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10 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 Wallys Bottleyard & Recycling Centre 

We are the operator of the Wallys Bottleyard & Recycling Centre located at 12 Thelda street Murray Bridge 
SA 5253. We have operated the facility since 1974. We are a small business, and employ 6 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 



 

WALLYS BOTTLEYARD 
& Recycling Centre 

 
12 Thelda Street, Murray Bridge S.A. 5253 

Phone (08) 8532 1860 
 

W: www.wallysbottleyard.com.au   E:    
 

 

 

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

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

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

Closure 

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

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

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

Thankyou for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

 
 

Manager | Wally's Bottleyard & Recycling Centre 
10¢ Container Collection Depot & Recycling                           
12 Thelda Street Murray Bridge SA 5253 
P: 08 8532 1860 |  

: www.wallysbottleyard.com.au  
 



 

  

 
Chief Executive  
EPA South Australia  
GPO Box 2607  
ADELAIDE SA 5001 
 
Email:   
            epainfo@sa.gov.au  
 
22 November 2021 
 
Dear Mr Circelli 
 

Re: Improving South Australia’s Recycling Makes Cents 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the EPA’s discussion paper to review SA’s 
container deposit scheme (CDS).  
 
The Waste Management and Resource Recovery Association of Australia (WMRR) is the national peak 
body representing Australia’s $15.5 billion waste and resource recovery (WARR) industry. Nationally, 
we have more than 2,000 members from over 500 entities that operate in a broad range of 
organisations, the three (3) tiers of government, universities, and NGOs.  
 
WMRR’s members are involved in the breadth and depth of waste management and resource 
recovery, engaging in significant activities within the Australian economy, including community 
engagement and education, infrastructure investment and operations, collection, manufacturing of 
valuable products from resource recovered materials, energy recovery, and responsible management 
of residual and problematic waste.  
 
An integrated WARR system drives jobs and economic growth and at present, the industry employs 
approximately 50,000 people across Australia. In South Australia, the waste, recycling, and 
remanufacturing industry is a significant contributor to the state, through: 
 

• a turnover of more than $1.4 billion1;  
• Gross State Product (GSP) of $1.08 billion2 
• the employment of 4,800 full-time equivalent persons3; and  
• a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 1.32 million tonnes of CO2-e through recycling 

activities4.  
 
WMRR acknowledges that SA’s CDS has led the way for over four (4) decades and the state has, 
historically, been at the forefront of recycling and resource recovery. Despite this, SA has not rested 

 
1 Inside Waste Industry Report 2017-18: Volumes and Values  
2 2019-20 Recycling Activity Survey for South Australia, Green Industries SA, 2021 
3 Ibid 
4 Ibid 



 

  

on its laurels and WMRR commends the EPA for undertaking a review of its CDS and for developing a 
thoroughly researched, well-considered, and intelligent discussion paper.  
 
What is evident from this discussion paper is the SA government’s continued willingness to engage 
with all stakeholders, including the WARR sector, and WMRR appreciates its strong relationship with 
the EPA. It is also refreshing to be able to consult on a paper that has clearly been informed by 
stakeholders; it is evident that the EPA has taken on board a significant amount of feedback that 
industry has provided since the review began in 2019, and there is a level of understanding by 
government of how the WARR sector operates.  
 
Overall, this paper is a dynamic document that presents a strong analysis of the environmental and 
economic footprints of the state’s CDS as well as material flows and impacts and does not shy away 
from providing a great amount of detail and data to all stakeholders –– which WMRR submits works 
in the EPA’s favour as it serves to educate and inform all who read it, in particular, the community.  
 
Broadly, WMRR agrees with the EPA’s findings and analysis of the CDS and we support the regulator’s 
intent to modernise the scheme that includes a change in the way it is governed, improvements to 
accessibility, and clarity around its purpose as well as promotion of the circulation of materials through 
the supply chain. While WMRR also supports the EPA’s proposed two (2)-stage modernisation plan, 
so as to enable national alignment, we would urge the SA government to continue being a leader in 
this space and forge ahead with the improvements and changes proposed in the discussion paper, 
including (but not limited to) expanding the scope of the scheme, which not only has significant 
economic, community, and environmental benefits – as highlighted in the paper – but also has strong 
support from a wide range of stakeholders.  
 
WMRR’s responses to the consultation questions can be found below. Please do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned if you would like to further discuss WMRR’s submission.  
 
Yours sincerely 

Chief Executive Officer 
Waste Management and Resource Recovery Association of Australia 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  

SUBMISSION 
 

Key issue Questions WMRR’s response 
1. Objectives of the CDS Do you think the CDS should be supported and recognised as 

a key pathway for supplying recovered materials to 
remanufacturers and to achieve state and national resource 
recovery targets by:  
 

a) Supporting and building on existing beverage 
container resource recovery investments and 
infrastructure.  

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

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

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

 

WMRR supports the objectives of the SA CDS and agrees that 
the scheme is recognised and should continue to be 
supported as a key pathway for supplying recovered 
materials to remanufacturers. The economic and 
environmental benefits to-date have been highlighted 
throughout the discussion paper and WMRR agrees that the 
current CDS objectives should be retained.  
 
However, WMRR advocates for a further objective to be 
included in the scheme to support greater resource 
recovery, recycling, and circular principles. This objective 
relates to extending producer and user pays responsibility, 
whereby requirements for manufacturers to produce 
containers that can be readily recycled in Australia are 
included and a minimum amount of recycled Australian 
content in containers that are registered within the scheme 
is set. Containers that are accepted under the scheme should 
be recyclable in Australia and made from Australian recycled 
content.  SA needs to give consideration to taking this action 
given the fact that a number of beverage manufacturing 
facilities in SA have closed in recent years, making it more 
challenging for CDS material to be recovered and 
remanufactured in SA; hence, stronger signals will be 
required to increase infrastructure and recovery.  

2. Containers included 
in the CDS 

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

b) 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 data (environmental and cost-benefit modelling) 
presented in the discussion paper are compelling and 
support the expansion of the scope of containers to include 
plain unflavoured milk containers and all glass beverage 
containers up to three (3) litres (including wine, spirit, and 
cordial).  



