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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from FEVE 

FEVE is the Federation of European manufacturers of glass containers and machine-

made glass tableware. FEVE welcomes the opportunity to submit written evidence to 

the Committee on the proposed ‘recycling DRS’. This submission is based on our 

experiences across Europe as well as on the findings of a recent substantial Oakdene 

Hollins study we commissioned to determine the potential impact of the introduction 

of the recycling DRS on the glass packaging sector. 

1. Scope (materials) – the types of container proposed to be covered and excluded 
and any specific issues. 

FEVE members are not opposed in principle to DRS however we believe that the 
Scottish Government’s proposed scheme represents an additional very costly, 
inefficient means of collecting glass which risks a reduction in existing glass recycling 
rates and the supply of recycled flint cullet which our members depend upon. 

Glass is an endlessly recyclable material.  We reduce our industries CO2 emissions 
and energy use when we re-melt glass as opposed to melting virgin materials which 
need to undergo a chemical transformation.  Recycled glass is today our most 
important raw material.  

There is a shortage of recyclate in the market.  It is our ambition to close our loop and 
get back to our furnaces as much cullet (recycled glass) as we can. Closing the loop 
within Scotland itself is impossible because there is an imbalance in the colour of the 
glass required by the glass manufacturers and the colour of the waste glass being 
generated in Scotland. 

2. Scope (retailers) – implications of the scheme applying to all retailers selling 
single-use drinks containers, including online retailers, and exclusion of businesses 
such as pubs and restaurant that sell drinks for on-site consumption.  

We recognise that producers and retailers are obligated under the proposed scheme 
and are most likely to operate as the Scheme Administrator. However we think it’s 
essential that there is a mechanism to ensure other relevant sectors are heard given 
the potential impacts of higher producer fees for glass and any market shifts would 
have on the future of the Scottish glass industry and the hundreds of employees who 
rely on it.    

3. Costs and operational impacts – costs anticipated for your business, service or 
sector and the appropriateness of the proposed financing model (that the scheme will 
be funded via unredeemed deposits, revenue from the sale of materials and a 
producer fee).  
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We note that the Cabinet Secretary in her letter to the Chief Executive of British Glass 
on 27th September 20191 accepts that  

• the inclusion of glass “increases operating costs”  

• “other countries have successfully secured high glass recycling rates 
without adopting DRS” 

• “glass is, by nature, more difficult to transport due to its relative bulk and 
weight”   

However, the international evidence which the Cabinet Secretary suggests indicates 
that a glass capture rate in excess of 85% should be achievable through DRS does 
not do so. Instead, it shows that the four most successful glass recycling countries in 
Europe do not have DRS at all and those countries which do have glass recycling 
rates in excess of 90% do so thanks to EPR not to DRS.   

New recycling targets for glass packaging of 70% by 2025 and 75% by 2030 have 
been set at a European level2 and based on previous performance it would be 
anticipated that these targets would be achieved via the existing PRN and then the 
new EPR system from 2023 onwards.  The likelihood of the glass packaging recycling 
rate in Scotland being higher than today’s 64% in 2025, let alone 20433, is therefore 
very high.  

4. Environmental impacts – whether the proposed scheme will have the desired 
impact on increasing recycling rates and reducing littering, and how that impact can 
be maximised. What key environmental risks need to be considered and mitigated? 
Will the scheme incentivise producers to change or modify materials/packaging? 

We are concerned that ZWS and the Scottish Government are claiming that the 
proposed DRS will deliver closed loop recycling and a circular economy for glass when 
this is not the case. It is our view that the Cabinet Secretary and ZWS are continuing 
to make misleading claims about the carbon emission reductions associated with a 
Scotland only DRS for glass and that they are not accepting the evidenced concerns. 
There is a huge discrepancy between the figures claimed and our own calculations 
based on the most optimistic case.  

