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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from AG Barr 

Overview 

We are supportive of a deposit return scheme (DRS) in principle. 

We want to continue to work positively and collaboratively with the Scottish 
Government, however we have concerns about some of the unintended 
consequences that may arise as a result of both the practicalities and the politics 
associated with the proposed Scottish DRS regulations.  Bad scheme design 
decisions made now have the potential to create long-term unintended 
consequences for Scotland and could potentially impact the long term success 
of the scheme.  

As a major producer in Scotland we have focused our submission on those specific 
areas where we believe we can provide credible and supportable input and evidence. 

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

excluded and any specific issues. 

We support the inclusion of both PET bottles and aluminium/steel cans in a DRS 

scheme. 

However we strongly believe, based on the experience of many other DRS schemes, 
that glass : 

● introduces significant operational cost and complexity for those operating return 
points 

● increases the space required for, and the cost of, Reverse Vending Machines 
(RVMs) and take-back storage 

● damages the quality of collected materials, limiting their us in food grade 
applications 

● is excluded in some of the most successful schemes in operation elsewhere, 
such as Norway and Sweden, both of which have been cited by Zero Waste 
Scotland (ZWS) as efficient and effective DRS schemes based on their 
comprehensive benchmarking 

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.  

The mechanics of calculating a “reasonable handling fee” for retailers (as a key 
driver of the scheme’s effectiveness) should be determined by the scheme 
administrator, not government or retailers.   
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The regulations refer to this reasonable handling fee including “the costs of purchase, 
lease, maintenance or upkeep of any infrastructure associated with the collection and 
storage of scheme packaging”.  When queried, civil servants have indicated that 
“infrastructure” is intended to mean RVMs, however retailers could easily interpret this 
more broadly to include buildings and other capital expenses.  It is therefore imperative 
that this definition is clarified within the regulations themselves to avoid unintended 
misinterpretations and potential disputes. 

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).  

We have repeatedly outlined the huge cost and complexity for consumers and 
for business of operating a scheme in Scotland first/only, effectively creating an 
artificial trade border with the rest of the UK.  Putting political differences aside 
and working collaboratively with administrations to establish a consistent GB-
wide DRS would be better for the environment, the public and for business 

We currently produce c.600 individual products known as stock keeping units (SKUs) 
which are used throughout the UK.  Fewer than 30 of these SKUs are specific to 
Scotland.  

DRS schemes in other counties suggest the only legitimate way of preventing fraud is 
country specific SKUs/labels which would create significant complexity and cost for 
producers and retailers alike. 

We have modelled very significant costs for our business, based on the potential 
impact of implementing Scottish specific SKUs, both in terms of one-off costs and 
annual ongoing costs. These unnecessary operating costs will ultimately have to be 
passed on to the Scottish consumer as they are of such a scale that they simply cannot 
be borne by industry. 

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?  

No response provided. 

5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a 

uniform 20p. 

The deposit value is central to the success or failure of DRS and should be set by the 
DRS system administrator - not written into legislation. 

We are not aware of a single DRS scheme across the world where the deposit is 
set by anyone other than the scheme administrator.  Zero Waste Scotland has 
stated that the setting of the deposit by government is indeed unusual.   

Taking this lever out of the administrator’s hands would leave it without the ongoing 
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flexibility needed to make the scheme work and meet the extremely ambitious 
recycling targets and timescales. 

● The higher the deposit the greater the … 

○ fraud incentive - A 24 pack of cans bought in Carlisle without paying a 
deposit, could be redeemed in Dumfries with an individual “making” 
£4.80 

○ likelihood of pushing consumers towards plastic - experience from 
other DRS schemes evidences a decline in multipack cans post DRS 
implementation and a move into larger format plastic bottles  

○ likelihood of pushing consumers into larger formats, affecting 
portion control 

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. 

No response provided. 

7. Local authorities – implications of the proposed scheme for local authorities, 

including impacts on kerbside collections.  

No response provided. 

8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 

implementation period from the passing of legislation).  

We are deeply concerned about the proposed DRS implementation timeframes.  Even 
with the best intentions of producers and retailers, the government continuing with a 
1st April 2021 introduction date is overly ambitious and creates otherwise avoidable 
difficulties.  Along with others we believe 2022 to be the earliest possible go-live date.  
We would ask the Committee to challenge the government on its timelines.  
Practicalities must override politics when it comes to such a significant change. 

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. 

No response provided. 

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? 

No response provided. 
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11. Any further issues or views not falling under the above areas.  

We do not believe that the Scottish Government fully appreciates the 
significance and unintended consequences of a Scotland first/only DRS for 
business trading in Scotland and for Scottish consumers.   Putting political 
differences aside and working collaboratively with administrations to establish a 
consistent GB-wide DRS would be better for the environment, the public and for 
business. 

VAT - We would ask the Committee to press government to ensure that VAT is not 
applied to the deposit value, and that the interplay between the draft DRS and VAT 
regulations allow for this. 

PRN/EPR - We support the intent expressed by officials that obligated containers 
within the scope of the DRS should not fall within existing, or future, producer 
responsibility obligations for packaging waste.  Pressingly, this means that Scottish 
ministers must work with UK Government to ensure obligated producers do not 
continue to be liable under the existing PRN/PERN system from day 1 of the DRS.  
However the current draft regulations have offered no assurances on this matter. 

 


