all Australian wineries for wine sold in SA is 

around $6.32 million/yr (i.e. 14.0 cents per bottle) 
 
SAWIA notes that the Discussion Paper appears to ignore this cost completely, and similarly, the 
supporting reports produced by Hudson Howells do not seem to include them. In referring to the 
costs “to cover the 10-cent refund and ‘handling’ of containers to the super collector”, it is of note 
that the Discussion Paper (p. 9) mentions that producers “normally incorporate some or all of these 
costs in the price of the product when selling to the retailer, and the retailer passes these costs on to 
the consumer as part of the total price of the product.” Irrespective of the validity or otherwise of 
this assumption in the case of wine, it remains a real input cost to participants that should be 
included. 
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Overall costs 
The table below summarises the estimated costs and frequency that might be incurred by wineries 
in South Australia and Australia-wide, for the bottles that they sell in South Australia. Further 
explanation and underlying assumptions are outlined in the text below the table. 
 
Table 2. Estimated costs of the South Australian CDS for SA and Australian wineries on wine sold in SA 

COST ITEM FREQUENCY SA WINERIES AUS WINERIES 
Number of bottles sold in SA Annual 21.1 million 45 million 
    
Ongoing costs    
Container application Annual* $1.03m (4.9c/btl) $2.68m (5.9c/btl) 
Application preparation Annual $1.77m (8.4c/btl) $3.66m (8.1c/btl 
Scheme participation admin Annual $2.55m (12.1c/btl) $6.60m (14.7c/btl) 
Deposit & handling fee Annual $2.96m (14.0c/btl) $6.32m (14.0c/btl) 

Sub-total Annual $8.32 million $19.26 million 
Avg cost / bottle  39.4 cents / bottle 42.8 cents / bottle 

    
Up-front (initial) costs    
Label redesign / rework Up front $3.41 million $6.81 million 

Sub-total  $3.41 million $6.81 million 
Avg cost / bottle  16.1 cents / bottle 15.1 cents / bottle 

    
TOTAL COSTS  $11.72 million $26.07 million 

* Note that it is SAWIA’s interpretation of the current CDS is that it would require wine labels to be 
registered for each new vintage year, but this may not be the same as that of the regulator (EPA). 
 
Other statistics of note: 
• SA wine industry generates grow revenue of $2.60 billion for the SA economy (PIRSA 2019-20). 
• Average retail price for bottled wine in Australia is currently around $12. 
• First year CDS costs to SA wineries to $11.72 million (i.e. 55.6 cents / bottle, ~4.7% of the 

average retail price). 
• Ongoing annual costs of the CDS would cost SA wineries at least $8.32 million / yr (i.e. 39.4 cents 

/ bottle, ~3.3% of the average retail price). 
• For reference, the impact of the Carbon price mechanism (2012-13) on the cost of wine 

production was estimated to be 0.2%, or around 1 to 2 cents per bottle. 
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Reliance Restricted

19 November 2021

Dear Mark,

In accordance with our Engagement Agreement dated 19 October 2021 (“Agreement”), Ernst & Young (“we” or “EY”) has been 

engaged by the South Australian Wine Industry Association Incorporated (“you” or “SAWIA”) to produce a review and validation 

of cost estimates of expanding the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) to include wine bottles (the “Services”). 

The enclosed report (the “Report”) sets out the outcomes of our work. You should read the Report in its entirety. A reference to

the report includes any part of the Report.

Purpose of our Report and restrictions on its use

Please refer to a copy of the Agreement for the restrictions relating to the use of our Report. We understand that the 

deliverable by EY will be used as part of SAWIA’s ongoing engagement in the current CDS review process (the “Purpose”).

This Report was prepared on the specific instructions of SAWIA solely for the Purpose and should not be used or relied upon 

for any other purpose. 

This Report and its contents may not be quoted, referred to or shown to any other parties except as provided in the Agreement. 

We accept no responsibility or liability to any person other than to SAWIA or to such party to whom we have agreed in writing

to accept a duty of care in respect of this Report, and accordingly if such other persons choose to rely upon any of the contents 

of this Report they do so at their own risk. 

Nature and scope of our work

The scope of our work, including the basis and limitations, are detailed in our Agreement and in this Report.

Our work commenced on 19 October 2021 and was completed on 19 November 2021. Therefore, our Report does not take 

account of events or circumstances arising after 19 November 2021.

In preparing this Report we have considered and relied upon information from a range of sources believed to be reliable and 

accurate. We have not been informed that any information supplied to us, or obtained from public sources, was false or that 

any material information has been withheld from us.
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We do not imply, and it should not be construed that we have verified any of the information provided to us, or that our 

enquiries could have identified any matter that a more extensive examination might disclose.

The work performed as part of our scope considers information provided to us and a combination of input assumptions relating 

to current conditions, which may not necessarily represent actual conditions due to the unavailability of tangible data. There will 

potentially be differences between estimated and actual results, because circumstances vary greatly across the industry and 

may not reflect averages as expected, and those differences may be material. We highlight that our Report does not constitute

investment advice or a recommendation to you on a future course of action. 

Our conclusions are based, in part, on the assumptions stated and on information provided by SAWIA and other information 

sources used during the course of the engagement. The assessed outcomes are contingent on the collection of assumptions 

as agreed with SAWIA and no consideration of other market events, announcements or other changing circumstances are 

reflected in this Report. Neither Ernst & Young nor any member or employee thereof undertakes responsibility in any way 

whatsoever to any person in respect of errors in this Report arising from incorrect information provided by SAWIA or other 

information sources used.

This letter should be read in conjunction with our Report, which is attached.

Thank you for the opportunity to work on this project for you. Should you wish to discuss any aspect of this Report, please do 

not hesitate to contact us.

Yours sincerely

Ernst & Young

Adelaide SA 5000 Australia

GPO Box 1271 Adelaide  SA  5001

www.ey.com.au
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How the CDS is proposed to work with respect to wine bottles

In January 2019, the Minister for Environment and Water, the Hon David Spiers MP, announced a review of South Australia’s Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 

In September 2021, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released a Discussion Paper titled ‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ which 

presented options for improvement and included a proposal for introducing glass wine bottles to the scheme.

EY was commissioned by the South Australian Wine Industry Association (SAWIA) to review its estimates of the costs of this proposal for South Australian and 

Australian wine producers. This review is limited to the costs borne by wine producers that sell domestically produced wine in South Australia. It excludes the 

costs attributable to imported wine and associated businesses. 

The proposed inclusion of glass wine bottles to the South Australian CDS will impose the following requirements on domestic wine producers: 

1. Label redesign—wine producers will need to redesign their labels to include CDS required text and symbols. This is a once-off activity at the start of the 

scheme.

2. CDS registration—wine producers will need to prepare and submit an application to register their labels under the scheme annually.

3. Sales reporting—wine producers will need to report sales to a super collector and manage the Waste Management Agreement with them under this 

contract.

4. Upfront payment of deposit and fee—wine producers will need to pay the deposit amount of 10c per bottle, as well as a handling fee of 6c per bottle, to 

super collectors. This payment will be based on the number of wine bottles sold and reported to the EPA. Wine producers will then be refunded for the 

bottles not returned. 