European Glass recycling  

The statement that the recycling DRS will have a greater impact on the recycling rate 
for glass does not take into consideration that the top four performing glass recycling 
European countries (Slovenia, Belgium, Luxembourg and Sweden) do not operate a 
recycling DRS for glass.  They operate an EPR scheme to cover all glass packaging.  
All achieve over 90%. Sweden is a case in point, operating a recycling DRS for PET 

                                            
1https://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Letter%20from%20Ms%20Roseanna%20Cunningham
%20MSP%20to%20British%20Glass.pdf 
2 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Al21207 (EU Directive, 2018) 
3 https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/foi-eir-release/2019/05/foi-19-
01048/documents/foi-19-01048-document1/foi-19-01048-
document1/govscot%3Adocument/DRSPB16_03a%2BThe%2BCase%2Bfor%2BGlass%2Breport.pdf 
(ZWS, 2018) 

https://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Letter%20from%20Ms%20Roseanna%20Cunningham%20MSP%20to%20British%20Glass.pdf
https://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Letter%20from%20Ms%20Roseanna%20Cunningham%20MSP%20to%20British%20Glass.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=LEGISSUM%3Al21207
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/foi-eir-release/2019/05/foi-19-01048/documents/foi-19-01048-document1/foi-19-01048-document1/govscot%3Adocument/DRSPB16_03a%2BThe%2BCase%2Bfor%2BGlass%2Breport.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/foi-eir-release/2019/05/foi-19-01048/documents/foi-19-01048-document1/foi-19-01048-document1/govscot%3Adocument/DRSPB16_03a%2BThe%2BCase%2Bfor%2BGlass%2Breport.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/foi-eir-release/2019/05/foi-19-01048/documents/foi-19-01048-document1/foi-19-01048-document1/govscot%3Adocument/DRSPB16_03a%2BThe%2BCase%2Bfor%2BGlass%2Breport.pdf
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and cans since the 1990’s and an EPR for glass, with a glass packaging recycling rate 
of over 90%.  

The Scottish Government regularly cites the Norwegian recycling DRS so it is worth 
noting that Norway does not include glass in its DRS.   

The glass packaging recycling rate across Europe (countries in red depict those 
operating a recycling DRS for one-way glass). Source: Eurostat 

 

The Scottish Government’s Full business and regulatory impact assessment4 reports 
that all modelling is based on the best practice case for the recycling DRS of a capture 
rate of 90% and that this capture rate is “not anticipated to be achievable under the 
EPR where a rate of 71% is modelled”.  On the basis of the findings shown in Error! 
Reference source not found., it is considered appropriate to at least use a similar 
figure of 90% for the modelling of the EPR scheme since there are four countries that 
currently operate above this level.   
 
5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a uniform 
20p. 

Upsizing 
 
The introduction of a scheme with a flat deposit can potentially encourage consumers 
to upsize.  This is a particularly contentious issue for alcoholic beverages. The 
Croatian beer market is an example where this occurred after the introduction of such 
a scheme.  

                                            
4 https://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-
assessment/pages/1/ 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/pages/1/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/pages/1/
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6. Consumer and social impacts or risks – accessibility to consumers and what 
impacts are anticipated on different groups, including those with disabilities, those 
without private transport, and those living in rural areas. 

 
 
 
Refillables culture  
All the countries that have introduced a recycling DRS in Europe have a recent record 
of operating refillable DRS schemes, unlike Scotland and hence, the infrastructure and 
consumer behaviour was already in place to switch or supplement this.   
 
Consumers will be the main funders of the proposed scheme:  
 
The Scottish public will be the main funders of the scheme, through unredeemed 
deposits. At the ‘best practice’ capture rate of 90%, the consumers will be paying £33.9 
million per year and at a capture rate of 80%, they will be paying £67.8 million per year 
which represents 84% of the Scheme’s costs. Since the cost of running the scheme is 
estimated to be £80.7 million per year, the consumers will be the main source of 
funding.  

7. Local authorities – implications of the proposed scheme for local authorities, 
including impacts on kerbside collections.  

The recycling DRS proposed by the Scottish Government only covers part of the 
packaging put on the market and therefore can only be introduced alongside Local 
Authorities maintaining investment in their existing collection schemes.  An estimated 
26% of glass packaging will fall outside the scope of the DRS. Much of this packaging 
is the clear glass which is needed by the Scottish glass manufacturers.  Currently clear 
container glass is the second most recyclable material in residual waste from Scottish 
households (Table 6.1.5).  