 

  

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

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

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

d) Do you think a contemporary CDS education 
campaign that incorporates 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?  

Thus, WMRR agrees that the variety of containers should be 
expanded, focusing on consolidation of material types (e.g., 
all glass beverage containers should be included). This would 
enable all beverage containers including wine bottles, spirit 
bottles and other beverage containers, such as fruit juice and 
flavoured milk to form part of the scheme, resulting in less 
consumer confusion, which is one of the aims of the EPA’s 
review, and increased return of containers.  
 
The inclusion of these containers has the potential to deliver 
significant benefits in terms of: 
 Reduced consumer confusion about why (and which 

ones) some beverages are in and some are out. 
 Greater aggregation of each relevant material type, 

supporting the ability to deliver circular economy 
outcomes. 

 Fairer distribution of collection and processing costs 
across a broader range of packaging materials. 

 Potential increase in the quality and value of the 
kerbside recycling system.  

 
While WMRR supports national harmonisation of container 
deposit/refund schemes across jurisdictions and agrees that 
a second stage of modernisation may be required for SA, we 
would urge the SA government to take the lead – as it has 
over the last 40 years of the scheme’s operation – to 
proactively expand the scope now, in order to set a 
framework that would encourage other jurisdictions to 
follow suit. As the EPA has noted in its review process that 
commenced in 2019, there is strong widespread support for 
the expansion of the scope of the scheme.  
 



 

  

WMRR also supports a contemporary CDS education 
campaign as SA continues to build on its CDS and scope of 
products for inclusion, to not only eliminate confusion, but 
to also inform and educate community about how to make 
circular choices. A fully funded education and marketing  
campaign with centralised, consistent, up-to-date and easy-
to-access information is important.  
 
WMRR does not support the idea of rolling out a fourth 
kerbside bin dedicated to glass; it is unnecessary, illogical, 
and would represent a retrograde step when one considers 
the data presented that highlights that currently there is 
almost three (3) times as many beverage glass containers 
going through the CDS scheme at present than kerbside. 
Why would a polluter-pays scheme that successfully collects 
and recovers the amounts it does be replaced by an 
unsustainable fourth recycling bin, which will be paid for by 
ratepayers? A fourth bin creates additional cost, as well as 
GHG emissions (transport miles), and will detract from 
maximising community participation in the CDS. Further, as 
SA already has a good and well-known network of collection 
depots covering the state, upgrades could be made to 
existing depots to enable these sites to accept other 
materials into the future. The way forward should not be 
imposing unnecessary costs onto ratepayers by setting up 
new infrastructure (bins, collection, to name a few) for a 
fourth bin, undermining an extremely successful polluter-
pays scheme that has real potential benefit of increasing 
funds back to the SA community; rather, SA’s proven CDS 
should be expanded to capture the materials proposed 
above.  
 



 

  

3. Scheme approvals 
and container markings 

a) 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? 

b) As a beverage producer of 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?  

c) 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? 

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

e) 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?  

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

WMRR agrees that the current markings should be retained 
but would encourage SA to continue working with other 
jurisdictions on nationally consistent branding.  
 
To promote and raise awareness of the CDS and the circular 
economy, WMRR also advocates for clear and consistent 
labelling about what is made from Australian recycled 
material, including the percentage of recyclable materials 
containers comprise. This would assist consumers in making 
informed choices about purchasing Australian recycled 
materials, which would drive market demand for recycled 
products.  

4.1 Deposit value and 
refund amount  

a) 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?  

As the refund amount is historical, WMRR believes that it has 
failed to keep up with the increased costs of beverage, which 
diminishes the deposit as a proportion of the total drink 
value. In Europe, the refund amount is €0.25, which is set 
against the number of containers required to be returned to 
gain a full container. 



 

  

 
Although WMRR supports a review and subsequent increase 
of the refund amount, we agree that any increase should be 
undertaken nationally for consistency and efficiency, to 
eliminate confusion, and to mitigate the risk of refund fraud. 
WMRR also encourages the SA EPA to continue coordinating 
its behavioural research study to understand the impacts of 
an increase and to share the findings through HEPA in order 
to determine and agree on a nationally consistent refund 
amount.  

4.2 Ease of container 
return 

a) 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 stations  
 Home pick-up service (for fee).  

b) 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? 

c) Will promotion and consistent branding of return 
points, including information about location, 
operating hours and beverage container return 
requirements, assist you in returning eligible 
containers and assessing the refund? 

d) As a community organisation such as a charity, 
school or sports club, how do you or would you like 

As a number of other jurisdictions have now rolled out what 
might arguably be more contemporary CDSs, SA has the 
advantage of looking at these schemes to identify a suite of 
approaches that will deliver an accessible and modern 
scheme across the state. WMRR submits that it has become 
apparent, due to the development of these schemes in other 
jurisdictions, that a real mix of collection point infrastructure 
including Reverse Vending Machine (RVMs), over the 
counter (OTC), and even home pick-ups, which are available 
in the ACT, NSW and Queensland, should be incorporated to 
enable the greatest access and convenience to be able to 
participate.  
 
Increasing the number of return points to obtain the further 
3% of containers is supported. It is recommended that 
consideration be given to increasing per head of population 
services in SA, possibly using a mix of access points 
described, which may be more appropriate in the metro 
areas. Key to the success of such an infrastructure mix is a 
well-planned network of sites that enables sufficient 
throughput to ensure financial viability.  
 



 

  

to participate in, and benefit from, the CDS? For 
example: 
 By building and operating refund collection 

points yourself.  
 By partnering and hosting refund collection 

points with approved CDS depots.  
 By carrying out a collection of containers to 

take to a local collection point.  
 By registering with the scheme as a 

nominated donation partner that is eligible 
to receive electronic funds donations 
through automated reverse vending 
machines.  

 Through mobile or ‘pop up’ refund points as 
part of a fundraising drive.  

