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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Valpak 

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

 
Valpak agree with the general principles which have been applied regarding the DRS. 
 
Valpak agree with the exclusion of HDPE, which will, in the main, exclude milk and 
milk-based products from the DRS. This is in line with our response to the 2018 
consultation where we raised concerns regarding the inclusion of milk and milk-based 
products from a Health and Safety perspective, particularly where manual take back 
is required, and for the increased initial cost of a staple food product.  
 
Decisions on which materials to include within the scope of the DRS should be based 
on the best available data and thorough economic and environmental analysis.  
 
The introduction of DRS, including the scope of materials, should also be considered 
in view of future EPR reforms for the UK Packaging system.  
 
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.  
Valpak agree with there being an option for smaller retailers to request an exemption 
from the return point requirement, if access to a return point in close proximity is 
maintained.  
 
The exact options of takeback for online delivery needs to be discussed further with 
affected retailers and retail platforms. Whilst we agree that online retailers should be 
included within the DRS system, there also needs to be a balance struck between 
accessibility to takeback for those who rely on delivery services and the possibility of 
fraud within the system.   
 
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).  

The suggested financial model includes using unredeemed deposits as part of the 
funding of the system. We agree with this approach, however have noted in the Full 
Business Case financial modelling that it is unlikely the deposit amount will be able to 
count towards the overall costs of the system until at least the sixth year. Whilst this 
approach seems sensible to ensure the amount of unredeemed deposits is calculated 
correctly, producers should be made fully aware of this situation as it will impact 
funding flows and the costs of the system in the initial years of operation.  It may 
therefore be useful to provide producers with a 5 and/or 10 year NPV. 
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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? 
 
As per our response to the 2018 consultation it should be considered if similar 
outcomes could be achieved via a reformed EPR UK Packaging system which would 
aim to increase the rates of recycling, the quality of recyclate and the infrastructure to 
improve waste treatment.  
 
5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a uniform 
20p. 

 
The level of deposit should strike a balance between encouraging consumers to return 
their beverage containers, whilst not being so high as to encourage fraud within the 
system. This is especially true of a Scotland-only DRS as the opportunity for cross-
border fraud would also increase. 

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

There is a potential risk to Local Authorities losing the highest value material streams 
from kerbside collection streams. This would impact the cost of collection for Local 
Authorities which may then increase the costs of the service to the consumer. This is 
especially true for the period between the proposed implementation date of the DRS 
and the wider EPR Reforms which would aim to ensure Full Net Cost of kerbside 
household collections were funded by the producer.  

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

The envisaged timeframe for implementation appears to be very ambitious, especially 
where new infrastructure is required, for example reverse vending machines and 
counting infrastructure.  

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. 
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? 

As mentioned in our responses to previous questions the DRS should be considered 
along with EPR UK Packaging system reforms. The analysis should include whether 
the suggested reforms, along with other supporting policy initiatives could achieve the 
same or similar outcomes to those sought by Scottish Government.  
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The current suggested model includes takeback on delivery requirements. This should 
be considered not only in the context of own-vehicle deliveries (for examples for some 
online retailers) but also other courier services which may then be required to obtain 
a waste carriers licences. Detailed guidance of how to obtain a licence and other waste 
management legislation that would need to be adhered to should be published to 
ensure high levels of waste management operation are maintained.  

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


