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CONTAINER DEPOSIT SCHEME 
Motion 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [2.20 pm]: I move — 

That this Council condemns the Barnett government for its failure to introduce a container deposit 
scheme in Western Australia. 

I have moved the motion on behalf of Hon Sally Talbot, who is out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary 
business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Members, in accordance with standing order 57(c), 
Hon Darren West has moved the motion on behalf of Hon Sally Talbot. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Acting President. Hon Sally Talbot will carry this motion as the 
lead speaker, and I will make a contribution today in her absence. 

The motion is that we condemn the Barnett government for its failure to introduce a container deposit scheme in 
Western Australia. A container deposit scheme was investigated by the previous government, which agreed that 
it was a good idea, but we see no action by the present government on many of these important issues. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I suggest that members opposite have a little listen, and they will learn why they should 
have done something about this. The rest of the world is moving on, conservative members opposite, and here 
they are stuck back in the dark old days. We will see what the people think about their performance in 16 short 
months’ time. We are condemning the Liberal–National government for failing to introduce a container deposit 
scheme in Western Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! I have just observed our very diligent Hansard reporter moving 
his head from left to right like somebody at a frenetic tennis match, which means that he is having great 
difficulty hearing what people are saying. It is not helpful. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Acting President. I think it might be a mixed doubles tennis match, 
with more than two players on the court. I felt very outnumbered during those interjections. 

Of course there are many benefits of a container deposit scheme, and they far outweigh the negatives. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: If members opposite care to listen, I will explain to them what a container deposit 
scheme is. Once they understand that, they will agree that there is a lot of merit in such a scheme. A container 
deposit scheme is the collection of drink containers at a collection point, either collection depots run by the 
manufacturer via the retailer or reverse vending machines, for a cash refund on each item. The deposit is held, 
and when the item is returned, that deposit is refunded. It does not cost the consumer anything, so long as they 
recycle that drink container. The argument that this will cost somebody something is a nonsense, provided the 
drink container is recycled, which we should be trying to encourage. Of course we should use things again. 
We  were talking earlier about music. I am a big Jack Johnson fan. Anyone who is a Jack Johnson fan will know 
the song Reduce Reuse Recycle. It is something that we should all do in everyday life. Recycling, re-using and 
reducing the amount of waste that we produce is something that we should be doing for not just ourselves, but 
future generations. I will talk more about that later in my contribution. 

