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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from British Glass 

British Glass is the representative body for the UK glass industry. Our membership 
includes companies from across the full glass supply chain. We have not been 
included in the Scottish Government’s Implementation Advisory Group, even after a 
direct request be included.  Despite this, we have as a sector, continued to share 
significant research with Zero Waste Scotland and the Scottish Government. 

British Glass remains committed to increasing the amount of glass recycled and has 
long pioneered glass collection in the UK; however, we are deeply concerned at the 
environmental, economic and societal impacts of including glass within the Scottish 
recycling DRS. 

Our research shows that the inclusion of glass will disrupt and jeopardise existing 
recycling systems which currently collects food and beverage containers from 
households and commercial premises.  The proposed DRS will only collect beverage 
bottles which will be 65% green and brown in colour with only 35% clear glass. Most 
of the Scottish glass production is clear glass for the spirit and food sector and 85% of 
spirits bottles are exported.  Therefore, the proposed DRS will not generate a 
circular economy as claimed by the Scottish Government.  

The glass industry isn’t opposed to a DRS in principle, but given the unique 
circumstances in Scotland – the Scottish spirits industry; the mature nature of kerbside 
and bring backs and the lack of existing refillables infrastructure – we believe a true 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) system would be a far more effective way to 
capture and recycle increased amounts of glass. 

We are not alone. Our recent open letter1 to the Environment Secretary was supported 
by 14 other trade bodies across the drinks and waste management sectors. We have 
published it on our website alongside supporting evidence2. 

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

British Glass is deeply concerned at the perverse and unintended consequences 
which the inclusion of glass will have, and we would urge the Committee to 
recommend glass is excluded from the proposed DRS.  

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.  

Including glass in the Scottish DRS is economically inefficient and this will impact on 
the entire glass supply chain. ZWS’s own figures in the BRIA show that the DRS 

                                            
1 British Glass open letter on DRS 
www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/19.08.28%20British%20Glass%20DRS%20Open%20Letter.pdf 
2 British Glass website britglass.org.uk/our-work/recycle-more 

http://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/19.08.28%20British%20Glass%20DRS%20Open%20Letter.pdf
https://www.britglass.org.uk/our-work/recycle-more
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including glass will be nearly four times more expensive than an EPR scheme for only 
a third of the return on investment.3 It will cost £2.4bn to get a 3% net benefit but that 
does not take account of the additional costs of maintaining (and improving) the 
current recycling system for non-DRS glass. This is an economically inefficient, high 
risk, complex and difficult way to collect glass. 

Including glass will significantly increase the operational costs of the DRS for the 
Scheme Administrator due to the material’s low sale value and greater weight. Health 
and safety issues mean glass bottles will be collected whole, whereas crushing glass 
at point of collection to increase weight per pick up would also compromise the quality 
by contamination. A soft drop DRS RVM costs more and takes up more retail space. 
It would be filled by only 200 typically-sized bottles, and has a material sale value of 
only 60p-80p. A similar RVM will hold three times as many compacted, more valuable 
PET or aluminium containers. The recovery value of a glass bottle is typically 0.3p 
compared to 1.4p per aluminium can. This would be un-economic to collect and would 
require a frequency of many collections per site per day at a higher environmental 
cost. 

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).  

No response provided. 

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?  

The top four performing glass recycling schemes in Europe, with a recycling rate in 
excess of 90%, don’t have a DRS. They operate EPR schemes for glass. The Scottish 
Government often quotes top line glass recycling rates of over 80% in several other 
European countries which have DRS. However, DRS is responsible for a small part of 
those achieved rates, eg in Germany where only 4.6% of glass is collected by DRS 
compared to 84.3% which is collected via an EPR scheme. ZWS assume DRS will 
deliver a 90% collection rate for glass but some countries with DRS only achieve 60%. 
Countries of a similar size to Scotland such as Norway, Finland and the Netherlands 
demonstrate >90% glass recovery rate without glass being included in a DRS. 
Finland’s EPR scheme was introduced in 2015 and since then the glass recycling rate 
for non-deposit glass has increased from 33% to 94% in 2017.  

