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RE: ReSource Submission – B-cycle DOP Accreditation Consultation 

INTRODUCTION 

ReSource welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Battery Stewardship Council's consultation on 
proposed changes to Drop off Point (DoP) accreditation. As an active participant in Australia’s e-waste 
and battery stewardship system, we have a direct and ongoing interest in ensuring that the 
accreditation framework is efficient, equitable, and fit for purpose; both in the current voluntary 
environment and as a foundational element for the regulated future BSC is driving and preparing for. 

We broadly support the intent of the proposed changes. Centralising accreditation oversight, 
improving network quality assurance, and enabling more strategic network planning are sound 
objectives. However, as drafted, the consultation paper raises a number of important questions that 
must be resolved before these changes can be implemented with confidence. As per the following 
sections, our submission addresses each proposed change in turn and concludes with a set of 
overarching recommendations. 
 

PROPOSED CHANGES: ANNUAL TARGET 

ReSource supports the principle of establishing targets for DoPs and Incidental Receivers. However, 
we have reservations about how such targets may be developed in practice and note that it is difficult 
to provide substantive feedback without knowing what is actually being proposed. It is unclear 
whether the targets contemplate network access or minimum collection volumes, and the distinction 
matters considerably. 

ReSource strongly believes that program targets must be grounded in metrics the BSC can 
meaningfully control. Collection volume is determined by consumer behaviour, product type, and 
market maturity, none of which BSC can directly govern. Targets framed around incoming volume risk 
creating perverse incentives or unrealistic performance expectations for participants. 

We recommend that any targets adopted focus on equitable network accessibility, for example, 
maintaining or improving the proportion of Australians within defined travel time / distance of an 
accredited DoP, or addressing identified geographic or demographic gaps. This is consistent with the 
program's community benefit objectives and is measurable against BSC's own network data. 

We request that any proposed targets be shared with participants prior to finalisation, so that 
meaningful feedback can be provided on their practicability. 
 

PROPOSED CHANGES: ACCREDITATION PRE -REQUISITE 

BSC APPROVAL PRIOR TO ACCREDITATION 



 

 
 

ReSource strongly supports this change. In our view, pre-approval by BSC prior to accreditation should 
already be standard practice, and we welcome its formalisation. However, we expect that this step will 
require additional BSC resources.  

We request that BSC provide a transparent assessment of the costs involved (i.e., ideally expressed on 
a cost-per-kg or cost-per-equivalent battery unit (EBU) basis), alongside a cost-benefit analysis to 
support evidence-driven decision making by participants and the BSC Board alike. 

ONLINE EXPRESSION OF INTEREST 

ReSource has no objection to an online EOI process. We ask that BSC clearly articulate how this differs 
from current practice, what the anticipated efficiency gains are, and what additional operational costs 
will be incurred above current OpEx. Transparency on process changes and their financial implications 
is important to maintain stakeholder trust. 

BSC EVALUATION CRITERIA  FOR EOIS 

The criteria outlined are reasonable and we support their inclusion. We note that "consistent with BSC 
strategic objectives" is a broad criterion and recommend that BSC publish a clear and accessible 
articulation of those objectives so that prospective applicants and existing participants can assess 
alignment with confidence. 

BSC FOLLOW -UP AND INVITATION TO APPLY 

Understood and supported in principle. As noted above, we request that a cost-benefit profile of this 
revised process be documented and shared with participants. 
 

COLLECTION NETWORK APPROVAL 

BSC APPROVAL FOR CHANGES BY MULTI -SITE  HOSTS 

ReSource seeks important clarification on this proposed change before a position can be formed. 
Specifically: 

• What is the definition of "hosting multiple Drop off Points"? Does this apply to any 
organisation with more than one site? 

• On what grounds, and under what circumstances, would BSC withhold approval for a change 
to a collection partner, contract arrangement, or container design? 

• What protections exist for existing network operators? Consider a scenario in which a major 
retail network (such as a national supermarket chain) elects to switch service provider partners 
on the basis of cost savings or improved environmental outcomes. What circumstances could 
arise that would prevent or unnecessarily delay that transition? BSC must ensure this 
mechanism cannot be used to constrain legitimate commercial decisions that would benefit 
the program; inadvertently or otherwise.  



 

 
 

We recommend that BSC publish clear, objective assessment criteria for approval and refusal decisions 
under this proposed change, along with defined timeframes for determinations, prior to 
implementation. 

EOI REQUIREMENT FOR NEW NETWORKS 

ReSource understands and accepts the rationale for requiring new networks to submit an EOI prior to 
deployment. We do, however, emphasise the need for published assessment and determination 
criteria that ensure a level playing field for all interested parties. Without this, there is a risk that 
approval decisions are perceived or operate in ways that favour incumbents over new entrants, which 
would be contrary to the interests of the program and its participants. 
 