The Western Australian Labor platform calls for the establishment of a container deposit scheme. That is 
something that members can expect to come through the Parliament after a change of government. 
Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: There is a sense of inevitability about this. It is like many other issues. The dreary old 
conservatives sit over there and say, “It’s all too hard”, and fold their arms a bit like this and say that they cannot 
do it because—they just cannot do it; there is no real reason. 
Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I look forward to Hon Simon O’Brien’s contribution, and his very eloquent and well-
put arguments about what is wrong with this idea, when the time comes. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Four hours are allotted for debate on this motion. It is obviously 
a very popular motion, as we have debated it a number of times over the six years that I have been a member. 
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Might I suggest that those who are champing at the bit to make a contribution let the mover of the motion get on 
with his contribution and then seek the call within the four hours allotted. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Acting President. I suggest that members opposite who clearly wish 
to make contributions perhaps note down some of the very important pieces of information that I am about to 
proffer across the house. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Proffer or offer? 
Hon DARREN WEST: To proffer—p-r-o-ff-e-r, Hon Simon O’Brien—proffer. 
The scheme is currently run in South Australia and the Northern Territory. I am sure that members opposite have 
at some point had the good fortune to visit South Australia and see how the scheme works there. The sky has not 
fallen in in South Australia; I can assure members of that. South Australia has had a container deposit scheme for 
a very long time. In fact, I can remember—members opposite may too because some of them are even older than 
I am—as a young boy going to visit my grandmother in Caversham, and walking down the road hoping I would 
find a one-litre glass Coke bottle, because I could take it to the shop and get 20c for it. In the 1970s, for a 10-
year-old kid, 20c was pretty damned good. We have had this scheme in Western Australia before, so it is not as 
if it is something new that is making it all too hard. I know members opposite do not like change, but this is not 
something new; it is something we have had in Western Australia before and that now exists in South Australia. 
New South Wales is set to introduce a scheme in 2017. Mike Baird, the recently re-elected Liberal Premier of 
New South Wales, promised a scheme in New South Wales as part of his last election campaign commitment. 
It  is not just the progressive left of politics saying that this is a good idea and something that we should do for 
future generations; members opposite actually have people in their own ranks who think this is a good idea and 
have committed to do it. The Australian Capital Territory is likely to follow, and Queensland is beginning 
consultation and will look to introduce a scheme in 2017–18. All of a sudden, Western Australia will be the only 
state saying that it is all too hard. 
Hon Alyssa Hayden interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am looking forward to the honourable member’s contribution. She will be able to 
answer her own rhetorical questions when the time comes. 
The benefits of this scheme include increased rates of recycling. That is a good thing. There will be a reduction 
in the amount of rubbish going into landfill, and that is a good thing. Landfill is a very controversial topic in my 
electorate. I have been watching the Nationals flip-flop all over the place about the Allawuna and Opal Vale 
rubbish tips moving out into my electorate. A container deposit scheme will reduce the amount of rubbish going 
into landfills. It will reduce litter on our streets, parks and beaches. I will talk about beaches. The dirtiest beach 
in Australia is in Perth, but I will talk about that a bit further on. The scheme will create new jobs. As the 
government has overseen the second highest unemployment rate in Australia, this is an idea that might offer up 
some new jobs. It might actually help the government to reduce that unemployment figure, which is the second 
highest in Australia. In such a resource-rich state, it is shameful that we have the second highest unemployment 
rate in Australia. The only state that has a worse rate—I know what members are about to say—does not have 
the resources that we have in Western Australia and our capacity. Tasmania has a lower unemployment rate than 
Western Australia. We could actually create some jobs here—there is a concept. 

The container deposit scheme would save water. In 2015 we are experiencing the lowest run-off into our dams in 
recorded history, so we can save some water as well. We can offer the chance for charity groups to create good 
funding opportunities. A lot of their funding options have been reduced in recent times, and here is an 
opportunity for charitable groups to get in on the act and make some money, while helping the environment and 
all those things. It will save councils money on recycling costs. Here is something that the government can do 
positively for councils, instead of continually assaulting them. Of course, the scheme will reduce the amount of 
carbon dioxide produced. Anyone who does not believe that carbon dioxide is causing climate change—we are 
suffering this in the wheatbelt and elsewhere—is totally out of touch. 

I have been speaking now for about eight minutes, so we can multiply this figure by eight. Every minute, 15 000 
bottles and cans are littered and landfilled in Australia. That means that 120 000 bottles and cans have been 
littered and landfilled in Australia while I have been speaking. There are 269 000 tonnes of plastic floating in the 
world’s oceans. That is a greater weight than that of the genetically modified canola we produce in a year, which 
gives members a bit of an idea how much that is. Only about 40 per cent of recyclable containers in Australia are 
being recycled. A Newspoll survey—I am sorry that National Party members are away on urgent parliamentary 
business because they are very driven by Newspoll—indicates that over 90 per cent of Western Australians are 
supportive of a container deposit scheme. That is one point that might make the government think a little bit. 
According to Keep South Australia Beautiful and the 2011–12 litter index, beverage container litter currently 
represents only about 2.2 per cent of litter items in South Australia compared with 13.2 per cent of litter items in 
Western Australia. What is the difference between those two states? Was anybody listening? Can anybody tell 
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me what the difference is? The difference is that South Australia has a container deposit scheme. 
Beverage  containers represent 2.2 per cent of litter items in South Australia, whereas beverage containers 
represent 13.2 per cent of litter items in Western Australia. We could fix that fairly easily. I know I keep 
referring members to the www.brokenpromises website, but members can find that information on the website of 
the South Australian Environment Protection Authority. It will be argued—I am sure I will hear the same dreary 
old conservative arguments that we hear in debate after debate—that it will jeopardise kerbside recycling. I do 
not believe that that will be the case. People will continue to use their recycling bins, and it will be a lower cost 
to councils as they will be recycling less and the savings will be passed on to ratepayers. Another argument is 
that it will cost manufacturing jobs. How? It will create recycling jobs. They will say that the industry is already 
doing a good job and has raised the recycling rate to 64 per cent. Sixty-four per cent is not as good as it could be. 
Sixty-four per cent is a mediocre exam score. It is good and a pass, but it is not a great job. We should be trying 
to do a great job and get it above 64 per cent. 