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

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

On determining the locations of this suite of approaches, SA 
could start by setting service standards (hours of operation, 
etc) as well as using the following location metrics that 
WMRR has proposed to other jurisdictions:   

• Major regional centres – one (1) refund point per 
20,000 population within a five (5) km target 
(maximum travel distance). 

• Regional areas – one (1) refund point per town of 
2,000 population (with an additional refund point 
for each additional 10,000 population) within a 
thirty (30) km target (maximum travel distance). 

• Remote/very remote areas – one (1) refund point 
per town of 500 population within a 50km target 
(maximum travel distance - remote) and 100km 
target (maximum travel distance - very remote). 

 
We have also seen in other jurisdictions the use of 
technology to provide additional incentives to return; for 
example, customer loyalty program and the ability to donate 
refunds to charities, schools and sporting groups, which are 
great aspects to not only increase returns but develop a 
sense of community. 
  

4.3 Payment of refund 
method 

General  
a) How would you like to receive your refunds for 

containers?  
 Cash. 
 Electronic funds transfer (EFT)/online 

payment. 
 Direct electronic funds transfer to a 

donation partner of your choice.  

In keeping up with advancements in payment systems and 
payment preferences, and to ensure convenience to 
customers, WMRR supports the expansion of payment 
refund methods to capture non-cash refund methods (such 
as EFT, vouchers, donations to charities) while also retaining 
cash options.  
 



 

  

 Vouchers (for example, for use at local 
stores).  

 All refund options as above.  
b) 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? 

For depot owners 
c) Will you need to change the operation of your 

business to provide for non-cash refund methods 
such as EFT? If yes,  
 What do you expect to be the nature and 

cost of providing non-cash refund methods? 
 What would this look like at your depot and 

how long would this take (for example, one 
year or less, up to two years)?  

d) Do you anticipate that a partnership with at least 
one donation partner could support your local 
community and increase the customer base at your 
depot?  

5. Governance 
arrangements  

Scheme oversight 
a) Do you think the SA government should appoint an 

independent governing body for the existing 
multiple super collector system or independent not-
for-profit scheme coordinator who will have 
oversight of the scheme, and make 
recommendations on the performance targets, 
container return rate targets, scheme costs and the 
reporting and accountability framework to the SA 
government? 
 If so, do you think the proposed governing 

body membership is appropriate? If not, 
what do you suggest?  

The economic analysis that has been undertaken as part of 
this review shows significant annual net benefits in moving 
to a single coordinator, including more jobs, less materials 
disposed to landfill, greater return rates, and decreased 
overall costs, which would benefit community and local 
government. Thus, WMRR supports the EPA’s proposal to 
restructure the scheme’s governance arrangements, and the 
preferred model is option two (2): a single independent not-
for-profit scheme coordinator appointed by the Minister for 
Environment in consultation with relevant industry 
stakeholders. As highlighted in the paper, the coordinator 
will be governed by an independent board, which should 



 

  

Scheme auditing and reporting 
b) 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? 

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

Scheme coordination 
d) 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?  
 What do you see as the risks and benefits of 

each of these scheme coordination options?  
 What would the impacts of the different 

options on your business? 
 If option 1 was the model chosen to 

coordinate the scheme, how would 
accountability for meeting scheme 
performance indicators, such as return rate 
targets, be shared amongst super 
collectors?  

e) The establishment of a single waste management 
arrangement between depots and at least one super 
collector (for option 1) or single independent 
scheme coordinator (for option 2) is proposed to 

comprise stakeholders from state and local government, the 
WARR industry, and the beverage sector. 
 
WMRR supports the independent single scheme coordinator 
being responsible for auditing the scheme, recovering and 
paying all scheme costs from the beverage industry, and 
administering suppliers into the scheme and invoicing them 
the net costs. It would also be responsible for auditing and 
paying MRFs. Additionally, the scheme coordinator should 
have procurement targets to ensure buy-back of containers. 
Scheme targets are a mechanism for ensuring these goals 
are achieved; however, these must be backed by realistic 
and commensurate penalties or consequences (equivalent 
to the benefits that producers may receive due to 
underperformance in the scheme). 
 
A single independent scheme could reduce handling, sorting 
and transportation costs given the existence at present of 
effectively two (2) coordinators in SA. It will also assist with 
improved scheme coordinator reporting, registration of 
beverage containers, standardising supply agreements, and 
understanding the costs of the scheme and redemption 
rates. A single coordinator would also bring closer alignment 
with most other Australian states. To that end, SA could 
implement this via similar legislation that has been 
introduced in NSW, the ACT, and Queensland.  
 
However, if the EPA does select option one (1), WMRR 
agrees that the government should appoint an independent 
governing body, which should also comprise stakeholders 
from state and local government, the WARR industry, and 
the beverage sector. 
 



 

  

enable depots to contract with a single super 
collector and remove sorting by container brand.  
 Do you agree with this change as a way of 

addressing these concerns? If not, why not? 
If not, what alternative approach would you 
suggest? 

f) 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.  
 Do you foresee any issues with this method 

of payment for returned containers? 
 How would smaller depots with low 

container return volumes achieve container 
counting? 

g) 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?  

Regardless of which option is chosen, there must be 
weighted emphasis by government on local market 
development. Further, the WARR industry has experienced 
the detrimental impacts of allowing the scheme coordinator 
to control material sales through “portals” developed by the 
scheme coordinators who effectively compete with MRFs, 
having a broader impact on the recycling markets beyond 
CDS.  In moving to a central IT platform, any possibility of 
such a portal in SA must be considered and mitigated, 
otherwise there may also be an impact on the four (4) SA 
MRFs to see material, as well as challenges in obtaining 
sufficient material locally to enable investment in capacity in 
SA.  
 
WMRR supports a clear move to a container count 
methodology and is opposed any weight-based count for 
payments. All other jurisdictions utilise the container count 
methodology, given that this links to transportation and 
handling payments as well. The ability for super collectors to 
utilise a weight-based methodology makes auditing the 
scheme very challenging given the payment is made per 
container. 
 