The recycling DRS removes the cleaner, easier to recycle components from the 
existing Council’s collection systems making them less efficient and removing value. 
The reduced quantity and quality of glass remaining outside the deposit scheme could 
jeopardise the Local Authority maintaining current collection provisions (kerbside or 
bring banks) for such glass.  The Scottish Government states that local authorities 
would still be required to collect glass containers not captured through deposit return, 
as required by the Waste (Scotland) Regulations 2012.  However we know that local 
authorities including Clackmannanshire and Inverclyde have already reduced their 
separate kerbside glass recycling services due to financial constraints. More recently, 
glass recycling bins have been ditched in two Fife areas6 because council’s new 
trucks are too big.  Working together with all stakeholders including local authorities is 
needed to capture recyclables from households.  DRS will not solve this leakage from 
the system.  Local authorities will have to maintain waste collection systems and 
continue to bear the costs they have today while the revenue streams from recyclables 

                                            
5Zero waste Scotland. The composition of household waste at the kerbside in 2014-15   
6 The courier: glass recycling bins ditched in two fife areas because councils new trucks are too big 

https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/The%20composition%20of%20household%20waste%20at%20the%20kerbside%20in%202014-15.pdf
https://www.thecourier.co.uk/fp/news/local/fife/992229/glass-recycling-bins-ditched-in-two-fife-areas-because-councils-new-trucks-are-too-big/?utm_source=email&utm_medium=sharelink
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will be significantly reduced. The two ‘dual’ systems would have to be maintained in 
parallel. 

8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation).  

FEVE are concerned that the timetable for the implementation of DRS appears to be 
driven by a Parliamentary/election cycle rather than anything else. The Government is 
meeting with the glass sector however we have no indication that they are taking on 
board any of our genuine concerns. The Scottish Government will not look again at 
the inclusion of glass in part because they are not prepared to consider adding glass 
in a second phase if the EPR system doesn’t raise recycling rates as anticipated. ZWS 
state that the costs of retro fitting would be more expensive than taking a more phased 
approach however we are unaware of evidence which backs this position and would 
prefer to see the Scottish Government deliver the right DRS for Scotland’s unique 
circumstances.    

9. Governance – how the scheme should be administered, and appropriateness of 
the proposal for scheme administrator that is industry-led, privately owned and 
operated on a not-for-profit basis. 

We note that there remains a lack of clarity around how a DRS would work in practice. 
This is, in part, due to the fact that the Regulations do not set up a single, national 
Scheme Administrator as envisaged in the Full Business Case. There may be several 
Scheme Administrators and Producer schemes. It’s unclear how this might drive an 
improvement in glass recycling rates.  

The glass industry has not been a part of the Scottish Government’s Implementation 
Advisory Group despite glass manufacturers playing a crucial role in recycling and 
glass waste processing. The Scottish Government has said the proposed DRS will be 
industry led however in the months since the DRS design was announced we are not 
aware of any amendments which have been made to the design as a result of ZWS’ 
engagement. We remain concerned that, to date, the Scottish Government have not 
listened to the concerns raised by the glass industry and others around the inclusion 
of glass.  

10. Broader waste policy context – will the scheme achieve its intended purpose in 
isolation, or does its success depend on the performance of broader measures? How 
should the scheme cooperate with any other proposed schemes in the UK? 

Lack of harmonisation of waste management 

Despite the efforts of the Scottish Government and Zero Waste Scotland, there is no 
harmonisation of local authority waste management systems in place across Scotland 
from either a general household waste or a packaging glass collection, perspective. 
The introduction of a recycling DRS for beverage containers would only tackle a very 
small part of this issue. FEVE support a consistent separate collection approach 
across all 32 local authority areas, funded by Producers via the UK wide EPR scheme. 
This approach could be optimised to deal with the particular local challenges of rural, 
urban, tourist, tenement and commercial areas.  



DRS028 

6 

11. Any further issues or views not falling under the above areas.  

Market shift from glass to plastic PET  

It is highly concerning that the Scottish Government is minimising the 
possibility of the types of market distortion which has been seen elsewhere. 
Such shifts would have serious implications for the Scottish glass 
manufacturing sector as well as for the Scottish spirits industry.  
 
There is likely to be significant market distortion in the form of material shifts, especially 
since glass is more difficult to handle via a recycling DRS than PET or cans. This may 
result in higher handling fees and subsequent market distortions. Germany, Croatia 
and Denmark are cases in point. 
 
In Denmark, producer fees for glass bottles placed onto the market are circa 15 times 
higher than that for aluminium cans. 
 
