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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Society of Independent Brewers (SIBA) 

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

The Society of Independent Brewers (SIBA), which represents around 800 brewers in 
the UK and has around 60 members in Scotland, recommends that a deposit return 
scheme (DRS) should initially focus on PET plastic and on on-the-go products.  

On-the-go products are littered most frequently, and plastic containers are the most 
visible element of this pollution. Initially focusing on this PET plastic waste stream 
would allow data to be collected and lessons to be learnt before (and if) a scheme 
could be widened. Over time, as more evidence is gathered, the Scottish Government 
could consider expanding the scope of the scheme to other materials.  

Evidence from other countries, such as Sweden, show that a successful DRS does 
not have to include all the containers proposed by the Scottish Government. In the 
Swedish PANT system, glass bottles are not included. 

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.  

Many small breweries in Scotland sell directly to the consumer via shops and 
taprooms. Much like small convenience stores, these businesses do not have the 
space or the resources to operate a reverse vending machine. Manual handling of 
returned containers would create huge costs to a small business that is not, as a 
primary function, focused on serving the general public. A shop, tasting facility or 
taproom is ancillary to the main business purpose of making beer.  

We would recommend that a customer facing floor space limit be set of between 200 
to 300sq m should a ‘from retail’ drop off model be adopted.  

SIBA recommends that the on-trade sales of alcohol in pubs, restaurants, bars and 
nightclubs should be exempt due to existing closed loop recycling.  

These premises should also be exempt from requirements to install reverse vending 
machines given the high volume of containers coming from these locations, making it 
difficult to administer. Manual handling of containers should be minimised or avoided 
totally. 

Pubs in particular are under intense pressure with two closing across the UK every 
day. We recommend that the Scottish Government seek special measures to minimise 
the impact of any DRS policy on pubs specifically.  

3. Costs and operational impacts – costs anticipated for your business, service 
or sector and the appropriateness of the proposed financing model (that the 
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scheme will be funded via unredeemed deposits, revenue from the sale of 
materials and a producer fee).  

Many SIBA members operate on very small margins and new regulatory requirements 
can place additional pressure and risk putting them out of business. The Financial 
Case for DRS has estimated that the direct operational costs of the scheme will be 
£75m a year, with 32% (£24m) of these costs being met by producers. In addition, the 
scheme is likely to require an upfront capital investment of £28m, to also be met by 
producers.1 Some of this cost will certainly be borne by small brewers. Although our 
members place a tiny percentage of containers into Scotland2, there is high potential 
for disproportionate costs to spiral.  

SIBA believes that a DRS should have a de-minimis threshold and small producers 
should not be expected to pay for infrastructure, collection costs or administrative fees 
given the disproportionate burden it places on them. 

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? 

A new DRS system in Scotland should complement, rather than ‘cannibalise’ existing 
recycling infrastructure. The existing and reformed Packaging Waste Recovery Notes 
PRN system in the UK works well and any DRS would again need to work alongside, 
rather than against it. A Scottish DRS should also take account of the Extended 
Producer Responsibility (EPR) proposals and no producer should be obligated to pay 
twice for containers that are recycled.  

We also have concerns that, following the recent ban by the Chinese Government on 
the import of plastic waste, the UK simply does not have the recycling capacity to deal 
with the volumes that the Scottish Government are considering.  

We do not hold accurate data on the amount of SIBA member’s beer that is consumed 
in the home (the off trade) vs. in pubs and other licensed premises (the on-trade). 
However, given that we believe so few of our members products are consumed ‘on 
the go’ that the majority are either captured by existing kerbside recycling or the 
infrastructure in place in pubs, restaurants and bars.  

There is a possibility that amongst the containers that our members place on the 
market, that a DRS that is badly run or designed may actually reduce the number of 
recycled containers overall.  

 

 

                                            
1 See https://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-schemme-scotland-regulations-accompanying-
statement-proposed-regulations/ 
2 Of the 2 billion drink containers placed in Scotland each year, SIBA members represent 
approximately 0.0625% 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-schemme-scotland-regulations-accompanying-statement-proposed-regulations/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-schemme-scotland-regulations-accompanying-statement-proposed-regulations/
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5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a 
uniform 20p. 

 
SIBA believes that the deposit should be set at a rate similar to those systems used in 
Sweden and Norway at 10p or less per container. 

 
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. 

Given Scotland’s geography, consideration needs to be given to ensuring there are 
enough reverse vending machine points in which people in rural areas can easily 
access. In some cases, it may be appropriate for a SIBA member brewery to volunteer 
as a ‘hub’ similar to those in supermarket car parks where containers could be 
collected and if this suits the business volunteering.  

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

How the scheme interacts with local authority kerbside collections will be key to secure 
public support and buy-in and encourage more people to recycle. 

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

SIBA have reservations about the timing in relation to other proposed schemes in the 
UK. The minimum 12 months implementation period is also a short time frame for 
small businesses such as our members to prepare. If a DRS is implemented too 
quickly without due regard to the nature of the UK independent brewing sector, it may 
result in business failure and reduced consumer choice. 

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. 

The governance scheme should not place unnecessary burdens on small independent 
breweries and those looking to sell their products into Scotland. It should also include 
representatives from industry including those in the independent craft beer market. 
Operations of a scheme should be competitively tendered on a rotating basis. 

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? 

Many SIBA members based in England and Wales sell their beer into the Scottish 
market, so a Scottish DRS will not only impact Scottish brewers but also those selling 
or wishing to sell in Scotland. Equally our Scottish members also sell their beer within 
England and Wales. Given this interconnectivity and the intention to introduce a DRS 
in Wales, England and Northern Ireland, SIBA would like to see one scheme 
introduced across the UK or at least a number of completely inter-operable schemes. 
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Without this, consumers will be left confused, small businesses will be harmed, 
recycling rates may not rise as much as desired and the potential for fraud and 
arbitrage across borders is high.  

A more stringent regime in Scotland may also see businesses relocate to England or 
elsewhere as a result of significant investment decisions on bottling and canning lines. 
A more generous deposit in England may see significant numbers of containers being 
transported across the border to be returned. Different labelling, barcode or SKU 
requirements for containers sold in England or Wales would be near impossible to 
deliver. In many cases, brewers do not know (as they sell through a wholesaler) where 
their beers may end up. Having different labelling requirements for each country is 
simply not possible. The amount of space on a can or bottle is finite so different 
barcodes, label advice or SKUs would also not be deliverable.  

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

The potential for fraud in any new DRS system is high. Many brewers store their 
empty, unfilled and un-used containers outside their breweries. At the introduction of 
a DRS, these ‘virgin’ containers suddenly have a value which would be attractive to 
thieves. Similarly, used containers would need to be stored securely. Strong 
governance and anti-fraud measures of course come with potentially high costs and 
these would need to be mitigated.  