These requirements will, all else equal, increase the operating costs of wine producers via increased fees and increased resource requirements (capital and 

labour). 

Other exclusions from the analysis:

• Imported wine has been excluded from this analysis due to limited information on who would bear the various costs of the scheme, and who the importing 

businesses are. EY acknowledges that wine importers selling wine in South Australia would incur costs of participation in the scheme. Total wine imported to 

Australia in 2021 was around 98 million litres, which equates to approximately 9 million imported bottles sold in SA (16.7% of the total market share). 

• Wine producers pay super collectors in advance for the return deposit (10c per bottle) plus a handling fee (6c per bottle) and are refunded the 10c for bottles 

not returned at a later date. Therefore, there is a lag between the timing of the payment to super collectors and the refund received. This gives rise to a 

working capital cost, including the cost of forgone interest on the delayed refund. This cost has been excluded from the analysis due to uncertainty of the 

transaction timings. 

• Labelling redesign costs do not account for wine bottles that have already been labelled (potentially packaged) and are being stored at the winery prior to 

release – which is a fairly common practice. There would be costs to update these labels before they go to sale, if required. This has not been included in 

these calculations as it is unclear whether policy changes will require the adaptation of wine already in storage.

• The Discussion Paper does not quantify or estimate the reduction in the handling fee that would result from potential efficiencies in the scheme. As such, this 

is excluded from the analysis.  

• The potential for wine producers to pass costs on to consumers has been excluded from this analysis. 
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How the CDS is proposed to work with respect to wine bottles

Wineries 

(producers)
Consumers

Super Collectors

Wine bottle
(Wine producer sells wine to consumer indirectly through wholesalers/retailers or 

directly through cellar doors)

Wine purchase amount
(Consumer pays for wine, indirectly through third parties e.g. restaurants or directly through 

cellar doors)

Return payment – 10c
Super collectors provide the 

incentive payment for the 
return of wine containers

Wine bottle - return
A proportion of consumers are 

incentivised to return wine containers 
at local collection depots

Super collector fees – 16c
Wineries pay in advance for return 
of bottles (10c) plus a handling fee 

(6c)

Super collector refund – 10c
Super collectors refund wineries for 

bottles not returned

Retailers

Legend

Stakeholder

Direction of money
Direction of bottle
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Initial label redesign 

cost

Wine producers will need to pay to redesign wine labels to include CDS text and symbols as required by the 

Regulator (EPA) under the legislation (Environment Protection Act 1993). The redesign of each label will only 

need to be undertaken once at the inception of the scheme. The total cost to a wine producer will be 

dependent on the number of unique labels in their range, as each has a different design.

Container application 

fee

Wine producers will need to pay to submit an application to register their labels with the SA Government 

(EPA) under the legislation (Environment Protection Act 1993). The total cost across the domestic wine 

producers will be dependent on the number of businesses affected and their number of labels, as each 

business must submit an application and fees are based on how many labels each business has (within five 

ranges). 

+
Application 

preparation time

Wine producers will need to take time to prepare their applications for their labels to the SA Government 

(EPA) under the legislation (Environment Protection Act 1993). The total cost to domestic wine producers will 

be dependent on the number of businesses affected, also influenced by their number of labels, as each 

business must prepare an application for each label. 

+
Scheme participation 

administration time

Wine producers will need to undertake additional administration activities, including reporting sales for each 

label, as part of managing their participation in the Waste Management Agreement. The total cost to the 

domestic wine producers will be dependent on the number of businesses affected, also influenced by their 

number of labels. 

+
Deposit and handling 

fee

Wine producers will need to pay to cover the 10-cent refund per returned bottle and a handling fee of 6c per 

bottle to the super collector as required under the Waste Management Agreement. This cost will initially be 

dependent on sales, but ultimately will be largely influenced by the return rate for glass bottles as domestic 

wine producers will be refunded the deposit amount for bottles not returned.

=
Total Operating Cost 

of Scheme (in first year of 

implementation)

Cost calculation summary
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SAWIA established a methodology for estimating the costs that would be incurred by wine producers selling wine in South Australia if the CDS were to include 

wine bottles. Different costs are applied to different elements of the supply chain i.e. at the business or label level, as laid out below. The methodology appears 

appropriate.
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Calculation summary

Note: ‘SA Wineries’ represents the cost to South Australian wineries producing and selling bottled wine, for the wine they sell in South Australia (excluding imports). ‘AUS 

Wineries’ equals the cost to all Australian Wineries (including ‘SA Wineries’) producing and selling bottled wine, for the wine they sell in South Australia (excluding 

imports). 
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Cost item SA Wineries AUS Wineries EY Comment

Number of bottles sold 21.1 million 45.0 million Refer pages 9, 10, 11 and 12 for more details.

Number of businesses 1,254 3,245 Refer pages 10, 11 and 12 for more details.

Initial label redesign cost per bottle 16.1 cents/bottle 15.1 cents/bottle Refer page 9 for more details.

Initial label redesign cost ($) $3.4 million $6.8 million Represents initial label redesign cost per bottle x number of bottles sold.

Container application fee 4.9 cents/bottle 5.9 cents/bottle Refer page 10 for more details.

+ Application preparation time 8.4 cents/bottle 8.1 cents/bottle Refer page 11 for more details.

+
Scheme participation administration 

time
12.1 cents/bottle 14.7 cents/bottle Refer page 12 for more details.

+ Deposit and handling fee 14.0 cents/bottle 14.0 cents/bottle Refer page 13 for more details.

= Annual Ongoing Cost / bottle 39.4 cents/bottle 42.8 cents/bottle Represents sum of annual costs per bottle.

Annual Ongoing Cost ($) $8.3 million $19.3 million Represents sum of annual costs per bottle x number of bottles sold.

Total Yr 1 Cost (per bottle) 55.6 cents/bottle 57.9 cents/bottle Represents sum of initial label redesign + annual ongoing operating cost.

Total Yr 1 Cost of Scheme $11.7 million $26.1 million Represents total year 1 costs per bottle x number of bottles sold.
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Calculation 1. Initial label redesign cost - SA

Parameter SAWIA Value (SA) SAWIA Value (Aus) EY comment on rationale

Number of labels

*discounted
19,462 38,940

These estimates are built on an intuitive methodology for calculating an average number of 

labels as well as taking into account a discount for wineries already undergoing a redesign 

regardless of the scheme. The applied discount reflects the average period in which wineries 

substantially adjust or redesign labels in a normal operating environment, which was reported 

to be on average every 5 years based on a member survey of wineries ranging in size. 

Accordingly, the assumption appears reasonable given the range of the sample. 

× Cost of 

redesigning of label
$175 $175

This estimate reflects the cost of label redesign undertaken by suppliers to convert labels from 

domestic supply to international exports (requiring a new label), reported in a member survey, 

and thus appears reasonable as an estimate for this purpose.

÷ Number of bottles 

sold
21.1 million 45.0 million

These estimates appear reasonable as they are based on sales volumes, converting to bottles 

using the standard bottle size, accounting for the different sales volume and proportion in 

bottles for off-trade and on-trade volumes. Note that import volumes are excluded due to lack 

of information on how many domestic producers import and sell international wines, though is 

predicted to be negligible.

