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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from BrewDog 

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

We agree that PET should be included under the DRS. However, the inclusion of metal 
cans and glass bottles where these only contain beverages is flawed. It is not clear 
from the Full Business Case Stage 1 or the Regulations why foodstuff containers are 
all excluded.  Presumably there are reasons why food cans and glass jars & other 
containers for foodstuff are excluded from the scope of the DRS, so why not metal and 
glass beverage containers? What is the distinction? The inclusion of beverage 
containers only seems to be unfairly focusing the issues the DRS is intended to resolve 
solely on beverage producers; this seems neither fair or proportionate. 

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 believe that the inclusion of all retailers as return locations will have a 
disproportionately detrimental impact on smaller retailers, where floorspace, staff time 
and cash resources are much more restricted than larger retailers and supermarkets. 
If the payment of processing fees to smaller retailers is not managed speedily and 
effectively, this could lead to cashflow issues for smaller retailers, who will have paid 
out deposits but have to wait for the processing fees to be paid by the Scheme 
Administrator.  
What are the requirements for bars and restaurants (currently excluded from the 
scheme) who might offer off sales? Are they also required to act as return locations 
and if so, to what degree?  

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).  

This is the biggest issue with the proposed scheme. It is entirely focused on beverage 
producers bearing the financial and operational costs of creating and operating the 
scheme, all without any indication that the cost of the raw materials for packaging will 
decrease, or that alternative packaging methods and materials will become available. 
As a brewer, the majority of our products are packaged in cans and glass bottles, the 
costs of which are commercially negotiated with suppliers and typically the unit price 
is based on volume – the more we buy, the better price per unit we can negotiate; 
accordingly, smaller producers will typically pay more per unit for their packaging 
materials. Under the scheme, all producers will indiscriminately be charged a Producer 
fee per container off an estimated 3.3p in the first 5 years, hopefully (but not 
guaranteed to) lowering to 1.5p per container after year 5. This means a direct 
increase in cost of goods regardless of size of producer and also regardless of the 
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volume of containers used by such producers.  We believe the registration fee will be 
uniform across the industry, regardless of size or value of the producer’s business. 
All of this seems disproportionate and will stifle smaller businesses, and at the 
opposite end of the spectrum high volume producers – producers of millions of units 
per year, will be affected much less by this increase in cost and large producers will of 
course be better able to mitigate and absorb the additional cost per unit through small 
margin sacrifice, or by negotiating lower prices with their suppliers; which, of course, 
smaller producers do not have the commercial weight or influence to do. 
The variability of the producer fee is a significant concern – it says in the Full Business 
Case Stage 1 at page 98 “The fee will vary but is calculated each period (in practice 
monthly)” so does this mean that the fee per container will change each month?  This 
will be catastrophic for planning & pricing and will mean there is a real lack of clarity in 
producers’ cost of goods. The fee per container needs to be fixed for reasonable 
periods of time, and at the very least annually, to ensure that planning & budgeting 
can be done with confidence. 
 
There are also the costs of the mandatory label information but only for Scotland; this 
leads to unnecessary SKU diversity which again will hit smaller producers harder.  
They will have to create a Scotland specific SKU leading to increased label printing 
costs, increased labour costs (from having to run different packaging suns for each 
SKU), increased stock holding and therefor reduced working capital (where only 1 UK 
wide label is required, there will be at least 2 labels required in future) all of which will 
hurt smaller producers in a disproportionate and unfair manner. 

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 support the underlying environmental objectives of the scheme, but we feel 
strongly that the execution is fatally flawed. The focus on beverage retailers, and the 
disproportionate affect the scheme will have on smaller producers means that the 
impact on these businesses will not be proportionate to the benefits gained. 

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

The uniform 20p per container is a concern. The fact that neither the size, material or 
the contents of the container have been considered here is a mistake. Taking alcohol 
as an example, under the scheme it seems that a 24 pack of beer will cost an extra 
£4.80 at point of sale compared with only an additional 20p on e.g. a bottle of vodka 
or other spirits. This is likely to lead shoppers to choose hard liquor over lower ABV 
beer or other beverages. Of course, the counter argument is that the shopper can 
collect the additional £4.80 when returning the cans for recycling, but it is a hit in their 
pockets until such time as they can return the containers for recycling; this will lead to 
cash strapped drinkers buying higher ABV, large container sizes, and seems to work 
contrary to the recently introduced minimum alcohol pricing in Scotland. 
As well as the potential health impacts of such choices being driven by the uniform 
deposit amount, there are also the commercial impacts for producers; an extra 20p 
per bottle of an average Single Malt Scotch Whisky (estimating a retail price of say 
£35) when compared with a 20p addition to say a £1.50 can of craft beer, from a local, 
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small, Scottish craft brewer, is completely commercially disproportionate – being a 
0.57% increase in the Malt Whisky price at the till, and 13.3% increase on the can of 
beer at the till.  This could mean that producers of higher value beverages in single 
containers can in effect absorb the deposit in their margins, meaning no real increase 
in the retail price (including deposit) of such items, whereas for a small business to 
absorb a retail price increase (including deposit) of 13.3% in not proportionate or 
realistic.  Larger producers may well be able to absorb some or all of the deposit 
amount in their retail price at the till to ensure that the deposit being added to their 
products does not in actual fact increase the price the consumer pays; smaller 
producers do not have the resources to be able to do that. This may well lead to 
smaller business closing, and may lead to unemployment in the smaller producers of 
the beverage industries.  

 
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. 

Consumer choice will be detrimentally affected. If, as above, the impact of the scheme 
is such that smaller producers no longer have the ability to operate on a financially 
viable level because the costs of their production have increased disproportionately to 
larger producers, then it seems clear that there will be less consumer choice for goods 
and increased unemployment from smaller producers closing their doors. 

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).  

The timing of any implementation of the scheme being very clear and reasonable is 

critical for producers, because we will have to enter discussions with our customers, 

the wholesalers and retailers, around pricing, logistics, volume forecasts, listings, 

etc.  The scheme needs to be laid out in much more finite detail and it needs to be 

demonstrably possible to operate before any final implementation date. 

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 are concerned that since the scheme administrator will be privately owned but 
operated on a not-for-profit basis, with the gap in income coming directly from 
producers, may lead to the scheme administrator being inefficient and not operating 
on a cost effective basis. There should be a mechanism whereby producers can 
influence, or control, and at the very least audit the decisions made by the scheme 
administrator including their operational efficiency and financial performance. There 
should be a strict and clear obligation on the scheme administrator to minimise the 
producer fees. 
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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? 

We operate on an ethical and waste minimal basis already, and it is a core part of our 
business to be as efficient as possible, including reducing waste and resources used. 
A large gap in the waste policy under which the scheme is being implemented is that 
there is no direct impact on the manufacturers or producers of the containers 
themselves. There are no incentives or drivers to the manufacturers of cans and 
bottles to be more efficient and use less resources in their processes.  Recycling the 
containers at the end of their lifecycle is one thing, but surely must be a focus on the 
beginning of their lifecycle too. There should be incentives for packaging 
manufacturers in Scotland to use recyclable materials, to use less material, and to 
engage with the food and beverage industries to find improvements in their packaging 
products. 

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

No response provided. 