Glass in an EPR scheme does not have the same issues, since the glass can be 
collected using the existing collection infrastructure (kerbside or bring banks).  In the 
Austrian EPR scheme, the packaging tariff (€/kg) is lower for glass than plastics and 
metallics.  

In Germany DRS was introduced in 2003 causing a shift to single use PET away from 
refillable and one-way glass.  

For carbonates in Germany (Figure 1), before the implementation of the DRS in 2000, 
one-way glass was more common than PET, but the implementation of the DRS in 
2003 severely affected the market for one-way glass and started the rapid rise of 
plastic’s market share.  It could be argued that the decline of the one-way glass pre-
dates the DRS, but this coincides with the time when the new policy would have been 
discussed resulting in producers deciding to switch sooner rather than later.   

The Oakdene Hollins findings are based on real experiences from countries that have 
implemented a recycling DRS and show the unintended consequences.  The report 
chimes with findings from other studies. 
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Figure 1: Carbonates sales in different packaging formats in Germany, 2000 to 2018 

 

Source: GlobalData.  Adapted by Oakdene Hollins. 

The materials not included in the DRS have significant presence in glass 
markets and will lead to significant market distortion  

Further to the threat of market distortion from materials included within the recycling 
DRS, there is a significant market presence of non-DRS materials and packaging 
formats (e.g. HDPE bottles, beverage cartons, pouches, bag in box) in product 
categories in which glass operates (for example wine).  It is very likely that for certain 
product categories brands will switch to these other materials to avoid the DRS 
regulations for business reasons. 

Litter  

There is little supporting evidence available to suggest that the recycling DRS will have 
a much higher impact on littering than an EPR that includes a litter enforcement 
strategy.  
 
Glass packaging is not typically used “on the go” but is predominantly consumed at 
home. This represents a greater burden on the consumer to store glass bottles at 
home and then return them to store. Most members of the public are particularly 
concerned about the littering of plastic not glass. 

In the Scottish Government’s Case For Glass 7 prepared for the Programme Board it 
is suggested that “including glass will also help to reduce rates of glass – which is the 
most problematic litter material compared to aluminium cans and PET”. In recent 
weeks ZWS have also been raising concerns about broken glass within the litter 
stream.  

FEVE would suggest that expecting older people and those with mobility problems to 
carry plastic bags of glass bottles back to a retail return point; expecting shop staff to 
manually take back hundreds of bottles a day in small convenience stores with little 

                                            
7 https://www.gov.scot/publications/foi-19-01048/ 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/foi-19-01048/
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available storage space and potentially doing so in areas used for food preparation is 
more likely to lead to accidents involving broken glass than any residual issues with 
the very small amount of glass found in the litter stream. We want to reduce the risk 
of injury so encouraging more people to handle glass and putting a value on containers 
which might become more attractive to those prepared to rifle through public litter bins 
and kerbside collections will do little to reduce problems of litter. 

A key sensitivity regarding the Scottish Government’s overall valuation of the benefits 
of the proposed recycling DRS is the disamenity costs ZWS have associated with 
littering. The Scottish Government reports that the societal benefits assigned to the 
EPR model that includes a litter enforcement strategy was £251.7 million (NPV over 
25 years) which is just 23% of that modelled for the DRS ( £1,101.3 million). 
Surprisingly, ZWS claim lower societal benefits assigned to an EPR model which 
covers 41.5% of all items littered than from a DRS which covers only 21.7% of all 
littered materials.   

The Cabinet Secretary has claimed that glass is “a common form of litter” however 
there is very little data on glass bottles in the litter stream.  

In terms of marine litter, Zero Waste Scotland use the example of the most recent 
Marine Conservation Society study in 2018 which shows that plastic is the most 
prevalent form of marine litter in the Great British Beach Clean. Plastic and 
Polystyrene (0-50cm) account for 182.6 items per 100m of beach while glass is listed 
as the second most common accounting for 46 items per 100m. If the amounts for 
other plastic items such as plastic cotton buds are included plastic is 5.3 times more 
prevalent than glass. Meanwhile, it’s unclear what size the glass fragments are. These 
latest figures also differ significantly from a previous research study by the University 
of Exeter and Marine Conservation Society Beach Clean data which explored data 
collected over a decade (2005–2014 inclusive) by Marine Conservation Society (MCS) 
volunteers during beach litter surveys carried along the British coastline. 