The government’s approach is predominantly not to do anything as it is all a little too hard. Western Australia 
has a similar organisation to the South Australian EPA that we think is somewhat trustworthy. I make the point 
that this motion was put on the notice paper two years ago and nothing has happened since, as happens with 
many of these motions. One thing that has happened is that we had the extraordinary situation in Parliament in 
which we overturned the City of Fremantle’s right to ban plastic shopping bags. Clearly, members opposite are 
pro-litter. The City of Fremantle legally voted to ban plastic shopping bags. It had the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  and Industry of Western Australia on board and everybody was ready to go, but, 
extraordinarily, members opposite voted to disallow that ban. Even more crazy was the fact that members of the 
National Party joined in, and I do not think they go anywhere near Fremantle. Members opposite are pretty keen 
on their litter! I know that there will be an impost on retailers and that concerns will be raised by retailers—I saw 
the campaign before the last election—and that there will be an inconvenience for retailers. There already is 
quite an inconvenience for retailers; they have to collect the GST for the federal government. I accept that there 
will be an increase in inconvenience for them, but they already collect the GST on behalf of the federal 
government. I accept that there will be more work for them if they are asked to participate in this scheme, and I 
will canvass both sides of that view. 

The South Australian EPA states — 

Returning empty beverage containers for recycling has become a way of life for South Australians, 
resulting in the state being known as the cleanest and tidiest in Australia.  

This is because container deposit legislation … incorporated into the Environment Protection Act 1993 
enjoys overwhelming public and community support. The success of CDL has resulted in South 
Australia achieving recovery and recycling rates for beverage containers that are well above the 
national average. The associated reduction in litter has resulted in a cleaner environment, providing 
South Australia with a ‘point of difference’ for its clean beaches, parks and roadsides. 

It goes on, but I do not have time to talk about that. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’ve got over half an hour, and we’ll give you an extension if you like. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will not be asking for an extension; I will not even take up my full time, because I 
know that lots of people have a view on this very important subject. It is something we should have done years 
ago. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: What I will move on to now is that in my research—I know that members opposite are 
busily doing research; I can see Hon Alyssa Hayden digging out some facts as I speak—I found that in January 
2007, the then environment minister, Dr Judy Edwards, who is from Beverley in the Agricultural Region no less, 
commissioned a stakeholder advisory group investigation into best practice container deposit systems for 
Western Australia. The group’s report points out many of the benefits and the pros and cons. It is a very good 
report. Before members opposite make their contributions, they might want to read it or I can furnish them with a 
copy. I reiterate that this was done in 2007, because of course this government would not have the foresight to do 
such a study. These figures were correct at that time, but they are getting a little old. At that time, the Newspoll 
figures showed that 84 per cent of people in New South Wales, 85 per cent of people in Victoria, 86 per cent of 
people in Western Australia and 90 per cent of people in Queensland were in favour of a CDS. I think the rate in 
Western Australia is even higher now. Members opposite are very much in the minority in arguing against this, 
so good luck to them. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: I am not taking interjections, Hon Simon O’Brien. I would appreciate it if the member 
would stop making them. I have only a little time to go. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I was pointing out that no-one on this side has said anything. 

Hon DARREN WEST: He can point that out in his contribution, and I look forward to it. 

In 2012 in New South Wales, one in three pieces of litter was a drink container; in Victoria, it was one in five; in 
South Australia, it was one in 12; in Queensland, it was one in six; and in Western Australia, it was one in four. 
We could clean up 25 per cent of that litter very cost effectively and easily. It is estimated that, as a result of this 
scheme, 1 029 direct jobs and 687 indirect jobs would be created in New South Wales and 833 direct jobs and 
530 indirect jobs would be created in Victoria. I can see why those states are moving towards this scheme. It is 
estimated that 409 direct jobs and 257 indirect jobs would be created in Western Australia. That would be useful. 
The government did not even pick up the phone when the Smith’s Snackfood Company Pty Ltd factory closed. 
It  could have replaced those jobs just by introducing this scheme, but I see that it did not worry about that too 
much. I think it is important that we create jobs because unemployment is rising in Western Australia. 
Despite  the biggest boom in living memory, unemployment in Western Australia is rising under this 
government’s watch. 