Total 16.1 cents per bottle 15.1 cents per bottle

𝐼𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑎𝑙 𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒 =
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙𝑠 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑑 × 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑜𝑓 𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑔𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙

𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒𝑠 𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑑

Page 9 of 15
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Calculation 2. Container application fee - SA

Parameter
SAWIA 

Value (SA)

SAWIA 

Value (Aus)
EY comment on rationale

Number of 

businesses
1,254 3,245

This estimate uses the Consumer and Business Services 

(CBS) SA register, filtered by SAWIA, which appears 

reasonable. The Australian estimate uses the SA value and 

includes figures from SAWIA’s interstate counterparts, 

which many also base from their interstate registers. These 

industry bodies would have good insight into the true 

number of producers, compared to using figures reported 

by the Wine Industry Directory (WID). This is because 

reporting to the WID is voluntary for wine producers and 

thus the numbers would be underestimated. 

× Average 

label 

registration 

fee*

$825.10 $825.10

This estimate appears reasonable as it aligns to the 

average number of labels per business, calculated using an 

adjusted weighted average (AWA) which is a weighted 

average of wine labels per business, adjusted such that 

those with more than 20 labels are treated as equal to 20. 

This is appropriate because wine producers with more than 

20 labels pay the same fee. We note that the Discussion 

Paper does not appear to provide a clear indication as to 

whether label changes for each vintage year will require a 

new registration. Therefore, it is assumed this is an annual, 

ongoing cost. 

÷ Number

of bottles 

sold

21.1 million 45.0 million

These estimates appear reasonable as they are based on 

sales volumes, converting to bottles using the standard 

bottle size, accounting for the different sales volume and 

proportion in bottles for off-trade and on-trade volumes. 

Note that import volumes are excluded due to lack of 

information on how many domestic producers import and 

sell international wines, though is predicted to be negligible.

Total
4.9 cents 

per bottle

5.9 cents 

per bottle
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11-201 20 +6-102-5

SA wine businesses

Indicative application fee / label

Distribution of South Australian 
wine producers

*20+ fee/label is based on 30 labels

𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑟 𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑓𝑒𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒 =
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑠 × 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙 𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑓𝑒𝑒

𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑒 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒𝑠 𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑑

EPA, Container Deposit Guidelines, July 2021

Page 10 of 15
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Calculation 3. Application preparation time - SA

Parameter
SAWIA 

Value (SA)

SAWIA 

Value (Aus)
EY comment on rationale

Number of 

businesses
1,254 3,245

This estimate uses the Consumer and Business Services (CBS) SA register, filtered by SAWIA, which 

appears reasonable. The Australian estimate uses the SA value and includes figures from SAWIA’s 

interstate counterparts, which many also base from their interstate registers. These industry bodies 

would have good insight into the true number of producers, compared to using figures reported by the 

Wine Industry Directory (WID). This is because reporting to the WID is voluntary for wine producers 

and thus the numbers would be underestimated.

× Hours 

spent on 

label 

applications

50 40

This assumption appears reasonable as SAWIA adopts Hudson Howells modelling approach, 

assuming 10 hours for a base application covering 3 products, increasing for more products and 

applying economies of scale.

× Cost per 

hour
$28.23 $28.23

This assumption appears reasonable. It includes on-costs of superannuation (10%), return to work 

(1.508%) and the maximum payroll tax (4.95%). Other indirect costs are excluded (such as the 

allocation of overheads and capital) due to lack of information. 

÷ Number

of bottles 

sold

21.1 million 45.0 million

These estimates appear reasonable as they are based on sales volumes, converting to bottles using 

the standard bottle size, accounting for the different sales volume and proportion in bottles for off-trade 

and on-trade volumes. Note that import volumes are excluded due to lack of information on how many 

domestic producers import and sell international wines, though is predicted to be negligible.

Total
8.4 cents 

per bottle

8.1 cents 

per bottle

𝐴𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒 =
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑠 × 𝐻𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠 𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑛 𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑒𝑙 𝑎𝑝𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 × 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑝𝑒𝑟 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟

𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑒 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒𝑠 𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑑

Page 11 of 15
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Calculation 4. Scheme participation administration time - SA

Parameter
SAWIA 

Value (SA)

SAWIA 

Value (Aus)
EY comment on rationale

Number of 

businesses
1,254 3,245

This estimate uses the Consumer and Business Services (CBS) SA register, filtered by SAWIA and 

their interstate counterparts, which appears reasonable. These industry bodies would have good 

insight into the true number of producers, compared to using figures reported by the Wine Industry 

Directory (WID). This is because reporting to the WID is voluntary for wine producers and thus the 

numbers would be underestimated. 

× Hours 

spent on 

administration

72 72
This assumption appears to reasonably reflect the effort undertaken by suppliers to report sales (and 

other Waste Management Agreement activities) as it was sourced from a member survey.

× Cost per 

hour
$28.23 $28.23

This assumption appears reasonable, where its inclusion of on-costs is limited to superannuation 

(10%), return to work (1.508%) and payroll tax (4.95%) and excludes other indirect costs, noting these 

are very difficult to incorporate here. EY notes that the application of the maximum payroll tax rate 

means this reported value is an upper bound. This would likely capture the missed inclusion of indirect 

costs meaning this value is not a conservative estimate.

÷ Number of 

bottles sold
21.1 million 45.0 million

These estimates appear reasonable as they are based on sales volumes, converting to bottles using 

the standard bottle size, accounting for the different sales volume and proportion in bottles for off-

trade and on-trade volumes. Note that import volumes are excluded due to lack of information on how 

many domestic producers import and sell international wines, though is predicted to be negligible.

Total
12.1 cents 

per bottle

14.7 cents 

per bottle

𝑆𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑚𝑒 𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑎𝑑𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒 =
𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑠 × 𝐻𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠 𝑠𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑜𝑛 𝑎𝑑𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 × 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 𝑝𝑒𝑟 ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟

𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑤𝑖𝑛𝑒 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒𝑠 𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑑
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Calculation 5. Deposit and handling fee – SA and Aus

Parameter
SAWIA Value 

(SA)

SAWIA Value 

(Aus)
EY comment on rationale

Deposit + handling fee 16 cents 16 cents

This value is publicly reported in the Environmental Protection Authority SA 

‘Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents’ Discussion Paper 2021, 

page 82.

× Wine bottle return 

rate
87.8% 87.8%

This value is publicly reported by the Environmental Protection Authority SA, 

Container deposits | EPA.

Total
14.0 cents per 

bottle

14.0 cents per 

bottle

𝐷𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡 𝑎𝑛𝑑 ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑓𝑒𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒 = 𝐷𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑠𝑖𝑡 𝑎𝑛𝑑 ℎ𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑓𝑒𝑒 ×𝑊𝑖𝑛𝑒 𝑏𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑙𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒
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Notice

Ernst & Young was engaged on the instructions of the South Australian Wine Industry Association Incorporated (“SAWIA”) to produce a review and validation of cost estimates 

of expanding the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme (CDS) to include wine bottles, in accordance with the engagement agreement dated 19 October 2021.

The results of Ernst & Young’s work, including the assumptions and qualifications made in preparing the report, are set out in Ernst & Young's report dated 12 November 2021 

("Report"). The Report should be read in its entirety including the cover letter, the applicable scope of the work and any limitations. A reference to the Report includes any part of 

the Report. No further work has been undertaken by Ernst & Young since the date of the Report to update it.