Scottish glass furnaces are already cutting CO2 emissions and consuming less energy 
because they have a high recycled content, 90%+ for green glass. DRS would only 
provide manufacturers with more of the coloured glass they already have and not the 
clear glass they need to supply the Scottish spirits market.  Scotland imports high 
levels of coloured green and amber glass from wine and beer products and exports 
high volumes of clear glass bottles. An estimated 26% of glass packaging such as 

                                            
3 www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-
assessment/ 

http://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/
http://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/
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food jars will fall outside the DRS and almost all of that is made of the clear glass 
Scottish manufacturers need.  

A full EPR for glass would capture all the glass on the market in a single system. 
Introducing a DRS for glass will mean two glass collection systems will be kept 
operating in parallel. The most widely recyclable components will be taken out of 
existing collection systems making them less efficient.  

Dual systems may lead to greater consumer confusion about where they should be 
recycling glass, with more ending up in landfill as a result.  

Local authorities may decide to end dedicated glass recycling collections as a result 
of DRS removing a significant amount of income from kerbside schemes. This will 
reduce the amount of clear glass available to the glass industry for re-melting. 
Alternatively, an EPR system would capture clear glass food jars alongside bottles.  

In our view, the carbon savings claimed by ZWS are misleading. They are compared 
to a baseline scenario where no other improvements are made to glass recycling in 
Scotland. They ignore the potential for improvements to the existing system as a result 
of the implementation of the EPR scheme which will be delivered UK wide in 2023. 
Industry estimates suggest only minor carbon savings associated with a DRS as it will 
not provide significantly more clear glass for re-melt (ie no food jars etc). However, the 
EPR scheme is expected to deliver at least double the amount of extra recycled clear 
glass for re-melt and so double the carbon that will be saved in Scottish manufacturing 
plants.  

The Scheme Administrator can't allow for cross subsidisation so the extra costs 
associated with the collection of glass will mean the Scheme Administrator will impose 
additional producer fees on producers who use glass containers. The higher producer 
fees imposed on glass producers can cause market distortion. In Denmark the 
operating fees for aluminium, plastic and glass are 4, 17 and 57 Danish Ore 
respectively. This will lead producers to switch from filling glass containers to using 
plastic and metal instead. We’ve already seen market distortion like this in Germany, 
Croatia and Denmark which led to a dramatic shift away from glass towards PET - a 
far more problematic material in terms of circular economy and littering. Such a shift 
in Scotland would have a negative impact on investment in Scottish glass plants.  

We note the decision of the French Senate in recent weeks not to implement DRS 
partly because of the impacts seen in Germany and the resultant shift to plastic. The 
Senate continued by saying that the DRS makes people believe plastic is beneficial 
whereas they think people want sustainable materials not plastic grinding, rather than 
breaking up the current system and giving a virtuous image to plastic bottles via a DRS 
that just ends up grinding plastic Senators want better application of current EPR 
system.  This is reinforced by Commissioner Timmermans who stated at his European 
Parliament hearing that “we must avoid using plastics in the first place” 

There is no evidence that a DRS will drive the use of more recyclable packaging 
materials however European EPR based schemes have been proven to do so.  

Emissions: we cannot establish how ZWS have arrived at the CO2 savings that they 
have quoted, and they seem unable to justify these. As previously set out, we don’t 
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see eth DRS as delivering any carbon savings over and above those that would be 
made by the introduction of an EPR, however on checking against our own figures, 
we requested the full calculations from ZWS. Our calculations, based on figures from 
ZWS and SEPA, could only account for 40% of the savings claimed. We were 
eventually given an unsatisfactory answer pointing to two variables which could not 
possibly account for the differences found. We would be happy to provide more detail 
on this if it is of interest. British Glass is concerned that the response has not explained 
the discrepancy. We expect ZWS to be able to back up these figures which they have 
used to justify the inclusion of glass, unfortunately this is not forthcoming. We trust the 
Committee will robustly challenge ZWS’s calculations DRS-associated carbon 
emissions.  