It is also estimated in this report that local governments in New South Wales could save $78 million per annum 
by not having to pick up this litter, Victoria could save $48 million and WA could save $34 million. There is a 
way that the government could help local governments rather than continually bashing them, as it has done all 
the way through its term in office. It is estimated that, in Western Australia, $9 million could be available for 
charities through income from collecting and recycling cans, bottles and drink containers and there would be 
growth of $21 million in the resource recovery sector. 

While I was doing research, I also found a report prepared for the Boomerang Alliance by Dave West—he is no 
relation—in February 2007. The foreword states, in part —  

Western Australia is one of the largest producers of waste per capita in the world and the WA economy 
is one of the most resource and energy intensive. Hope for the Future: The Western Australia State 
Sustainability Strategy was released in 2003 and forms the basis for our response to these issues. 
This  strategy, Australia’s first comprehensive State sustainability strategy, sets tough targets for 
sustainable production and consumption, aiming to increase total resource efficiency of the WA 
economy by a factor of 4 by 2020 and to halve the ecological footprint of the state economy by 2020. 

Waste is a major barrier to sustainability.  

Another piece of information I found is the report titled “Container Deposits: The Common Sense Approach”. 
A  bit of commonsense is sadly lacking on the other side of the house. The report states —  

Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery in Western Australia is in crisis. Costs are spiralling, growth 
in recycling is being outpaced by increasing consumption, and both market failure and the systematic 
collapse of the recycling industry are strongly evident. Without immediate regulatory intervention and 
the adoption of Market Based Instruments, there is a strong risk of collapse. 

We should be doing what we can to support the recycling industry because it is a growth industry of the future. 
Of course, as our resources run out, we should be looking to recycle, reduce and re-use in this area, as indicated 
earlier. It is not just isolated to Western Australia. Other jurisdictions are facing this challenge, but, of course, as 
I have pointed out, other states seem to have a willingness to participate and at least investigate; this government 
does not. The report continues — 

Obviously, some may wonder why container deposits would feature as a priority first step? The answer 
is reasonably simple: Container Deposits are the simplest and most effective step to develop the 
collection systems and reprocessing infrastructure to place the state on track for its stated vision of 
“achieving Zero Waste by 2020”. 
For a relatively small part of the waste stream, developing a container deposit system also delivers 
surprisingly large outcomes to WA. The direct environmental benefits outlined within this report are 
substantial. For example: 

• A reduction in waste to landfill of over 7%; 
• A 25% reduction in litter; 
• Enough water savings to supply over 4,000 Perth homes; 
• Greenhouse Gas reductions equivalent to switching over 10,000 homes to 100% renewable 

energy 

 [4] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 18 November 2015] 

 p8435b-8442a 
Hon Darren West; Hon Robin Chapple 

• Energy savings equivalent to burning around 71,000 tonnes less coal; 
• Air quality improvements similar to taking 27,000 cars off the road. 

There are also substantial economic benefits: 
I have touched on those earlier. That is the commonsense approach of the Boomerang Alliance. 

I know other members wish to speak on this motion, so I will localise the debate a little before I finish by reading 
from an ABC online news article headed “Container deposit scheme touted after glass-contaminated mulch used 
on Bunbury parks”. The article reads — 

The waste facility responsible for mulch containing glass in Bunbury says a new container deposit 
system will reduce the risk of contamination in green waste bins. 

Parts of Forrest and Hay parks in Bunbury were closed yesterday, after mulch spread across areas of the 
grass was found to contain glass shards. 

Bunbury Harvey Regional Council chief executive Tony Battersby said on average 3 per cent of the 
waste in the city’s compostable green wheelie bins was contaminated. 

He expected that rate would drop when a container deposit levee system was in place. 