Ernst & Young has prepared the Report for the benefit of the SAWIA and has considered only the interests of the SAWIA.  Ernst & Young has not been engaged to act, and has 

not acted, as advisor to any other party. Accordingly, Ernst & Young makes no representations as to the appropriateness, accuracy or completeness of the Report for any other 

party's purposes. 

No reliance may be placed upon the Report or any of its contents by any party other than SAWIA (“Third Party Recipients”). Any Third Party Recipient receiving a copy of the 

Report must make and rely on their own enquiries in relation to the issues to which the Report relates, the contents of the Report and all matters arising from or relating to or in 

any way connected with the Report or its contents. Ernst & Young disclaims all responsibility to any Third Party Recipients for any loss or liability that the Third Party Recipients 

may suffer or incur arising from or relating to or in any way connected with the contents of the Report, the provision of the Report to the Third Party Recipients or the reliance 

upon the Report by the Third Party Recipients.  

No claim or demand or any actions or proceedings may be brought against Ernst & Young arising from or connected with the contents of the Report or the provision of the 

Report to the Third Party Recipients. Ernst & Young will be released and forever discharged from any such claims, demands, actions or proceedings.

In preparing this Report we have considered and relied upon information from a range of sources believed after due enquiry to be reliable and accurate. We have not been 

informed that any information supplied to us, or obtained from public sources, was false or that any material information has been withheld from us.

We do not imply and it should not be construed that we have verified any of the information provided to us, or that our enquiries could have identified any matter that a more 

extensive examination might disclose. However, we have evaluated the information provided to us by SAWIA as well as other parties through enquiry, analysis and review and 

nothing has come to our attention to indicate the information provided was materially mis-stated or would not afford reasonable grounds upon which to base our Report.

The work performed as part of our scope considers information provided to us and a combination of input assumptions relating to current conditions, which may not necessarily 

represent actual conditions due to the unavailability of tangible data. There will potentially be differences between estimated and actual results, because circumstances vary 

greatly across the industry and may not reflect averages as expected, and those differences may be material. We highlight that our Report does not constitute investment advice 

or a recommendation to you on a future course of action.

Our conclusions are based, in part, on the assumptions stated and on information provided by SAWIA and other information sources used during the course of the engagement. 

The assessed outcomes are contingent on the collection of assumptions as agreed with SAWIA and no consideration of other market events, announcements or other changing 

circumstances are reflected in this Report. Neither Ernst & Young nor any member or employee thereof undertakes responsibility in any way whatsoever to any person in 

respect of errors in this Report arising from incorrect information provided by SAWIA or other information sources used.

Ernst & Young have consented to the Report being attached as an Appendix to for informational purposes only. Ernst & Young have not consented to distribution or disclosure 

beyond this.  The material contained in the Report, including the Ernst & Young logo, is copyright and copyright in the Report itself vests in Ernst & Young. The Report, including 

the Ernst & Young logo, cannot be altered without prior written permission from Ernst & Young.

Ernst & Young’s liability is limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.
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10th 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 South Coast Recycle and Scrap Metal Company 

We are the operator of the South Coast Recycle located at Victor Harbor, Goolwa and Yankalilla. We 
have operated the facility since 1985. We are a small business, and employ 16  staff who assist us to 
operate our 3 depots. 

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 

 

Managing Director 

South Coast Recycle and Scrap Metal Company 



Postal Address:  PO Box 2414 McLaren Vale SA 5171 
Ph: (08) 8327 0304   Email: info@srwra.com.au   
ABN 37 443 975 085 
 

18 November 2021 

Kathryn Bellette 
Director, Strategy and Assessment 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607 Adelaide SA 5001. 

Dear Ms Bellette, 

RE: REVIEW OF SA’s CONTAINER DEPOSIT SCHEME 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the CDS Discussion Paper released in 
September 2021. The Southern Materials Recovery Facility (SMRF) in Seaford Heights 
represents a $25 million investment into setting a new standard for recycling in South 
Australia. The facility has been jointly developed and is owned by the Southern Region 
Waste Resource Authority (SRWRA) and Australian recycling specialist, Re.Group. 

Both SRWRA and Re.Group have provided submissions on the discussion paper, providing 
comment on the relevant areas of experience and interest. This current SMRF submission is 
provided from the perspective of the largest MRF in SA.  

Our key points are: 

1. The modernised CDS should provide for MRFs to be more closely integrated into the
CDS through a MRF Audit Protocol, as per other Australian jurisdictions.

2. The range of eligible containers should be expanded such that the list is as
extensive as possible. In particular, wine, spirits and milk bottles should be included.

3. The refund amount should be increased to at least 20 cents, and the refund
amount generally framed in terms of the number of empty containers required to
buy a new container.

Key Issue 1: Objectives of the CDS 
We support the broadened objectives oriented toward supplying high quality materials to 
remanufacturers. In particular, the inclusion of considerations around a circular economy, 
community education and local employment are all positive features to encourage in a 
modern CDS. We believe the CDS should deliver on all points 1.1.a through 1.1.d, ie: 

• supporting and building on existing beverage container resource recovery
investments and infrastructure

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

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

• 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.

mailto:info@srwra.com.au
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These objectives support the expansion of the scheme to implement measures that 
recover containers from the waste stream (i.e. not just littered containers), and to include 
containers that are not generally littered but that would enhance the viability of materials 
reprocessing (such as wine and spirit bottles). 

We note that modern MRFs that appropriately sort beverage containers should be 
considered part of beverage container resource recovery infrastructure. As Australia’s 
newest and most advanced materials recovery facility, the standard of product recovery 
at the SMRF is higher than has been achieved at MRFs in the past. Whereas previously 
there may have been a significant quality difference between material recovered via 
CDS compared to MRFs, advanced sorting technology deployed at the SMRF enables 
enhanced product quality to be achieved.  

We are strongly supportive of the use of beverage container resource recovery 
infrastructure to also collect other materials under product stewardship schemes. Refund 
points are well placed to handle materials that cannot be safely collected through 
kerbside services, such as mobile phones and batteries, which create risks at MRFs. 

Key Issue 2: Containers included in the CDS 
We support moves to expand the range of containers covered under the CDS. The 
guiding criterion should be to attempt to capture all containers of consistent material 
type. So, for instance, the CDS could be expanded to capture more glass containers by 
including wine and spirits bottles, and more HDPE containers by including milk and juice 
bottles. A material-led set of criteria would ultimately strengthen the local circular 
economy, by creating improved scale to support investment in local remanufacturing.  

We challenge the assertion in the discussion paper regarding the quality of glass that can 
be recovered at a MRF. The SMRF was awarded $3.1m in funding via the RMF 
administered by Green Industries SA (GISA), a key element of which is deploying optical 
sorting technology to recover cullet at a quality level akin to what is achieved via the 
CDS, for sale back into bottle-to-bottle recovery markets. Glass unsuitable for cullet 
recovery will be turned into sand for use in a range of local civil applications.  