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

Introducing a flat rate deposit fee of 20p on all containers will encourage consumers 
to upsize to larger containers bringing a risk of increased alcohol consumption. In 2006 
Croatia introduced a DRS with a fixed deposit irrespective of container volume. This 
caused a switch to larger containers away from 25cl glass bottles. Sales of 25cl glass 
beer bottles fell from a market share of 84% to 5.5% 

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. 

Including glass in the DRS will mean a dramatic increase in costs and inconvenience 
for consumers. Unlike a reformed EPR system the costs of a DRS fall on the general 
public.  

At the target capture rate of 90% the producers’ fees account for just 32% of the total 
Scheme revenue. Unredeemed deposits paid by the public are therefore the main 
revenue stream covering 42% of the costs of the DRS scheme. At 80% capture rate 
the public’s contribution increases to a concerning 84% of the costs. The public will 
also pay for recycling of the 26% of containers that make up non-DRS glass 
packaging, so they will effectively be paying twice. Thus DRS, unlike EPR, is not 
a “polluter pays” system where the producer bares the full net costs of waste 
management, instead the Scottish consumer will pay more than those elsewhere in 
the UK. 

Scots on low and fixed incomes will proportionately pay the most and the elderly, 
disabled and those who don’t own a car will experience the greatest inconvenience 
taking all their glass bottles back to an RVM point. Introducing an obligation on online 
retailers to take back doesn’t solve this, as these are not the demographic groups most 
likely to do their grocery shopping in this way.   

The Scottish Government’s DRS return targets are unrealistic. Scotland has no 
refillables infrastructure or culture of bring back. Toluna research commissioned by 
the Ardagh Group shows 25% of consumers say they won’t return any containers to 
get their money back. This casts serious doubts over ZWS’s claims that a 90% 
takeback rate is achievable. DRS will mean greater costs for consumers but it will also 
lead to greater inconvenience and increased time spent recycling. There will also be 
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issues in respect of storage of household glass recycling prior to their return to retail. 
The reality for consumers will be one of carrying heavy glass back to retail and then 
queueing to have those bottles returned via manual takeback or via a RVM.  

Litter - Glass packaging is not typically used “on the go” but is predominantly 
consumed at home. This represents a greater burden on the consumer to store glass 
bottles at home and then return them to store. It also means that glass littering tends 
to be as a result of anti-social behaviour, which will not be changed by the introduction 
of a 20p bottle deposit.  

A key sensitivity regarding the Scottish Government’s overall valuation of the benefits 
of the proposed recycling DRS is the disamenity costs ZWS have associated with 
littering. The Scottish Government reports that the societal benefits assigned to the 
EPR model that includes a litter enforcement strategy would be £251.7 million (NPV 
over 25 years) just 23% of that modelled for the DRS ( £1,101.3 million) Surprisingly, 
they claim the societal benefits assigned to an EPR model which includes 41.5% of all 
items littered would deliver just 23% of the societal benefits from a DRS which covers 
only 21.7% of all littered materials4.   

There are significant handling, health and safety, storage, logistics and fraud issues 
associated with dealing with glass drinks bottles which must be returned intact to be 
scanned and re-melted. 

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

Due to weight and safety issues kerbside is more convenient for recycling glass. An 
estimated 65% of Scottish households currently have kerbside collection for glass.  

The recycling DRS cherry picks the ‘easy-to-recycle’ glass beverage bottles from 
kerbside collections, leaving the remaining food glass packaging to be handled by 
kerbside collections along with all the other waste streams. Such cherry-picking can 
render kerbside collections for glass unviable, meaning more glass heading to landfill. 

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

British Glass believes that, given the complexity of the proposed DRS, the ongoing 
concerns being raised by the industry sectors most affected by implementation and 
the lack of clarity on key issues the proposed timetable is unrealistic. 

ZWS are still unable to answer key questions and assessment work is still outstanding: 

• Retail RVM and manual handling trials have not been completed or evaluated 

• How to maintain the integrity of the bottles without using crates, which is 
extraordinarily expensive and consumes space that does not exist. 