“Hopefully the State Government will bring in the CDL, which is the container deposit levee, which is 
all the containers like the bottles and cans and that will have a levee on them,” he said. 

“That’s in the pipeline at the moment, probably two or three years away, but it’s in the pipeline. 

That article appeared on 11 November 2015, so I hope that is right but we will have to wait and see. The article 
continues — 

“Once that happens it will certainly reduce the amount of glass that goes into the system but it’s an 
education thing and we need to continue the education on all councils that supply the compost to us and 
the three-bin system.” 

Members can find much more information on this issue, but I finish by saying that this motion has the support of 
none other than the Country Women’s Association of WA. The CWA’s most-capable president, Sarah Kenny 
from Badgingarra, is, I think, coming to the end of her tenure; I hope the incoming president is as capable and as 
effective a lobbyist as Sarah Kenny. An article in Farm Weekly states — 

THE 91st Country Women's Association of WA (CWA) conference got straight down to business last 
week, with the largest ever turn out debating spending initiatives, a container deposit scheme and 
support for a ban on genetically modified crops. 

I just thought I would throw that in there, members. The CWA is one of the many organisations that can see the 
value in a container deposit scheme.  

I look forward to the debate and other members’ contributions. There will be members with an opposing view, 
and I looking forward to hearing it, but I do not think any member can make as strong an argument against a 
container deposit scheme as there is for having one.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.43 pm]: This motion is interesting from a number of 
perspectives, and it seems to have been around for a very, very long time. The motion reads — 

That this Council condemns the Barnett government for its failure to introduce a container deposit 
scheme in Western Australia. 

I am mindful that there have been many motions of this nature, but this one condemns the Barnett government. 
We have to remember that we previously had this debate when Hon Paul Llewellyn was in this place, and he also 
asked a number of questions on the issue. I also debated Hon Donna Faragher on this issue in 2011. Every time 
we have the debate we are faced with the conundrum of whether it is a state or federal responsibility. Just about 
all the research I have done from 2004 through to 2011 has always raised the notion that the state cannot 
introduce a container deposit scheme because we are waiting for a federal collaborative decision between all 
states. Quite clearly, that has not yet happened.  

I will turn to a few comments from other debates. I refer, firstly, to some questions asked by 
Hon Paul Llewellyn. He asked of Hon Sally Talbot, the mover of the current motion — 

(1) Has the government drafted regulations for a container deposit scheme for Western Australia? 

(2) If yes to (1), when does the government aim to commence the scheme; and will draft 
regulations be available for public comment? 
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(3) If no to (1), why not? 

Hon Sally Talbot replied — 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) The government has made no decision on the introduction of a container deposit scheme in 
Western Australia.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I have not finished; members opposite will get their turn in a second, do not worry!  

The answer to (3) continued —  

The Minister for the Environment is awaiting independent economic analysis on the introduction of 
such a scheme before any decision is made. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Who was representing the minister on that occasion? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I move on. Hon Simon O’Brien knows I am half-deaf, so I cannot hear him 
interjecting—it is really good! 

But then the Labor Party introduced such legislation in the other place. Who rejected it? I am sure it was not the 
Labor Party; I think it might have been the Liberal Party in the other place. Is that correct? 

Hon Donna Faragher: You are talking about a private member’s bill by a previous member? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, that is right. 

Hon Donna Faragher: So that wasn’t when they were in government? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, I did not say the Labor Party was in government; I said the Liberal Party was in 
government and it rejected it. That was the point I was making. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I think we really need to get into bipartisan mode on this. I have read debate in 
Hansard in which both sides of the house suggested that we need container deposit legislation. In my view, as 
we heard from Hon Darren West, it is what the community wants. Consistently since 2010, as far as I am aware, 
we have seen 80 to 90 per cent support in the community for this form of legislation. To say it is not our 
responsibility and that the federal government will come up with a uniform scheme, when it has consistently 
failed to do so, it just obfuscating the responsibility. We certainly need one. I am mindful of some comments 
made by a tourism consultant in or around 1989 after travelling through the north west. I am paraphrasing, but he 
said, “Yes, there is a lot that sparkles in the north west; it’s the cans and bottles that litter the sides of our roads 
as we travel up through the Gascoyne and Pilbara.” I was a councillor at that time, and I was pretty disturbed that 
that was the impression the tourism industry was getting of Western Australia.  