We appreciate the focus on developing high value recovery pathways, however 
technology is continually improving and the focus should be on outcomes (i.e. recovery of 
glass for recycling) rather than processes (i.e. whether it is recovered at a MRF or a depot). 
Glass should absolutely be included with a MRF Audit Protocol, especially given light 
weighting of containers make it more and more difficult to recover whole glass bottles. 

The introduction of a fourth kerbside bin for glass is an inferior alternative to expanding the 
scope of the CDS. We do not support a fourth kerbside bin. It would increase costs to local 
government in terms of both the set-up phase (particularly purchasing new bin stock) and 
operational phase (picking up and processing additional bins).  

Key Issue 4.1: Deposit Value and Refund Amount 
We understand the preference for refund amounts to be consistent between jurisdictions, 
but we believe the current refund is too low to achieve the desired redemption outcomes. 
This is likely why redemption rates have steadily declined since 2011-12; due to price 
increases in drinks sold, the refund is reducing as a proportion of the initial purchase price.  

A common-sense approach to setting refund amounts would see the refund conceived 
as the number of empty containers need to purchase a new full container. We note in 
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Germany, for example, a chilled bottle of water can be purchased for 1-2 Euro, and with 
a 25 Euro cent refund only 4-8 ‘empties’ are required to buy a new full one. In SA, a bottle 
of water would cost at least $2.50 and require at least 25 empties to be returned. 

SA has led Australia in the CDS for over 40 years and, for most of this time, there was an 
incentive for people to carry containers across the border. This will be little different with a 
higher refund between SA and other states, and should not be a barrier to SA progress. 

Key Issue 5: Governance Arrangements 
The discussion paper is notably silent on the question of a MRF Audit Protocol, which is 
essential if the South Australian CDS is to transition into a modern format. All modern 
Australian schemes provide for eligible containers recovered from MRFs to receive a 
refund value, without the need for containers to be removed from the MRF and then 
taken to a depot. 

We acknowledge that not all MRFs are created equal, and that a key objective of the 
CDS is to produce high-quality feedstock for remanufacturing. To incorporate MRFs more 
closely in the CDS will require a clear understanding of the standard of recovery 
expected. The quality standards for material from MRFs should be specified in a MRF 
protocol, along with audit and reporting requirements (MRF Audit Protocol). 

Including MRFs more closely in the scheme, and in particular permitting best practice 
facilities such as the SMRF to claim the refund without needing to physically return 
containers to a depot, will save the scheme money and increase overall redemption. 
Rather than having containers delivered to a depot where they are paid the refund 
amount plus handling fee, in other jurisdictions MRF operators are paid only the 10 cent 
refund. Recovered containers from the MRF can then go directly to recycling markets, 
subject to governance considerations provided for in the MRF Protocol. This is more 
efficient for the MRF operation, as well as for the scheme at large. 

We consider this is an important reform for South Australia, as it can help to reduce cost of 
living pressures and maximise the recovery and recycling of valuable materials. It is also 
important for consistency with other jurisdictions, especially in terms of comparing overall 
return rates. We expect South Australian outcomes are currently understated compared 
to other schemes due to the more cumbersome nature of claiming refund amounts on 
eligible containers recovered from kerbside bins.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 
 

Chief Executive Officer 
SRWRA 

Chief Development Officer 
Re.Group 
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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. SRWRA’s 
response is as follows:  
 
Key Issue 1: Objectives of the scheme  
We recognise that the container deposit scheme has been a highly successful scheme 
in achieving its original aims 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 
take greater responsibility for the responsible management of products at the end of 
their useful life. 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 the stakeholders who profit from and use those products.  
 
Key Issue 2: Containers Included in the CDS 
We support the widest possible expansion of the CDS and therefore support the inclusion 
of: 

 Additional glass beverage containers (wine, spirits and cordial bottles)  
 All milk containers regardless of size (flavoured and unflavoured) 
 All plastic fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers regardless of size / 

beverage composition 
 All non-beverage containers. 

 
We strongly oppose 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 recommend 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 Polyethylene (HDPE) or Polypropylene (PP) which have high value and are 
readily recyclable. 
 
We support the aim of national consistency across container deposit schemes in terms 
of their scope, labelling and deposit amount. However, if national agreement cannot 
be reached this should not be a permanent barrier to broadening the scope of South 
Australia’s scheme. We recognise the importance of the South Australian scheme in 
leading the nation, with other jurisdictions now catching up. South Australia can continue 
to lead, regardless of the pace of other jurisdictions. 
 



 

We support increasing the container deposit amount to 20 cents per unit. 
 
We note that the discussion paper is notably silent on the question of a MRF Audit 
Protocol, and this is something that we believe is essential if the South Australian CDS is 
to transition into a modern format. All modern schemes provide for uncontaminated 
containers from MRFs to receive a refund without the need for containers to be removed 
from the MRF and then taken to a depot. 
 
We acknowledge that not all MRFs are created equal, and that a key objective of the 
CDS is to produce high-quality feedstock for remanufacturing. To incorporate MRFs more 
closely in the CDS will require a clear understanding of the standard of recovery 
expected. The quality standards for material from MRFs should be specified in a MRF 
protocol, along with audit and reporting requirements. 
 
By including MRFs more closely in the scheme, and in particular permitting MRFs to claim 
the refund amount without needing to return containers to a depot, will also save the 
scheme money and increase overall redemption. Rather than having containers 
delivered to a depot where they are paid the refund amount plus handling fee, in other 
jurisdictions MRF operators are paid only the 10 cent refund. Recovered containers from 
the MRF can then go directly to recycling markets, subject to governance considerations 
provided for in the MRF Protocol. 
 
We consider this is an important reform for South Australia, as it can help to reduce cost 
of living pressures and maximise the recovery and recycling of valuable materials. It is 
also important for consistency with other jurisdictions, especially in terms of comparing 
overall return rates. We expect that South Australian outcomes are currently understated 
compared to other schemes due to the more cumbersome nature of claiming refund 
amounts on eligible containers recovered from kerbside bins.  
 
Regards 
 

Chief Executive Officer 
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Improving South Australia’s  
Recycling Makes Cents 
 

Executive Summary 
Spirits & Cocktails Australia and the Australian Distillers Association (ADA) welcome the 
opportunity to comment on the discussion paper, “Improving South Australia’s Recycling 
Makes Cents” (the “discussion paper”) issued by the SA Environment Protection Authority 
(EPA).  The Members of our associations are firmly committed to the principles of 
environmental sustainability, resource recovery and the circular economy.  As both global 
and local industry stakeholders with strong links to agricultural inputs, our Members and our 
customers embrace these principles as necessary hygiene issues that can both protect our 
environment and reduce the costs of manufacture.  Our largest Members have set strong 
global targets to reduce energy, water and waste, address climate change and biodiversity, 
commit to best practice land stewardship, and increase the use of recycled and recovered 
materials in our products. 

The Minister for the Environment and Water, in his message in the discussion paper, writes 
of “the need to continue moving towards a circular economy where materials are reused 
and recycled”.  Therefore, we believe the ultimate objective of any scheme seeking to meet 
the objectives of a circular economy would be one which maximised the capture of available 
material that can be recycled – not just those from beverage containers.  It seems to our 
Members that a Container Deposit Scheme that targets only beverage containers is 
incomplete and inefficient, where there are alternative solutions available that could capture 
recyclable materials from a broader range of products. 