The data showed that amongst the 20 most common items littered on Britain’s 
beaches Large and small plastic fragments were the most common followed by plastic 
cups, polystyrene and crisp packets. Glass fragments were the 13th most common 
item found making up 0.02% of the litter. 8 

Of the 12 material groups, plastic was the most dominant (66%), with 
expanded polystyrene and sanitary items representing 10% and 5% respectively (Fig. 
3a). 

                                            
8www.researchgate.net/publication/311165147_Marine_anthropogenic_litter_on_British_beaches_A_
10-year_nationwide_assessment_using_citizen_science_data 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/earth-and-planetary-sciences/polystyrene
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969716325918?via%3Dihub#f0015
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969716325918?via%3Dihub#f0015
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/311165147_Marine_anthropogenic_litter_on_British_beaches_A_10-year_nationwide_assessment_using_citizen_science_data
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/311165147_Marine_anthropogenic_litter_on_British_beaches_A_10-year_nationwide_assessment_using_citizen_science_data
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The Scottish Continental Shelf (SCS) exhibited the highest proportion of plastic (83%) 
in beach litter surveys: 
www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969716325918?via%3Dihub 

A 2014 report INCPEN report by Keep Scotland Beautiful 'Composition of litter in 
Scotland' found that “deposits on drinks containers (cans, bottles and cartons) for 
example would target only 4.3% of litter. That would leave 95.7% unaffected. Even 
with gum and cigarette ends excluded, the total potentially deposit bearing litter 
amounts to just 22.4% leaving nearly 80% that would have to be addressed in some 
other way” 

Keep Scotland Beautiful and Amey Trunk Road conducted a clean up in 2017. They 
conducted an audit of a week's worth of litter collected from the Straiton Junction site 
along the Edinburgh City Bypass. The results highlighted that more than 500 items of 
litter were cleared from approximately 100m of slip road in a single week. Only 2 items 
were glass bottles. 9 

The Scottish Government Litter Strategy from 2014  doesn't seem to make much 
mention of glass but the Zero Waste Scotland - Scotland's Litter Problem 2013 report 
from the previous year references a 2013 Eunomia study  Exploring the Indirect Costs 
of Litter in Scotland and states "little evidence was found of litter causing direct injuries 
(though this is a common public concern) and so no costs were identified for injuries 
or illness resulting from litter and flytipped waste in Scotland . 10 

Modelling bias and data uncertainties  
 
In our opinion there is significant modelling bias in the ZWS justification for the 
recycling DRS. For example, comparing a recycling DRS that includes just widely 
recyclable PET, metallic cans and glass drinks containers with an EPR that includes 
all household packaging significantly distorts the modelling in favour of the recycling 
DRS.  

                                            
9 https://www.keepscotlandbeautiful.org/news/roadside-litter/taking-a-closer-look-at-litter-on-our-trunk-
roads 
10https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/Scotland%27s%20Litter%20Problem%20-%
20Full%20Final%20Report.pdf 
 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/earth-and-planetary-sciences/continental-shelf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048969716325918?via%3Dihub
https://www.keepscotlandbeautiful.org/news/roadside-litter/taking-a-closer-look-at-litter-on-our-trunk-roads/
https://www.keepscotlandbeautiful.org/news/roadside-litter/taking-a-closer-look-at-litter-on-our-trunk-roads/
https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/Scotland%27s%20Litter%20Problem%20-%20Full%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/Scotland%27s%20Litter%20Problem%20-%20Full%20Final%20Report.pdf
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There are major differences between ZWS data and the data we have coming from 
third party sources Euromonitor and Global Data as regards how many filled glass 
containers are actually on the Scottish Market. Our estimated amount of glass 
containers put on the market in Scotland differ significantly from the 0.33 billion 
containers estimated within the Scottish Governments Full business and regulatory 
impact assessment. This results in concerns over the cost modelling that has been 
undertaken.  

Finally, there are significant handling, health and safety, storage, logistics and fraud 
issues associated with dealing with glass drinks bottles which must be returned intact 
to be scanned and re-melted. An EPR is best placed to encourage circular product 
design for glass (across all household packaging) rather than a recycling DRS that 
only picks out the easier to recycle and already widely recycled glass beverage bottles.  

In conclusion, FEVE very much welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the evidence 
gathering exercise and is available to provide further information or answer any 
questions. 

 