WMRR agrees that the CDS should establish geographical 
performance targets, including distribution of container 
return points per region and return rates for regional and 
remote areas. NSW has a prescriptive network that has 
certain benefits; the state government has created zones, 
specifying locations, maximum travel distances and 
population access, minimum hours of operation (35 per 
week with daily minimums), and a minimum number of 
operating facilities - all aimed at ensuring maximum access 
and convenience to the community. Ultimately, the SA 



 

  

government should determine and plan for network zones 
and provide clear minimum service standards to ensure 
adequate coverage and to drive performance of the scheme.  
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ecyfers 
CDS Review Discussion Paper 

Environment Protection Authority 

GPO Box 2607 

ADELAIDE SA 5001 

Dear Sir / Madam 

RE: CDS Review Discussion Paper — Submission by Wingfield Bottle Depot Pty Ltd ATF Wingfield 

Bottle Depot Unit Trust 

We are the operator of the Wingfield Bottle Depot Pty Ltd atf Wingfield Bottle Depot Unit Trust 
located at 423 Grand Junction Road, Wingfield SA 5013, 59 Grove Avenue, Marleston, SA 5033 and 

277 Churchill Road, Prospect SA 5082.. We have operated the facility since 24 December 1980. We 
are a small business, and employ 23 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. 

A DIVISION OF WINGFIELD BOTTLE DEPOT PTY LTD ABN: 62 924 180 215 

P.O. Box 524, Modbury SA 5092 Phone 8445 7086 Fax 8265 3006 



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. 

Thank you for your consideration of our submission 

Your Sincerely 

Wingfield Bottle Depot Pty Ltd ATF Wingfield Bottle Depot Unit Trust 
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Sent: Tuesday, 16 November 2021 11:55 AM 
To: EPA:Information <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 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, 
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A:  215 Douglas Gully Road, McLaren Flat or PO Box 150, McLaren Vale, South Australia 5171 
W:   woodstockwine.com.au    
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

26 November 2021 

 

South Australian Environment Protection Authority 

GPO Box 2607 

Adelaide SA 5001 

 

By email only: epainfo@sa.gov.au  

 

 

 

REVIEW OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA’S CONTAINER DEPOSIT SCHEME 

Woolworths Group (Woolworths) welcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the review of South 

Australia’s container deposit scheme. Please note that Woolworths requested and received an extension 

of one week to submit on 26 November 2021. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Woolworths has supported the introduction of container deposit schemes (CDS) in states and territories 

across Australia. We believe that a well-designed CDS reduces the impact of container waste on our 

environment and improves the quality of waste streams for recycling in the development of a circular 

economy. It creates the economic incentive and behavioural change necessary to ensure effective whole-

of-life management of beverage containers. 

As Australia’s largest private sector employer and supermarket retailer, we offer a unique and practical 

perspective on the design, implementation and operation of CDS. This submission reflects our experience 

in this space and recommends that South Australia (SA) adopt the best elements of other schemes, while 

avoiding shortcomings in order to deliver the intended environmental outcomes. 

 

WOOLWORTHS IN SOUTH AUSTRALIA 

After 96 years of operation, Woolworths has grown to become Australia’s largest private sector employer, 

with more than 170,000 employees nationally. We partner with thousands of local farmers, producers and 

manufacturers to sell more than 100,000 products and service approximately 29 million customer 

interactions every week.  

Woolworths opened its first SA store in Rundle Mall in 1936. We employ over 10,000 South Australians 

across 67 supermarkets, 17 Big W stores, two distribution centres and one support office, which also 

service the Northern Territory and cross-border communities. We pay over $300 million in annual wages to 

our South Australian team and have a $65 million property development pipeline in the State. 

Woolworths is committed to an ambitious sustainability agenda in South Australia. This includes 

participating on the SA Government’s single-use plastics taskforce, trialling compostable produce bags in 

Adelaide, rollout of our in-store end-of-life battery and mobile phone recycling units, and sourcing our 

recently launched paper shopping bags from a local South Australian manufacturer. 

Our support for CDS is well-established. Woolworths was instrumental to the delivery of the CDS in New 

South Wales (NSW). We were the first retail partner for the reverse vending machine (RVM) network in  
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NSW at program launch in 2017, providing a voucher redemption solution for customers as well as 

supporting the roll-out of RVMs across NSW. Woolworths recently supported the successful and smooth 

commencement of the Western Australia CDS and sits on the Tasmanian Government’s taskforce for the 

development of that state’s scheme. 

 

DISCUSSION PAPER FEEDBACK 

As a national retailer, Woolworths’ submission focuses on the core principle of nationwide harmonisation 

and/or standardisation of CDS. In the near future, Australia will have eight different schemes, creating 

considerable and unnecessary administrative cost for industry, subsequent inefficiencies across the value 

chain, and confusion for consumers. 

Objectives 

● Woolworths supports the objectives of South Australia’s CDS. We strongly recommend a clear 

intent to standardise South Australia’s CDS with those across Australia. This would contribute 

significant efficiencies for nationwide businesses and suppliers, as well as improve the 

consistency and understanding of CDS amongst consumers. 

● With the introduction of CDS across other Australian jurisdictions, we have seen the benefits of 

greater transparency in the administration of CDS and recommend this as a principle in the 

scheme’s design. 

Scope 

● Expanding the scope of eligible containers for the CDS should only be considered in the context 

of nationwide adoption. We note that there are avenues to propose broadened container scope - 

such as the Environment Ministers’ Meeting. 

● While industry benefits from the efficiencies and understanding of harmonised scheme design 

and governance, the containers accepted within a CDS is the most visible impact of a CDS for 

consumers. So, developing a consistent scope of containers accepted nationwide would greatly 

benefit consumer usability as well as efficiency. 

● Under the National Waste Action Plan, there is an objective to harmonise kerbside collection 

bins. Regardless of the kerbside system adopted in SA, it should support harmonisation of CDS. 

● We support existing container exclusions. 

● Changes to the CDS is an opportunity to reinvigorate public education efforts. We support 

government initiative in this space and encourage a review of the most effective channels or 

segments of the community where CDS participation is lowest. 