It is for this primary reason that Spirits & Cocktails Australia and ADA supports the creation 
of a fourth kerbside collection bin that is dedicated solely to collecting glass containers – all 
glass containers, not just beverage containers.  This would include glass that comes from 
other foodstuffs, including sauces, spreads and jam jars.  This solution would address the 
major impediment to higher rates of beverage container glass being recycled into new glass 
containers, but also decrease the scope of non-beverage container glass lost to landfill due 
to damage or spoilage in comingling with other recycling material in kerbside collection.   
We note that according to the EPA’s own projections, there is minimal difference in the 
increased glass cullet under kerbside collection as opposed to an increased scope of CDS, 
but more expected job creation under the additional kerbside collection bin.   
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If the South Australian Government chooses to restrict its reforms to expanding the scope of 
beverage containers captured by the Container Deposit Scheme to include full-sized spirits 
bottles, Spirits & Cocktails Australia and ADA would seek a number of assurances through 
ongoing consultation to ensure: 

 that the increased scope was introduced through ongoing consultation with the 
industry, with transparent governance and oversight; 

 that fees (on top of the consumer refund) are calculated to meet the costs of relevant 
stakeholders and not to generate profit at the expense of consumers and businesses 
in the spirits industry; 

 that any labelling changes for refund markings were aligned to the current FSANZ 
consultation for labelling changes for energy and added sugars;  

 that there is maximum harmonisation among the different jurisdictions with a 
container deposit scheme to reduce confusion and added expense; and  

 there is an independent evaluation, within three to five years of implementation, with 
a focus on whether costs matched modelling estimations, particularly for small 
business.   

Spirits & Cocktails Australia and ADA would encourage the SA Government, irrespective of 
the path it decides to follow, undertake a public education campaign directed at consumers 
about the importance of container integrity for recycling purposes. 

Finally, we welcome the discussion paper’s consideration of governance reforms in light of 
the experience of alternate governance models in other Australian jurisdictions.  We 
strongly support the option of a single independent not-for-profit scheme co-ordinator, as 
one objective of the scheme should be to seek environmental outcomes while minimising 
the costs to consumers, and not divert profit to scheme coordinators.   
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Submission 
 

Spirits & Cocktails Australia and the Australian Distillers Association (ADA) welcome the 
opportunity to comment on the discussion paper, “Improving South Australia’s Recycling 
Makes Cents” (the “discussion paper”) issued by the SA Environment Protection Authority 
(EPA).   

 

About Spirits & Cocktails Australia 

Spirits & Cocktails Australia is the peak body for the Australian spirits industry.  Our vision is 
to promote a safe and vibrant spirits sector, which reflects Australia’s mature drinking 
culture and creates opportunities for sustainable growth and economic development. 

We represent spirits producers involved in the manufacture, marketing and sale of spirits 
throughout Australia.  Our industry directly supports over 53,000 jobs in spirits 
manufacturing, retail, wholesale and hospitality, contributing $11.6 billion in added value to 
the Australian economy.  Our supply chain stretches from primary producers to the 
hospitality and tourism sectors. 

 

About the Australian Distillers Association 

The Australian Distillers Association (ADA) is a member-based industry body for Australian 
craft distillers and was founded in 2004.   

There are now over 350 distilleries across Australia, from Darwin to Davenport and from 
Margaret River to Manly – a marked increase since 2014, when Australia had just 28 
distilleries.  Significantly, more than 60% of these businesses are in rural and regional areas, 
bringing important economic benefits to these communities. 

 

Increasing the volume and integrity of recycled material 

The Members of our associations are firmly committed to the principles of environmental 
sustainability, resource recovery and the circular economy.  As both global and local 
industry stakeholders with strong links to agricultural inputs, our Members and our 
customers embrace these principles as essential in order to protect our environment and 
ensure the sustainability of our growing industry.  Our largest Members have set strong 
global targets to reduce energy, water and waste, address climate change and biodiversity, 
commit to best practice land stewardship, and increase the use of recycled and recovered 
materials in our products.  Our Members note that their demand for recycled glass cullet 
currently outstrips supply in South Australia.  Many of our Members already participate in 
the current scope of the SA scheme, as producers of spirits-based pre-mixed alcohol 
beverages (ready-to-drink beverages) that are sold single serve in bottles and cans. 

We note that the original purpose behind the South Australian Container Deposit Scheme 
(CDS) was to address public litter by targeting these types of waste, particularly single serve 
beverage containers which are often consumed outside the home or food service and 
licensed venues.  Originally, full-sized spirits bottles were excluded from the Container 
Deposit Scheme, as these containers have never been part of the public litter inventory.  
We note that in the most recent survey, full sized spirts bottles make up less an 0.03% of 
public litter items in South Australia in 2021 (see http://www.kesab.asn.au/wp-
content/uploads/litter-research/KESAB-LitterStats-Wave81-May2021.pdf).  As full-sized 
spirits containers are not designed or used as single serve containers, they are almost 
always used in private home settings or licensed venues.  Container inventory data shows 
that 96% of wine and spirits bottles are already either sent to collection depots or placed in 
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roadside comingled recyclables bins.  Despite this, only 37% of glass from these containers 
is recovered for bottle manufacturing, whereas 44% is diverted to lower-grade mixed glass 
used for civil application, and 19% enters landfill.  We note that there is approximately six 
times more glass in current kerbside recycling collection attributed to wine bottles compared 
with spirits containers, as noted in the discussion paper. 

With the introduction of kerbside collection of recyclable goods and the reduction in public 
letter of items within the scope of the CDS and more generally, the key purpose of the 
scheme has evolved to focus on improve the quantity and quality of recyclable materials, 
and to promote the concept of the circular economy to reduce landfill waste and the costs of 
manufacturing new containers and packaging for single use items.   

We believe there is an opportunity to rethink the CDS in light of the shift in priority to 
promote the circular economy and reduce the volume of new material used in 
manufacturing.  The Members of Spirits & Cocktails Australia and ADA support the 
introduction of a new kerbside recycling bin collection dedicated to all container 
glass used in the home, not just that used for beverages.  As noted in the discussion 
paper, this type of scheme has been in place in New Zealand for 15 years, and is funded by 
all glass importers, producers and retailers as well as local government.  The New Zealand 
scheme does not alleviate the producer’s responsibility for the waste that results from their 
products, but expands stewardship to a greater number of products beyond beverages, and 
more evenly spreads costs.  It is also in line with the direction being proposed by the 
Victorian Government.   

The benefit of a kerbside collection model is that it would increase the scope of glass 
beyond just beverage containers, which now seems like an artificial distinction in 
contemporary approaches to the circular economy, as well as protect the integrity of used 
glass containers and reduce spoilage and cross contamination with other recyclable 
materials, while making it easier for consumers to dispose of used glass who do not have 
the time or resources to participate in a refund scheme.  It would reduce, although not 
eliminate, the need for material recovery facilities (MRFs) to recover and sort glass in co-
mingled kerbside recycle bins.  Spirits & Cocktails Australia and ADA acknowledge the 
concerns identified in the discussion paper of glass currently collected in mixed-material 
kerbside recycling collection is predominantly used for lower-value civilian infrastructure 
purposes or sent to landfill because it is unusable.  However, even if you provide a refund 
incentivisation for consumers to return full sized spirits bottles to CDS collection points for a 
refund, the majority of the public will still utilise kerbside recycling due to its convenience.  
Contamination and spoilage will continue.  A dedicated glass bin will address the 
convenience factor, while reducing contamination.  It would be helpful to supplement this 
with some consumer education about the value of keeping glass containers intact when 
recycling – although this should be considered no matter how the SA Government chooses 
to move forward on this issue.   