But we can fix it. This government could fix it immediately. It does not have to wait for a Labor motion or a 
Greens motion; it could introduce legislation itself. We have seen the obfuscation over years and years and years 
with members saying it is not their responsibility, and I want to touch on that. This government seems to have a 
habit of saying, “It’s not our responsibility.” We have just had an issue on the rating of mining corporations in 
the north west. The government has taken away from local government and key representatives in local regions 
the responsibility for the setting of rates on mining camps. The government is more than willing to abrogate its 
responsibility by imposing issues on local government. Questions were previously asked in this place and those 
beautiful dorothy dixers show how it has abrogated its responsibility. We are talking here about the Western 
Australian Local Government Association’s recommendation for an extended producer responsibility; that is, a 
container deposit scheme. WALGA came out with a view that we needed one in Western Australia. In 2009 I 
asked the Minister for Energy representing the Minister for Local Government in this place — 

(1) Is the Minister aware that the Western Australian Local Government Association (WALGA) is 
supportive of the notion of Extended Producer Responsibility, and in particular one facet of 
that, namely the introduction of a Container Deposit System? 

The answer was — 

(1)–(7) The introduction of a Container Deposit System is not a portfolio matter for the 
Minister  for  Local Government. 
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I thought WALGA was to do with local government. The minister continues — 

This question should be directed to the Minister responsible, the Minister for Environment. 

Then Hon Donna Faragher opposite, who was then the Minister for Environment when asked the same question 
came back and said — 

(5) This question should be directed to the Minister for Local Government. 

Nobody wanted to answer the question, which is clear obfuscation, and we went down that path. I recently asked 
another question in which I talked about the attendance of this government at the forum hosted by the South 
Australian government on Monday, 4 May 2015 in relation to climate change. The Minister for Environment, 
who was represented by Hon Helen Morton, at that time replied — 

(1)–(5) Western Australia was not represented at a meeting recently hosted by the South Australian 
government relating to a global agreement on climate change. The Western Australian 
government’s view is that decisions on the design, implementation and timing of the regulation 
of greenhouse emissions are primarily matters for the commonwealth … 

That is obfuscation. In relation to energy production I asked another question to the Leader of the House 
representing the Minister for Energy — 

(2) What does the state government plan to do to increase this figure to equate to 20 per cent of 
our electricity by 2020, — 

That is the figure of renewables in the system — 

as required by the federal renewable energy target legislation? 

The Leader of the House answered — 

(2) Meeting commonwealth government’s renewable energy target obligations is a commercial 
matter for electricity businesses. The minister has reiterated with electricity businesses the 
requirements to meet the renewable energy target. 

Government has the ability to make decisions and this government seems hell-bent on not making any decisions. 
We then have another question that I asked in relation to the debate I had with Hon Donna Faragher on 20 
October 2011. The debate in that place came up with some really quite interesting points. It seems to be that 
everybody in the debate was saying in both houses that we needed a cross-party system that looked at this issue 
and dealt with it. In that debate we identified that the “National Waste Report 2010” indicated that 
Western  Australia has the highest per capita generation of waste across the nation at 20 per cent above average, 
the lowest recycling percentage of total waste, the lowest level of diversion from landfill, and Australia’s highest 
littering rate by a number of items. In that debate in the other place Minister Marmion indicated his support for a 
national scheme. We go back to this whole idea of, “Let’s have a national scheme” but there is no imperative 
either at the Council of Australian Governments or, as far as I am aware, for anybody to pursue this. This is 
obfuscation again: “Let somebody else handle the problems.” Good governance is about taking the lead, being 
progressive and moving forward. 