ONLINE ACCREDITATION APPLICATION AND APPROVAL  

BSC ONLINE FORM LINK 

No objection.  

BSC COLLECTION OF CODE OF PRACTICE INFORMATION 

Supported in principle. As with earlier proposed changes, we request that BSC articulate how this 
differs from current practice, what benefits the new approach is expected to deliver, and how the 
associated costs stack up. This information is necessary for participants to assess whether the 
administrative burden is proportionate to the outcomes sought.  

DOCUMENTATION REVIEW AND ISSUANCE OF ACCREDITATION CERTIFICATE  

ReSource notes that verification of documentation against Network Accreditation Protocols and 
issuance of an accreditation certificate should already constitute standard practice. We support the 
formalisation of this change. 
 

REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION 

SIGNED COMMITMENT AND CODE OF PRACTICE  

No objection. 

DOP RISK ASSESSMENT AND SAFETY PLAN 

ReSource strongly supports this requirement. A formal Risk Assessment and Safety Plan is a 
fundamental operational safeguard. We urge BSC to implement this requirement without further 
delay. In doing so, we encourage BSC to adopt a risk-based approach to assessments (i.e., applying 
more stringent requirements where risk is higher, and enabling self-assessment or remotely 
coordinated auditing for lower-risk scenarios), to ensure implementation is efficient and does not 
unduly burden compliant operators. 



 

 
 

EVIDENCE OF CONTAINER CONFORMANCE 

As above, ReSource strongly supports this requirement and recommends implementation. Consistent 
branding and safety messaging are central to both consumer safety and the integrity of the B-cycle 
program.  

Going further, ReSource encourages BSC to raise the bar on container design compliance and consider 
mandating that program collection receptacles are equipped with weighing apparatus to provide 
verifiable reporting on battery consignment weights at the point of collection. This data can then be 
cross-checked with consignment reporting at accredited sorting and processing facilities to ensure that 
weight-based reporting components align and B-cycle rebates are distributed for actual accepted 
battery volume managed by the program. This additional layer of visibility and monitoring is essential 
to ensure the program is operating as intended and is not being ‘gamed’ by existing or future 
participants. 

EVIDENCE OF TRAINING COMPLETION 

ReSource supports the intent of this requirement but notes that, as drafted, it is insufficiently specified 
to be actionable. Before participants can meaningfully assess or comply with this requirement, BSC 
must clarify: 

• What training is required, and for which roles? 

• Who delivers the training, and how is it accessed? 

• What are the associated time and cost commitments for participants? 

• How will completion be evidenced and recorded? 

We recommend that BSC develop and publish a clear training framework as part of, or prior to, the 
implementation of this requirement. 

COMPLETED DOP OR INCIDENTAL RECEIVER SPREADSHEET  

ReSource strongly supports this requirement. Accurate and complete data on accepted battery types 
and site classification (public or non-public) is essential to the integrity of the collection verification 
process and network planning more broadly. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In addition to the specific feedback above, ReSource offers the following overarching 
recommendations for BSC's consideration: 

1. Publish a consolidated cost-benefit analysis. Several proposed changes are expected to 
increase BSC's operational costs and may increase the administrative burden on participants. 
BSC should publish a consolidated CBA (i.e., with per-kg/EBU cost modelling where possible), 
before the Board approves proposed changes. This is consistent with good governance and 
evidence-based decision making. 



 

 
 

2. Define approval criteria and timeframes. For any proposed change that involves BSC 
exercising a discretionary approval function, BSC must publish objective criteria for approval 
and refusal, along with defined decision timeframes. Discretionary powers without published 
criteria create uncertainty and risk perceptions of unfairness. 

3. Prioritise immediate implementation of safety critical requirements. Relevant proposed 
changes should not await the conclusion of the broader consultation process and should be 
implemented without further delay. 

4. Reframe network targets around access, not volume. As outlined, any network targets 
adopted should focus on equitable accessibility rather than collection volume. BSC should 
develop a clear accessibility framework, with defined metrics, and share it with participants for 
feedback before targets are set. 

5. Ensure competitive neutrality. The proposed approval mechanisms must be designed and 
operated in a way that does not entrench incumbents or create barriers to legitimate new 
entrants. Published criteria, transparent processes, and accessible review mechanisms are 
essential to achieving this. 
 

CONCLUSION 

ReSource is a committed battery steward and has a genuine interest in seeing the B-cycle program 
succeed. The proposed changes to DoP accreditation represent a meaningful step towards a more 
strategic and accountable network, and we support that direction.  

Our feedback is offered in that spirit. We urge BSC to address the gaps in specificity identified 
throughout this submission before finalising proposed changes put to the Board. Done well, this 
reform has the potential to strengthen the B-cycle program considerably.  

ReSource is happy to discuss any aspect of this submission further and looks forward to engaging with 
the BSC as this process progresses. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Troy Rowe  

Founder | ReSource Pty Ltd  

  