Additionally, we note that while there is minimal differences in the expected increase in 
glass cullet under the additional kerbside bin scenario as the increased scope of CDS 
scenario, there is greater job creation under the proposal for a new glass-only kerbside bin, 
according to the work commissioned by the EPA.  In order to better reflect the commitment 
the SA Government has made towards recycling and product stewardship, it should design 
a scheme which embraces as much recyclable glass as possible, and focus on more than 
beverage containers.  Given that there is insufficient glass recycling and processing supply 
to meet current demand for new cullet for glass containers, the SA Government should also 
work with private industry to incentivise the establishment of a SA-based facility to meet the 
future demands of a circular economy, which is noted in the discussion paper.   

We note that overseas schemes examined in Appendix 3 of the discussion paper included 
jurisdictions do not have full sized spirits bottles within the scope of their model (British 
Columbia, Germany) and only one example where their inclusion has been proposed but 
not commenced (Scotland).  We also note recent media reporting that the launch of the 
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Scottish scheme is on hold and the already once-delayed target date of July 2022 has been 
scrapped (see, for example, https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2021/nov/17/scotland-
bottle-and-can-return-scheme-in-shambolic-mess).  We note no other Australian jurisdiction 
is proposing to expand the scope of the CDS to include full-sized bottles, and this would put 
South Australia out of step with the rest of the country, increasing costs for producers who 
sell predominantly in the SA market, which would be weighted against SA-based producers.   

 

An increased scope of CDS products 

Although it is not our preferred option, should the SA Government choose to proceed with 
expanding the scope of the CDS to include full-sized bottles, there are a number of issues 
of which it should be cognisant in the development and implementation of any changes; 

 As many smaller, independent and craft distillers are not within the current scope of 
the CDS (unless they produce pre-mixed single serve spirits beverages), we urge 
ongoing consultation in the roll out of the expanded scheme, to allow the opportunity 
for small producers to understand their obligations and minimise associated costs. 

 Any fees and changes, such as handling fees, should only be calculated on a cost 
recovery basis and should be independently audited, with a published report 
available to all stakeholders to verify the calculation of these costs.  

 Any introduction of limited terms of approved beverage containers to keep 
databases up to date do not result in new fees for producers for the extension of 
approvals to additional terms. 

 Any commencement date of an expanded scope is coordinated with other 
jurisdictions to maximise alignment and minimise costs resulting from different 
jurisdictional approaches which could result in differentiated and higher prices for 
South Australian consumers than in other states and territories.   

 Any changes to mandatory refund markings are delayed until there is both a 
coordinated national approach across all Australian jurisdictions, and that new 
markings can be aligned with any changes to other labelling proposals 
currently being considered by Food Standards Australia New Zealand for 
alcohol beverages, namely for energy and added sugars.  Beverage containers are 
produced for multiple jurisdictions, and can be moved post-manufacture and 
labelling among jurisdictions depending on distribution needs.  The need for multiple 
label markings for different states and territories is almost unworkable under current 
business operations.  Ongoing labelling changes present significant costs for 
industry, and there needs to be alignment to allow producers to make all changes 
simultaneously.  We expect the energy and add sugar labelling processes to be 
complete within timeframes that would align with any CDS changes.   

 An independent evaluation of the success of the expanded scope by undertaken 
three to five years after implementation, to calculate the success of its objectives in 
recycled material captured, as well as the costs to stakeholders to ensure these 
match the estimated costs in the modelling undertaken in the discussion paper. 
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Governance arrangements 

Irrespective of whether the SA Government chooses to implement a dedicated glass 
kerbside recycling bin, or to increase the scope of the CDS to include spirits bottles, Spirits 
& Cocktails Australia and ADA Members believe it is timely for the SA EPA to review the 
governance arrangements for the CDS, and potentially benefit from the learnings and 
experiences of other states and territories that have implemented arrangements more 
recently.  We agree with the identified principles in the discussion paper that there is an 
opportunity to strengthen the accountability of reporting to more accurately and equitable 
identify costs for the purposes of cost recovery, and to introduce increased transparency 
and independent oversight of the scheme.  We consider it vital that the participants in the 
scheme are accountable to the relevant minister, and that regular data is published for all 
stakeholders to see if performance targets are being reached, and costings correctly 
calculated and attributed.  We support stronger reporting of relevant financial statements, 
operating costs and revenues, handling fees, container collection and distribution of 
recyclable material.  All reporting should be independently audited where relevant.   

To increase transparency and accountability, we strongly support a single independent 
not-for-profit scheme coordinator appointed by the relevant Minister in consultation with 
industry stakeholders.  Profit in the form of surplus should be used to reduce fees and keep 
costs to the final consumer contained.  We support the aspects of oversight identified in the 
discussion paper, including the requirement that container returns are measured by 
container count, not weight, and a centralised information technology platform, and 
preferably a national platform.   

 

For more information on this submission, please contact 

 

Chief Executive 

Spirits & Cocktails Australia 

 

 

 



 

18 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 Stansbury Recycling 

We are the operator of Stansbury Recycling located at 24 Brentwood Rd, Stansbury 5582 . We have 
operated the facility since 1974. We are a small business, and employ 3 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 

 

Stansbury Recycling 
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Tetra Pak’s Response to Discussion Paper - Improving 
South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents 
Review South Australia’s Container Deposit Scheme 
 
Introduction 
 
Tetra Pak supports the South Australia Government’s (SA) aim to modernise its 
container deposit scheme (CDS), one that has led the way for over 44 years. The 
South Australian CDS is one of the longest running and successful product 
stewardship schemes in Australia. It is considered by some in the beverage industry 
as one of the most effective container deposit schemes in the world.  
 
There is increasing global recognition and actions associated with the need to 
continue moving towards a circular economy in which materials are reused and  
recycled as an alternative to the linear economy that is based on ‘take, make, use 
and dispose’. 
 
Tetra Pak are encouraged by, and strongly support, South Australia’s desire to 
strengthen the container deposit scheme to incorporate modern technology, establish 
transparent reporting systems, and apply circular economy objectives to make more 
high-value materials available for remanufacturing locally and nationally. 
 
In the following pages, we have added our comments and feedback to specific key 
issues raised in the discussion paper, where we believe we can add value from our 
global experience: 
 
Key Issue 1: Objectives of the CDS 
 
Broadly, we support SA’s Waste Strategy view of recovery and return of high value  
resources to a more productive circular economy.  
 
In our view, we see three key drivers for determining high-value resources, other 
than the clean and colour-sorted materials referenced under Key Issue 1: 

1. Commodity prices are volatile and fluctuate based on supply and demand, and 
because of price alone, this should not be the sole determinant for high value. 