Scheme Approvals and Container Markings 

● It is not the role of existing beverage suppliers to subsidise the entry of new beverage suppliers 

into the Scheme, regardless of the size of any party. Participating in the CDS is a normal cost of 

business that should be borne equitably across participants. 

● Instead, that cost of participation should be minimised, such as introducing quarterly invoicing as 

has been done in Queensland. 

 



 

 

● We agree with the application of a scheme compliance fee paid by the super collectors to cost 

recover the scheme compliance and enforcement costs 

● Container markings should be standardised nationwide but when there is an agreed, nationwide 

approach. More important is the consistency of the message on the label. 

CDS Deposit Amount 

● Woolworths supports maintaining the deposit amount at 10 cents per container. 

Ease of Container Return 

● Woolworths supports an expansion of collection points for the CDS, particularly in regional areas. 

However, any expectation of retailer involvement should be on a voluntary basis. 

● The hosting of CDS collections works in some locations but presents challenges in others. They 

can have negative amenity impacts for both retailers and local neighbourhoods, as well as 

present impediments to business operations. 

● Supermarkets are often assumed locations for CDS returns. Indeed, Woolworths agreed to co-

locate over 250 reverse vending machines (RVMs) on its properties in NSW to support that 

state’s rollout of its CDS. While these RVMs collectively account for over half of CDS returns, 

they can create unintended consequences, such as noise, odour, illegal dumping, traffic, 

pedestrian safety and vermin. 

● Retailers also enter into a variety of ownership and leasing arrangements for store sites. This 

then impacts on the authority a retailer may have over a site that could include an RVM.  

● Meanwhile, automated collection points in regional locations require regular and often-expensive 

servicing, or risk undermining community sentiment for the scheme. Consumer reaction to full 

RVMs that reject their returned containers is often hostile. 

● Woolworths has investigated in-store collections, but our stores (and most retail outlets) do not 

have adequate space for over-the-counter CDS collection, particularly in predominantly food-

based retail environments like supermarkets. Furthermore, a recent reconfiguration of stores to 

enable COVID-safe shopping has increased physical barriers at checkout and reduced available 

floorspace. 

● So while Woolworths supports the expansion of CDS collection points, we believe this should be 

on a voluntary basis for retailers. This would be an opportunity for community organisations to 

play a bigger role in the scheme, utilising their extensive networks across regional communities 

and provide revenue and employment opportunities. 

Refund Payment Options 

● Woolworths can support a variety of refund options. We provide a voucher redemption service in 

conjunction with TOMRA in NSW, Queensland and Western Australia.  

● We find this is a suitable method of providing funds to customers. Pending negotiations with 

Scheme Coordinators in SA we could offer this service in SA. 

● This would mean that collection points do not have the burden of holding and issuing cash but 

rather they issue vouchers which can be redeemed in a Woolworths store.  

 



 

 

Governance 

● Woolworths emphasises the importance of a consistent approach with other jurisdictions on 

scheme governance. Two broad models have been, or are about to be, implemented across 

Australia’s seven other CDS. Generally, these are referred to as the “NSW model” and the 

“Queensland model”. Woolworths is comfortable with either. 

● South Australia’s CDS is comparatively complex and has developed inefficiencies, since 

becoming the country’s first CDS. One example is the need to re-sort containers for the super-

collector that has ownership of that brand. This inefficiency can be eliminated by adopting similar 

approaches used in other states. 

● Consequently, Woolworths supports Option 2 outlined in the discussion paper. This option 

appears to be the same as the Queensland model.  It would greatly improve efficiency and 

reduce complexity by using IT systems that already exist in other jurisdictions, significantly 

simplifying reporting for beverage suppliers. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Woolworths Group is grateful for the opportunity to provide feedback on South Australia’s review of its 

CDS and we welcome further direct engagement with the EPA. We hope our experience across Australia 

helps to inform this review to improve the scheme and maximise the environmental benefits for South 

Australia.  

We would welcome the opportunity to expand upon this submission as part of the Review. Please contact 

us, at   
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WWF-Australia is part of the WWF International Network, the world's largest independent conservation 

organisation. WWF’s global mission is to stop the degradation of the planet's natural environment and to build 

a future in which humans live in harmony with nature. WWF-Australia has a 40-year history of working on 

conservation with scientists, communities, farmers, business and government and has more than two million 

financial and non-financial supporters across the nation. 

WWF-Australia’s No Plastics in Nature initiative works to eliminate the leakage of plastic into the environment 

by reducing unnecessary and problematic single-use plastics, building a circular economy for plastics, and 

driving global action to address plastic pollution. We produce ‘The state of plastics in Australia’ scorecard 

annually, assessing states’ and territories’ action on single-use plastics, including container deposit schemes. 

We welcome South Australia’s timely review of its container deposit scheme (CDS) and the opportunity to 

provide input to the review process. Our submission focuses on improving system efficiency and 

accountability, and ensuring that South Australia’s CDS maximises its potential to drive a genuinely circular 

economy for the state to deliver optimal environmental and community outcomes.       

WWF-Australia agrees that the CDS is a key pathway for materials recovery and achievement of resource 

recovery targets, and that the following elements are key to supporting this pathway:  

• Investing in and improving CDS infrastructure to deliver on its current functions, increase recovery and 

recycling, and potentially support future expansion (e.g. refill) opportunities in line with circular economy 

transition;  

• Building employment opportunities within the CDS and more broadly within the waste reduction and 

recycling sector; and 
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• Promoting community and not-for-profit participation, and leveraging participation to promote public 

understanding and support for circular economy and waste hierarchy principles.  

We also propose an additional element: ‘to support reduction of waste and increase uptake of re-usable 

containers through innovation, supported by evidence, to drive circular economy transition’. A genuine circular 

economy means retaining material qualities to conserve an item’s original function, i.e. re-use for original 

purpose as a preference to reprocessing into new products. Beer in refillable bottles, which can be used for 

decades and reduces environmental impact compared with single-use bottles, is the norm in Germany and 

the Netherlands.1 The South Australian Government should consider supporting substantial trials to prove the 

viability of similar systems in Australia.  

