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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Alupro 

Introduction 

Alupro is an industry funded, not-for-profit organisation with 30 years’ experience 
representing the UK’s aluminium packaging industry. We work to fulfil the industry’s 
obligation to meet, and exceed, recycling targets for aluminium packaging. 

We are achieving this by working in partnership with local authorities, the waste 
management industry and the wider metal packaging sector to develop and stimulate 
the UK’s collection infrastructure. We also manage and run consumer information and 
education campaigns to encourage participation in recycling schemes to consistently 
drive up recycling rates. We have worked extensively in Scotland and run programmes 
with community sector organisations and local authorities, including Glasgow City 
Council, Aberdeen City, Aberdeenshire and the Orkney Islands. 

We welcome the Committee’s inquiry into the draft DRS regulations and would 
welcome the opportunity to provide oral evidence to the Committee, as the only 
representative body for the aluminium packaging recycling sector in the UK. Our 
members have extensive experience of designing and operating DRS schemes in 
countries around the world and insights from this could be of particular interest to the 
committee in its investigations.  

Our response focuses on the issues which are most pertinent to our members, in 
particular the consequences of having a flat deposit fee and ensuring the system is 
well designed. It should also be noted, that as a point of principle, if drinks cans are to 
be included in the Scottish DRS, all competing packaging formats should be included 
to ensure no market distortion. We are fully committed to ensuring the highest rates of 
recycling for aluminium packaging and working with the Scottish Government to 
ensure the DRS is well designed.  

Level of deposit and social impacts 

We are particularly concerned about the impact of the proposed 20 pence flat deposit 
fee will have on aluminium cans. In its proposed format, the DRS could negatively 
impact drink can sales in Scotland, while increasing the number of plastic bottles being 
purchased – at a time when there is a demand to move away from plastics and towards 
materials like aluminium, which is infinitely recyclable.  

Due to the cumulative cost of a deposit fee for each can in a multi-pack, price sensitive 
consumers would start switching to larger plastic containers. Our recent survey of 
Scottish consumers indicated that a flat 20 pence deposit per can would encourage 
over 60% of individuals to switch to larger PET bottles. Please see our visual examples 
in Annex A of how the dramatically increased purchase price would impact consumer 
choices. The impact of a flat deposit will almost double the price of a 24 can multipack 
of IRN BRU from £6.00 to £10.80. 
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We are also aware of the recent warning by academics from the University of Glasgow, 
University of Strathclyde and London School of Economics that a flat deposit fee risks 
incentivising consumers to purchase larger containers of sugary drinks. This in turn 
could severely hamper the Scottish Government’s efforts to meet its targets on 
childhood obesity. 

We understand that it is not the intention of the Scottish Government to shift 
consumers away from certain types of beverage container but to improve recycling 
rates and increase quality. Unfortunately, in its current design, a shift towards plastic 
and larger portion sizes would be an unintended consequence.   

Moreover, Nielsen identified that in the UK 72% of soft drink cans and 97% of beer 
and cider cans are sold as multi-packs. Therefore, if consumers moved away from 
multipack cans, the aluminium sector would be severely affected by this and it could 
lead to plant closures and subsequent job losses. Interestingly, the market dynamics 
in Scandinavian DRS countries are totally opposite with 72% of drinks cans sold as 
single cans. To ensure that markets are not adversely affected it is vitally important to 
implement a variable rate of deposit based on the size of the containers. Please see 
our visual examples in Annex B.  

We understand that the Scottish Government has proposed a flat deposit fee to ensure 
that the system is easy for consumers to understand. However, a recent Populus 
survey of 1,000 adults in Scotland, commissioned by environmental campaign group 
Plastic Planet, found 87% of respondents would be able to understand a variable fee 
system. Therefore, the Scottish Government should look to implement a variable fee 
as has been successfully introduced by Scandinavian DRS like in Norway (two values 
of deposit), Sweden (two values of deposit), Denmark (three values of deposit) and 
Finland (four values of deposit). In these countries consumers clearly understand a 
system where different pack sizes have different deposit levels. 
 
Different deposit levels also have a positive impact on the environmental objectives of 
the scheme, and on the volume of recyclable material collected. By having a deposit 
fee that is linked, or proportionate to, the pack size incentivises the return of large 
volumes of material back into the DRS system. This ensures that more actual material 
is returned to scheme, improving its internal economic viability and ensuring that more 
Scottish material is recycled. It also ensures that larger containers, which have a 
correspondingly larger impact on the environment when littered or not disposed of 
correctly, are incentivised to be returned back into the scheme.  

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

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.  

Based upon 30 years’ experience and the conclusions of a robust study by Resource 
Futures, Alupro believes that reforming the PRN system, would be the most cost-
efficient method of maximising the recycling rates for aluminium packaging.  

https://www.heraldscotland.com/opinion/17710257.letters-the-proposed-deposit-return-could-exacerbate-our-obesity-and-diabetes-problems/
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Recycling rates for aluminium packaging continue to increase and last year, the 
recycling rate for aluminium drinks cans rose to its highest ever level at 75%, up from 
54% in 2010. The Resource Futures report forecast that the recycling rate for all 
aluminium packaging would reach 85% by 2025 and at least 90% by 2030. It 
concluded that DRS could deliver a modest 5% improvement in the recycling rate for 
aluminium beverage cans over and above what would be achieved through a reformed 
PRN system. 