 
2. In alignment with the objectives of the South Australian CDS, it is critical that 

product stewardship and resource recovery & recycling do not undermine 
protecting the environment. In particular, the extraction and production of 
certain materials for use in packaging and their recycling can have a high 
global warming potential. 
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General 

To this end, we recommend that the objectives as well as the language of the 
South Australian CDS refer to a ‘low-carbon circular economy’ rather than 
circular economy alone. Accordingly, the determinants of ‘value’ must foster a 
transition to packaging materials which have overall a low carbon footprint 
over their entire lifecycle. This will also further embrace Australia’s recent 
commitment to achieve net zero carbon emissions.   
 

3. A focus on fiscal value for (clean and colour-sorted) commodities alone will 
present barriers to both innovation and market entry for new packaging 
materials. 

 
Key Issue 2: Containers Included in the CDS 
 
We believe that all dairy and beverage containers, regardless of material composition 
and regardless of the type and size of product package should be included to 
maximise consumer participation, maximise recovery of clean and source separated 
commodities and ensure a level economic playing field. We discuss below why we 
support the inclusion of plain unflavoured milk.  
 
It is our view that low-carbon circular economy projects are best supported by 
maximising recovery of all recyclable materials, and that allowing all beverage 
containers regardless of size or material to be eligible under a CDS, best supports 
this outcome.  
 
Tetra Pak also advocates for the harmonization of all CDS schemes so that they can 
be effectively and efficiently implemented across the country. 
 
Critically, Tetra Pak has invested in local recycling capacity for beverage cartons. 
saveBOARD1, our recycling partner, will process beverage cartons into ready-to-use 
construction material for internal and external use in buildings. saveBOARD’s first 
plant in Te Rapa, in New Zealand has commenced operations in November 2021.  
 
In Australia, saveBOARD has received funding2 from the Federal Government’s 
Recycling Modernisation Fund and Remanufacture New South Wales, to build their 
first local recycling facility by Q3 next year (2022).  
 
The saveBOARD process has “full carton” capability, that means the entire used 
beverage carton, including any on-pack straw, neck and cap can be recycled 
together. 
 
We are now awaiting the outcome of funding applications from other State 
governments to expand recycling capacity across Australia. We expect next year to 
have committed to building a second plant in Victoria which will also service South 
Australia.   
 

 

1 Home | saveBOARD - Sustainable Building Materials | New Zealand 
2 Saveboard gets grant to set up facility - Inside Waste 

https://www.saveboard.nz/
https://www.insidewaste.com.au/index.php/2021/09/21/saveboard-gets-grant-to-set-up-facility/
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General 

Allowing all beverage cartons to be eligible under the CDS is critical because a 
secure supply of clean sorted beverage cartons is key to the commercial success of 
the local recycling capacity. 
 
Regarding our view on the proposed exclusion of plain unflavoured milk there are two 
key considerations for inclusion: 

1. We understand the importance of keeping pasteurised milk affordable 
therefore, we propose containers of milk 2 litres and above would be exempt 
(as are any containers 3 litres and above). This means containers of any sort 
of unflavoured milk or milk alternatives below 2 litres would all be included in 
the CDS scheme, thereby not creating any economic disparity between 
different types of milk or containers.  

 
Majority sales of pasteurised milk are in containers of 2 litres and above.  
 

2. Beverage cartons have an important and growing role to play in de-
carbonising packaging because they are made mostly of paperboard, which is 
renewable plant fibre. Material Economics3 work, ‘Sustainable packaging - the 
role of materials substitution,’ shows that a 65% reduction in emissions is 
possible for fibre-based packaging whereas even with a high recycling rate 
emissions from the production of plastic packaging fall by just 20%. They 
recommend substitution of plastics with fibre-based packaging as one of the 
largest potential levers to decarbonise packaging.  
 
In this light, leaving plain unflavoured pasteurised milk in HDPE exempt 
(except for 2 litres and above) while including cartons for dairy and dairy 
alternatives, highlights the conflict between the objectives of resource 
recovery and recycling and protecting the environment and creates an 
economic disparity for products which are serving the same consumer 
purpose.  

 
Key Issue 4: Container Return Rates 
 
We agree that convenience and accessibility of the depots for people wanting to 
return their empty beverage containers is a significant factor in the level of 
participation in the CDS. 

 
We support all the options to increase return points for used beverage containers 
because this will maximise the volume of clean and source separated containers 
available for recycling. It also allows for businesses and community organisations to 
participate as redemption points and broadens awareness of the value of recycling.  
 
Leveraging existing collection infrastructure for other products under product 
stewardship such as batteries, e-waste and household chemicals may support 
convenience and therefore higher participation. 
 
 
 

 

3 Sustainable Packaging - Material Economics 

https://materialeconomics.com/publications/sustainable-packaging
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General 

 
Key Issue 5: Governance Arrangements 
 
Tetra Pak strongly supports Option 2: Single independent not-for-profit scheme 
coordinator.  
 
Option 2 provides the requirement for reporting and independent auditing of the 
system. We believe that this option is the way for all stakeholders to understand 
transparently what the scheme costs are per container and/or per material.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The views and recommendations outlined above reflect Tetra Pak’s own adoption of 
circular economy principles in our business and along the entire lifecycle of our 
products to take sustainability much further. We believe that our collective actions 
must add up to solve some of our greatest environmental challenges.  
 
We thank the South Australian government for providing us the opportunity to submit 
our response to the review of the CDS scheme for the state and welcome further 
engagement. 
 
 
 
 
19 November 2021 
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Sent: Friday, 5 November 2021 2:14 PM 
To: EPA:Information <epainfo@sa.gov.au> 
Cc:  
Subject: CDS Review 
 
To whom it may concern, 
  
Upon review of the discussion paper and taking into consideration previous feedback submitted which 
supported the investigation of additional containers currently exempted to be added to the scheme ensuring 
environmental and economic sustainability was considered.  
  
The Barossa Council would encourage exploration of the opportunity for the inclusion of glass beverage 
containers up to 3 litres in the Container Deposit Scheme without being restrictive or placing burden on 
industry. Council are in support of a blanket acceptance for bottles to be part of the scheme without the need 
for labels to change. 
  
Adding a fourth bin to the kerbside collection is not desirable at this time in our region. 
  
Kind regards, 
Natalie 
 
 

 
Waste Management Officer 
T: 08 8563 8467 
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The Barossa Council | 43-51 Tanunda Road | PO Box 867 NURIOOTPA SA 5355 
T: 08 8563 8444  |  F:  08 8563 8461  |  www.barossa.sa.gov.au  |  Visit us on Facebook 
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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 
 
I am pleased to add my support to the 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, 
 
 

 
Marketing & Operations 
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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 Thorntons Recycling 

We are the operator of the Thorntons Recycling located at 4 Murray Street, Thebarton. We have 
operated the facility since January 2008. We are a small business, and employ 12 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 

 

Thorntons Recycling 
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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 TUMBY BAY RECYCLING 

We are the operator of the TUMBY BAY RECYCLING located at 8 BRATTEN RD, TUMBY BAY. We have 
operated the facility since 1 SEPTEMBER 2018. We are a small business, and do not employ staff 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 

 

TUMBY BAY RECYCLING 
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