WWF-Australia would also welcome the South Australian Government’s advocacy for mandated recycled 

content in beverage bottles. The European Union’s 2019 Directive on the reduction of the impact of certain 

plastic products on the environment includes ambitious targets of 25% recycled plastic in all PET bottles on 

the market in 2025, rising to 30% from 2030.2 Several US states have introduced similar measures, and they 

are also being considered at federal level.3 Australia is lagging behind. Whether through leadership by one or 

several jurisdictions, or through the Environment Ministers’ Meeting, WWF-Australia believes this measure 

should be progressed.  

WWF-Australia agrees that all glass beverage containers up to 3 litres should be included in the CDS to 

increase clean material streams both within the CDS and in kerbside systems. We also agree that plastic 

fruit/vegetable juice and cordial containers up to 3 litres be included in the CDS, for the same reasons. We do 

not support excluding plain unflavoured milk containers up to 3 litres, for the reasons cited above. Any 

changes should be supported by a comprehensive education and awareness campaign guided by market 

research and evidence-based behaviour change methodologies.  

We support efforts to simplify and harmonise container markings across jurisdictions, noting that this process 

needs to be properly resourced and should not be borne by consumers. 

We support the South Australian Government’s commitment to increasing the container return rate to improve 

the efficiency of the kerbside system, reduce the leakage of containers into the environment, and ensure they 

do not go into landfill. Our view, informed by evidence, that there are two key levers to assist in this respect. 

The first is establishment of recovery and recycling targets; the second is a possible increase in the deposit 

and refund amount.  

 
1 Coelho, P., Corona, B., ten Klooster, R. & Worrell, E. (2020) Sustainability of reusable packaging–Current situation and trends, 

Resources, Conservation & Recycling: Volume 6. 
2 Directive (EU) 2019/904 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 June 2019 on the reduction of the impact of certain plastic 

products on the environment 
3 For example, SB 928 An Act Concerning Recycled Content for Products Sold in Connecticut (in force since June 2021); Oregon 

Revised Statute 459A.700-740 (Oregon Bottle Bill, in force since 2019); and the H.R.5845 - Break Free From Plastic Pollution Act of 2020 

(under consideration). 
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WWF-Australia urges the South Australian Government to consider establishing recovery and recycling 

targets and enshrining these in legislation. In line with its circular economy and single-use plastic leadership 

aspirations, South Australia should be setting and achieving world class return rates. While this approach has 

not been widely adopted in Australia, it is considered a feature of best practice schemes internationally. A 

recent report by Tomra states that targets ‘not only help create a common goal for regulators, producers and 

retailers to work towards, but also ensure the ideas of design, investment and the data management approach 

between stakeholders is cooperatively aligned’.4  

We note ambitious targets established across the EU (77% recovery by 2025 and 90% recovery by 2029), as 

well as Queensland’s target of 85% recovery from the second year of its CDS operation.5 Norway and the 

Netherlands both have return-rate targets exceeding 90%, followed by Quebec and Lithuania at around 80% 

(as with the EU, Quebec has a staggered target that will increase to 90% by 2030).6   

Refund amounts are linked to higher return rates (see Figure 1). Of 19 jurisdictions internationally achieving 

return rates of more than 80%, only two have achieved this with a refund value of 10 US cents or less.7 While 

WWF-Australia notes that consistency of refund amounts across all states and territories is preferable, we would 

urge serious consideration of lifting refund amounts across the country by a modest amount, but one that is 

likely to lift return rates over 85%, and ideally close to 90%.  

Figure 1: Return rates compared to purchasing power parity-adjusted deposit values - € (2018)8 

 

Source: Tomra 2021. 

 
4 Tomra. (2021). Rewarding Recycling: Learnings from the world’s highest-performing deposit return systems 
5 Queensland Government. (2018). Waste Reduction and Recycling (Container Refund Scheme) Amendment Regulation 2018. 
6 Tomra. (2021). Rewarding Recycling white paper: System Spotlight. https://www.tomra.com/en/collection/reverse-vending/case-
studies/drs-3-return-rate-target  
7 Where multiple deposit values apply to a single scheme, the higher values are used here. Source: Reloop submission to the Victorian 

Parliament Environment and Planning Committee Inquiry into Waste and Recycling, 10th May 2019 
8 Multiple country labes lare shown where countries have different deposit values for different container types, sizes or materials. 

https://www.tomra.com/en/collection/reverse-vending/case-studies/drs-3-return-rate-target
https://www.tomra.com/en/collection/reverse-vending/case-studies/drs-3-return-rate-target
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As noted in the discussion paper, minimum customer service standards and a broad range of return point types 

are features of other Australian schemes, but not South Australia’s CDS. The discussion paper also notes that 

inconvenience is a barrier to participation reported by users of the scheme. Improved accessibility, combined 

with other levers outlined in this submission, could help to drive South Australia’s ambitions to increase return 

rates, and ensure benefits are widely and equitably distributed.  

Evidence shows consumer convenience is an important driver of CDS effectiveness (see Figure 2). Collection 

point to consumer ratios in South Australia are around one per 13,404 people.9 In Germany, which boasts a 

world class return ratio of 98%, the ratio is one collection point per 638 people.10 Options to increase return 

points in the most convenient locations should be a key priority for CDS reform in South Australia. 

Figure 2: Redemption points per person 

 

Source: Tomra 2021. 

Nine out of the 10 top performing international schemes (with return rates above 87%) have mandated retail 

participation, which tends to increase public-facing collection points (e.g. at supermarkets) and therefore 

convenience.11 The discussion paper notes a recommendation for the Northern Territory to establish reverse 

vending machines at retail outlets and precincts, contained in the 2019 review of the Northern Territory’s 

scheme. WWF-Australia supports expanding collection infrastructure driven by market research and 

consultation results, and consideration of mandated retailer participation.  

WWF-Australia supports a range of refund methods with selection of options informed by market research and 

consultation findings, e.g. where introduction of new options are most likely to increase public participation, 

engagement and support for the scheme. In principle, we support the availability of cash, EFT, direct EFT to 

charities, and vouchers as refund options.  