We believe that serious consideration should be given to the benefits of implementing 
reforms to the PRN system in advance of the introduction of any DRS to assess 
whether it is really necessary. If a DRS is to be introduced for aluminium cans, we are 
fully committed to ensuring that it is designed to maximise the recycling rate, whilst 
ensuring that it is implemented in a fair and equitable way.  

If aluminium is to be included, we support an all-in system to ensure there is no 
distortion to existing markets. It is vitally important to take into account market 
dynamics and ensure the system is well designed. In Germany, we saw the 
consequences of a badly designed system and the drinks can sector dramatically 
declined. Please see Annex C for a graph that shows this. 

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 design of the system must recognise that different material types incur different 
collection costs and the value of the resulting recyclate varies hugely. These 
differences must be reflected in the producer fee paid when the material is put on the 
market and the handling fee paid to retailers to ensure ‘no cross-subsidy’ by one 
material to support another. The best example of how this works most effectively is 
Infinitum in Norway. In Sweden, to ensure there is no cross subsidy, the DMO 
(Returpak) has set-up separate operating companies for PET and metal cans to 
ensure full transparency of costs and revenues. Similarly, in Finland there is a 
separate one for glass. 

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, as an unintended consequence of a DRS, aluminium cans 
that are recycled in the UK may end up being exported and recycled outside the UK. 
Therefore, increasing the carbon cost of recycling. Currently, UK aluminium packaging 
recyclers have equipped their plants to be able to recycle the mixed variety of 
aluminium that is collected through the UK kerbside collection system, including drinks 
cans, foil, aerosols, and the types and levels of contaminants that accompany it.  

By contrast, recycling plants outside the UK do not generally have the capability to 
handle the material in the same way. If aluminium cans were to be collected through 
a DRS, they will be largely free of contamination and other aluminium packaging so 
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will be highly desirable for recycling by non-UK recycling plants. They would be freely 
traded on internet platforms, moving intercontinentally at the click of a mouse. 

5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a 
uniform 20p. 

No response provided. 

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.  

Our concern is that if valuable materials, such as aluminium, are removed from 
kerbside collection, the cost of the provision per tonne of the remaining collected 
material would increase significantly. The volumes of the remaining aluminium 
packaging would be very small, and the value of the resulting material would be greatly 
reduced. Our concern is that the remaining aluminium packaging (relatively small 
volume – around 3,000 tonnes), such as foil and aerosols would become prohibitively 
expensive to collect and sort. This will have a knock-on impact on aluminium 
packaging recycling rates (aluminium is a priority material to collect from a carbon 
perspective) but also reduce the range of materials consumers are able to recycle at 
kerbside. This scenario would very likely to spark a renegotiation of current collection 
and sorting contracts and within certain rural areas it may not prove cost effective to 
collect weekly or at all. 
 
Glasgow City Council has recently invested in new plants to divert residual waste from 
landfill. The plants recover the valuable aluminium packaging not collected at kerbside 
and sell it for recycling. As a result, we estimate that Glasgow, now achieves a 
recycling rate of around 90% for all aluminium packaging. If a DRS were to be 
introduced and achieved the targeted recycling rates, contracts would need to be 
renegotiated as valuable materials will have been removed. 

Another significant factor is whether local authorities will be able to claim the 
unredeemed deposits from containers which are recycled through kerbside collection 
systems. Experience in other countries has shown that there is a real risk that deposit 
baring containers placed in kerbside boxes are “stolen” prior to collection and so in 
reality the local authority does not benefit from the level of unredeemed deposits that 
might be expected. This has been the case in New South Wales where, as a result of 
‘bin mining’, there has been a problem with kerbside bins being turned upside down 
so deposit bearing containers can be quickly removed and the remaining contents 
being left of the street as litter. 

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

No response provided. 
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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 day-to-day operation of the system should be managed by the DMO. The DRS 
should have strict governance rules and procedures owing to the level of finance which 
is likely to be flowing through the system at any one time. Level and nature of the 
deposit should be determined by the DMO. 

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? 

The aluminium packaging sector has been consistently calling for higher recycling 
targets for aluminium and our objective is to achieve and surpass the highest 
aluminium packaging recycling rates in Europe in the most cost-effective way. We 
believe serious consideration should be given to implementing reforms to the PRN 
system in advance of the introduction of any DRS for aluminium.  

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

No response provided. 
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Annex A: Deposit Value Shouldn’t Create Market Distortion 
 
Currently, multipack cans represent 80% of the beverage market in the UK (Nielsen. 
2017). The proposed 20p flat deposit could lead to market distortions resulting in an 
increase in the sales of plastic bottles and larger portion sizes. 
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Annex B: Varying deposit fees depending on size 
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Annex C: Consequences of a badly designed system  

 