It is also interesting to note—this has already been touched on—that South Australia has the best recycling and 
waste diversion rates in the country. South Australia is proud to have had a container deposit scheme for over 35 
years. We know that they work and they work really effectively. What is stopping WA going down this path? 
It  is not an imperative, as far as I can see, of any government in recent years to go down this path, and as I 
pointed out, we keep on saying it is a national responsibility. It was not a national responsibility for 
South  Australia. Thirty-five years ago it bit the bullet and had one of the best schemes in Australia. 
My  understanding is that South Australia now has something like a 60 per cent recycling rate, one of the lowest 
levels of landfill deposition and by adding value to cans and bottles, they no longer are thrown away, and those 
littered are invariably collected by other people. I can remember as a child back in England finding old milk 
bottles and cans, making my pocket money out of recycling. There was a bit of an imperative, we had run out of 
some raw resources after the Second World War, and there was a need to gather resources. It is not rocket 
science. It can be done and can be done very easily. 

Although we will be supporting the motion, it is more to do with condemning successive governments in my 
view, for the failure to introduce a container deposit scheme in Western Australia. 
Hon Peter Collier: You could always move an amendment. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I might do. We have not got to that point yet. I thank the Leader of the House for the 
idea. He will be included in that, so it is dangerous waters. 
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Hon Peter Collier: Share the love. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We introduced the Waste Avoidance and Resources Recovery Amendment Bill in 
this place early in the term of this government and in my understanding from my recollections that basically 
raised around $30 million and did nothing in terms of reduction of waste for those sorts of things. It was just all 
hypothecated back to general revenue. If we are genuine and meaningful about the need for recycling, we need 
to be on the front foot and doing something very quickly. Again, I talk about the organisation that was mentioned 
by Hon Darren West, its name I have forgotten briefly. I have worked with Mr West on that previously when he 
worked for the Mineral Policy Institute. A scheme that will bring in a 10 per cent deposit on cans, bottles and 
drink cartons which is returned when the container is recycled is a simple and effective scheme which will 
reduce litter before it hits the ground, dramatically increasing recycling and reducing waste—all positive 
economic signals. The only problem is that we have a group of corporations that benefit by not having container 
deposit legislation and they have been a significant lobby group to governments all around the country. 
Those  are the packaging companies that stand to lose income if we were to have better recycling. When it comes 
to aluminium cans it is really interesting, because one-tenth less energy is used in re-smelting an aluminium can 
than producing the aluminium in the first place.  
It is more energy efficient to recycle. Recycling is an economic driver and it is certainly much better than 
producing the raw material, which uses a huge amount of energy and water. As we know, recycling can reduce 
litter, which in turn reduces the cost to local government because litter bins are not so easily filled up. Evidence 
on the ABC Catalyst program and some CSIRO reports indicate that it would create massive benefits. We have 
to remember that plastic bottle waste and those sorts of things is a massive problem for our marine environment. 
This is about not only the economic benefit, but also the fundamentals of reducing our impact on this planet. 
We  could implement a container deposit scheme and really start to recycle our resources. 

In 2011 I moved a motion to introduce a container deposit scheme here in Western Australia. It was basically 
rejected by the Liberal state government at that time that argued that the national scheme was the better way so it 
opposed state action. There has been no progress on container deposit scheme at a national level. My federal 
colleagues are again trying to pursue a national scheme with the hope that all those recalcitrant states, including 
this one, will be dragged kicking and screaming to a national system. Quite clearly, successive 
Western  Australian governments never had that commitment to what is one of the most economically, socially 
and environmentally beneficial schemes to all tiers of government. We have only to go back to the 
Western  Australian Local Government Association reports that identified that this scheme would have a 
dramatic impact on local government and its associated existing landfill problems to see the benefits. 
Throughout my region we continually look at local governments trying to build new landfill sites because 
without a recycling system, the landfill amounts continue to grow. The major benefits of a container deposit 
scheme are that they are self-funding, they need no government funds, and the deposits are fully refundable on 
return of the container. Just as an interesting point, if a person visits south-east Asia and asks for a Coke to take 
away, the shop owner will tip the Coke into a plastic bag, put a straw in it and give that to a customer because 
the bottle is worth more to the shop owner than the Coke that is in it. Those people have actually worked out the 
real value of that container.  

The program can be publicly regulated and run by recycling industries with public reports on the outcomes, and 
the community will benefit from the programs run through the unredeemed deposits. If we kickstart recycling 
collection hubs all over the state, it will help to bring in programs for the return and recycling of many other 
goods. It will create significant savings in water consumption and energy use at the primary level, and new jobs 
in the recycling industry. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
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