This reform process represents a significant opportunity to make substantive and genuine improvements to 

South Australia’s system, rather than minimal updates aimed at modernisation. While South Australia can be 

rightly proud of having one of the world’s longest-running schemes, its governance system lacks adequate 

 
9 EPA South Australia. (2021). Improving South Australia’s recycling makes cents: A discussion paper to review SA’s container deposit 

scheme 
10 Tomra, op. cit. 
11 Reloop, op. cit. 
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levels of efficiency and accountability to truly be considered world class, and to genuinely drive circular economy 

transition for South Australia.   

While there are many useful proposals outlined in the discussion paper, WWF-Australia would recommend that 

consultation results be considered alongside an independent and substantive review of governance 

arrangements to determine governance reform options and decisions for the SA Government to progress. We 

would urge the SA Government to be ambitious and decisive in governance reform with the main objectives of  

maximising public engagement, waste reduction (including increasing reuse), improving recycling rates, and 

reducing beverage pollution.  

WWF-Australia notes that while ‘some in the beverage industry’ consider South Australia’s scheme ‘one of the 

most effective … in the world’,12 this view is not widely shared by a broad range of stakeholders. CDS should 

primarily benefit the environment and communities, and therefore strive to be considered world class by these 

stakeholders. WWF-Australia believes there is room for substantial improvement in relation to governance, and 

scope to increase circularity and participation through expansion and modernisation of the scheme.  

WWF-Australia appreciates the opportunity to participate in the review process and urges serious consideration 

of the proposals outlined above. We would also like to take this opportunity to express our appreciation for such 

a thorough and insightful discussion paper, particularly the excellent comparative analysis of schemes across 

Australia. For further information, please contact WWF-Australia’s No Plastic in Nature Policy Manager,  

  

  

 
12 EPA   

WWF-Australia submission to South 

Australia’s container deposit 

scheme discussion review paper 

Head of Oceans,  WWF-Australia  

 Head of Policy and Horizon 

Scanning, WWF-Australia 

For more information 

 

Manager, WWF-Australia  

 

National Office 
Level 1/1 Smail Street, Ultimo NSW 2007 
GPO Box 528, Sydney NSW 2001 
Tel:+1800 032 551  |  enquiries@wwf.org.au  |  wwf.org.au 
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CDS Review Discussion Paper 
Environment Protection Authority 
GPO Box 2607, Adelaide SA 5001  
Email: epainfo@sa.gov.au 
 
Re. 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. 
 
Including wine bottles in the CDS would not only present a significant increase in direct costs to our South 
Australian family-owned business, but would present a potential economic risk to the greater South Australian wine 
industry, including investment and direct employment which could significantly impact wine businesses and the 
supply chain. 
 
As such, we support maintaining the status quo in respect of the exemption of glass wine bottles from the scheme 
for the following reasons in particular: 
 

 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. 
 
Regards,  

 

Managing Director 
Yalumba 
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CDS Review feedback collated- SA Youth Environment Council 

 
Issue 1: Objectives 

1.1 Do you agree with the following objectives, to replace the old objectives of the CDS above? 

1.1a) Building on existing resource recovery (e.g. increasing the number of “super collectors” 
and recycling depots) 

1.1b) Adding different types of beverage containers to the scheme 

1.1c) Enabling opportunities for local employment (within CDS management as well as the 
resource recovery sector) 

1.1d) Developing partnerships with community groups, charities and not-for-profit 
organisations so they can benefit through participating directly in CDS activities 

 
The group agrees with the suggested new objectives, and feels they are more specific and 
measurable than the original goals. They build on the previous objectives to make it clearer what the 
CDS aims to achieve in practise.  

One comment regarding Objective 1.1a is that any new recovery sites should be procured and 
constructed as sustainably as possible; for example, using abandoned petrol stations for new depot 
sites. If vegetation needs to be cleared to build new centres, this would be at odds with the 
underlying intention of the CDS to protect our natural resources and landscapes. 

Issue 2: Containers included 

1. Should all plastic drink containers up to 3L (including unflavoured milk, fruit and vegetable 
juice and cordial) be included in the CDS? Why/why not? 

The group is in favour of all containers up to 3L being included in the scheme. Members understood 
the argument against this, that for essential items such as milk it can be seen as an unfair additional 
cost, but they felt that an additional 10c being charged on these items would have a negligible 
impact on consumers. Many members pointed out that the extra 10c charge is refundable, so if 
people are returning their containers they don’t actually lose any money.  

We acknowledge there would be a need for increased awareness around this. If the scheme is 
broadened to include these extra containers, the process should include widespread advertising 
highlighting the fact that the 10c can be reclaimed. This may even motivate more people to recycle, 
if they didn’t before, because they would be able to potentially reclaim deposits for more containers 
at once.  

Another benefit of including all containers up to 3L is that it may help reduce confusion over what 
can and cannot be returned for a refund. Several members spoke to the fact that their families and 
friends don’t return their 10c containers presently because they are unsure of which ones they can 
claim a refund for.   



2. Is it best to recycle glass containers up to 3L by including them in the CDS, or introducing a 
fourth kerbside bin? If glass kerbside bin collection was introduced, who should pay for it? 

 
Generally, the group prefers the option of including containers up to 3L in the CDS rather than 
introducing a fourth kerbside bin. We have discussed the advantages and disadvantages of both 
options.  
 
If a fourth kerbside bin were introduced, it would potentially be a more convenient option than 
having to collect containers and make regular trips to the recycling depot; however, there could be 
other issues with this system which would outweigh the benefits. For example, assuming the fourth 
kerbside bin was used for all types of glass, it would require additional resources at MRFs to sort 
eligible CDS containers from other glass containers.  
 
The cost of introducing this system is also a potential drawback. The group feels that the fourth bin, 
if introduced, should be an opt-in system with consumers applying to their local Council for a glass 
recycling bin and paying a small fee (around $50) to contribute towards the cost. The remaining cost 
of each bin would be paid by state or local government. We also acknowledge that there could be 
significant costs to advertising this option and in general, adding glass containers up to 3L to the 
existing CDS is a much easier and more effective option. 
 