• Will DRS deposits attract VAT or not? 

• Will retailers have to pay Non Domestic Rates on retail space for RVMs 

                                            
4 Oakdene Hollins, Recycling DRS in Scotland, September 2019 
www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Recycling%20DRS%20in%20Scotland_OHL%20report_Final.p
df 

http://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Recycling%20DRS%20in%20Scotland_OHL%20report_Final.pdf
http://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Recycling%20DRS%20in%20Scotland_OHL%20report_Final.pdf
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• How will online retailers deal with take back of glass which SEPA has agreed 
is waste  

• Will there be one Scheme Administrator, or will there be several 

• How will differential producer fees be set by the Scheme Administrator(s) and 
will they be obliged to consider the impact differentials might have on 
consumers decisions to switch container material or size. 

• What proportion of producers will choose to have Scottish labelled products on 
the market and what proportion will not. What will the impacts be on small 
producers and others in the supply chain? 

Building on existing infrastructure, increasing targets, improving consistency of 
collection will drive the achievement of >80% glass recycling rates more quickly and 
economically than DRS. Hurriedly introduced DRS interventions in other countries eg 
Australia have resulted in reduced glass recovery or increased use of plastics.  

We would call on the Scottish Government to give industry partners enough 
time to develop an effective recycling DRS which excludes glass. The exclusion 
of glass will reduce costs, increase efficiency and should reduce the timeframe.  

British Glass would prefer to see the Scottish and UK Governments working 
together to introduce the reformed UK wide EPR legislation planned for 
implementation in 2023.  

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. 

It is not clear who will be represented on the Scheme Administrator and what input the 
glass sector might be able to have to any discussions on issues which will have a 
massive impact on our industry such as the setting of differentiated producer fees.  

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 UK glass sector has an excellent recycling record with 67% of all glass bottles 
and jars being collected for recycling. Latest SEPA figures show that while household 
waste recycling is falling, glass recycling rates continue to grow. 

A scheme developed under EPR would deliver similar or higher overall glass recycling 
rates to the proposed DRS. This would be better for the Scottish circular economy 
since it includes the clear glass vital for Scottish glass production. This would 
encourage circular product design by packaging producers. It is simpler, more 
convenient and more cost effective. 

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

The data used in the ZWS business case are inconsistent with other data sources and 
should be reviewed to establish a reliable baseline. The estimated amount of glass 
containers put on the market in Scotland differ from the 0.33 billion estimated by the 
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Scottish Government5 to 0.754 billion estimated by industry6. ZWS data on glass “put 
on the market” is qualitative and contradicts British Glass quantitative data from 
Anthesis7 research by as much as a factor of two (325 m compared to 590m 
containers). This will distort the cost model and invalidate the economic claims made 
for the inclusion of glass in the DRS. There is a real chance that policy will be agreed 
before these errors are rectified. 

Finally, as we have previously indicated, we would be delighted to give oral evidence 
to the Committee to further explore these issues.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
5 www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-
assessment/ 
6 Oakdene Hollins, Recycling DRS in Scotland, September 2019 
www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Recycling%20DRS%20in%20Scotland_OHL%20report_Final.p
df 
7 Comparison between the British Glass Scottish DRS model and the Zero Waste Scotland DRS 
model, Anthesis 
www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Comparison%20of%20BGF%20and%20ZWS%20DRS%20ass
umptions%20and%20models%20report%20for%20publication%20September%202019.pdf 

http://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/
http://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/
http://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Recycling%20DRS%20in%20Scotland_OHL%20report_Final.pdf
http://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Recycling%20DRS%20in%20Scotland_OHL%20report_Final.pdf
http://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Comparison%20of%20BGF%20and%20ZWS%20DRS%20assumptions%20and%20models%20report%20for%20publication%20September%202019.pdf
http://www.britglass.org.uk/sites/default/files/Comparison%20of%20BGF%20and%20ZWS%20DRS%20assumptions%20and%20models%20report%20for%20publication%20September%202019.pdf