3. If a media campaign was run to educate people about changes to the CDS, do you think it 

would have an impact on the number of people sending their containers to co-mingled 
kerbside recycling?  

Yes, we do believe such a campaign would result in more people returning their eligible containers 
for refund rather than putting them in co-mingled recycling bins. The group feels that currently there 
isn’t enough advertising about why this is important, and that many people may choose not to 
return their containers because they don’t see 10c per container as enough incentive in itself. 
Potentially a media campaign would raise awareness of why co-mingled kerbside recycling can be 
problematic (because of extra costs associated in sorting, potential contamination from broken glass 
and so on). This would encourage people to return eligible containers through the CDS instead, 
because they understand the reasons behind the scheme.   

The group feels that current campaigns around recycling, such as the Which Bin campaign (also 
known as “Vin’s Bins”), do have an impact on people’s habits. We suspect a lot of people who are 
willing to recycle still choose not to because they don’t understand which bin to use, but after seeing 
these advertisements they are able to use their recycling bins correctly and therefore increase the 
number of items they are recycling.  

4.    What media platforms could be used to create this campaign? 

While the group recognises the importance of using social media, such as Facebook and Instagram, 
we think the media campaign around CDS should be broader and utilise other types of media too. 
Not everyone uses these platforms regularly, if at all, so developing a campaign for television as well 
as social media would be useful in reaching a broader audience. 

We also feel school age students are a group we particularly want to reach, and often they don’t 
have access to social media. An awareness and action campaign in schools would be a great way to 
engage young people, who are often very enthusiastic about helping the environment. They could in 
turn begin conversations with their parents and other adults, and create momentum within their 
school communities to move towards recycling through the CDS. 



Issue 3: Scheme approvals and markings 

1. If SA did introduce a limited term for approvals, do you think 5 years would be an ideal 
timeframe? Why/why not? 

We feel 5-7 years would be a reasonable timeframe. Not only would this align with other states, but 
it will give beverage producers a chance to reassess their product lines on a regular basis and only 
pay for the approvals process for items which require it. The evidence of this working well in other 
states is a good reason to believe it would be effective in SA too.  

2. What changes would you suggest to container branding to promote and raise awareness of 
the CDS refund scheme and its objectives? 

Several members have noticed that their friends and family often miss the 10c logo on eligible 
containers because it is too small. Therefore, the key change we would suggest to branding on 
eligible containers would be to increase the size of the logo where possible. While this may not be 
possible for all products (for example, small juice box or flavoured milk containers), increased 
signage in major supermarkets could help also. Creating signage for supermarket shelves or drinks 
fridges encouraging people ‘don’t forget to check for this symbol’ would be a prompt to look closer 
at those containers where branding isn’t as prominent.  

Issue 4: Container return rates 
 
1. Does the current amount of 10c influence whether you return eligible containers for a refund? 

Why/why not? 
 

Being environmentally conscious, most members of the YEC do currently return eligible containers 
through the CDS. We feel that 10c is enough incentive, and the refund amount does not need 
adjusting. 

 
2. Which of the following types of return points would you be most likely to use? 

The group ranked these below in order of most to least popular.  
1. Supermarket or shopping centre 
2. Entertainment and sporting events  
3. Local retail outlets 
4. Home pick up service (for a fee) 
5. Waste transfer station  

 
3. Would you use self-service return points (e.g. reverse vending machines) if they were 

available? 

In general, the group feels that reverse vending machines would be most useful in public places (for 
example, in shopping malls and on beaches) to be used for single container returns. Some members 
have used them in other states before and report that they are very slow and are not ideal for 
returning multiple containers at once. One other suggestion would be to offer reverse vending 
machines in supermarkets, alongside soft plastic collection.  

 
  



4. Do you feel there is enough promotion of local return points at the moment, or is more 
needed? 

 
Most members identified that they are unsure where their nearest collection point is, especially in 
regional areas. Therefore, we feel more promotion is needed around the location of these facilities. 
We would do this using the same media platforms as we have suggested previously- social media, 
television campaigns and school education programs.  
 
5. Do you think schools or community organisations could be used as collection points and how 

would that work? 
 

The YEC agrees that schools and community organisations could be used as collection points in 
future. Whilst this might not be possible all the time, it would be most effective during large events 
(such as festivals and sports days) when multiple members of the school or community group are 
available to help people use the drop off points and sort the containers.  
 
We also acknowledge that it could be difficult to introduce such a program in the current situation, 
where COVID-19 is impacting on who is and isn’t allowed to enter school grounds; therefore as 
restrictions do ease in future it would be a good time to encourage schools and community groups 
as drop off points. 
 
6. Which refund option/s do you think you would be most likely to use? (Cash, EFT transfer, 

voucher for local store, or forward to a charity?) 
 
The group identified EFT transfer as their preferred option, followed by cash. Vouchers to use at 
local stores were of interest to some, but not all members.  
 
The option to forward refunds to charity is also popular, although most members would only use this 
option some of the time.  
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Sent: Tuesday, 16 November 2021 1:22 PM 
To: EPA:Information <epainfo@sa.gov.au> 
Subject: CDS Review 
 
Dear Sir/Madam; 
 
I am writing 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, 

 

Canadian-at-Large | Vigneron | Director  
Mobile.   
Direct Ph  
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Sent: Thursday, 18 November 2021 3:00 PM 
To: EPA:Information <epainfo@sa.gov.au> 
Subject: CDS Review 
 
I am pleased to submit our response to the Discussion Paper that was released as part of the review of the 
Container Deposit Scheme (CDS). 
 
My concern is that the proposal is targeted and doesn’t seem to address full product stewardship 
opportunities for our state.  Evidence seems to suggest that additional bins or other solutions are likely to 
result in better recycling outcomes.  Therefore, I support the submission that has been made by the South 
Australian Wine Industry Association and refer to their submission for evidence and discussion points.   
 
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 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, 
 

  
Grape Counter | Co-Owner  
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