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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Budweiser Brewing Group UK&I 

Introduction 

Budweiser Brewing Group UK & Ireland is a proud part of AB InBev, the world’s largest 
brewer, employing over 175,000 people worldwide and over 1,000 people in the UK. 
In the UK, we are proud to produce global and internationally recognised brands 
including Budweiser, Stella Artois, Corona and Becks and No and Low Alcohol Beers 
such as Budweiser Prohibition, Becks Blue and Bud Light, Michelob Ultra and 
Franziskaner Alkoholfrei. 

We represent a long brewing history in the UK with our three breweries in Magor, 
South Wales, which is celebrating its 40th anniversary this year, in Samlesbury and 
Camden Town. Our UK breweries produce more than 17 million bottles and cans a 
week, which in the future will be brewed with 100% renewable energy. Through 
automation at our brewery in Magor we have reduced our carbon footprint by 605 
tonnes and, as we seek to play our part in protecting the environment, we recently 
announced that we will be phasing out single-use plastic pack rings from our entire 
range of UK-produced beer by the end of 2020. The switch will help eliminate 850 
tonnes of plastic each year. As part of our sustainability goals, we have committed to 
100% of products in packaging that is returnable or made from majority recycled 
content by 2025 and all products in UK plastic free by 2020. 

We welcome the Committee’s inquiry and would be pleased to provide further detail 
on any of the below points. 

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

Budweiser Brewing Group UK&I fully support the ambition of DRS to tackle the plight 
of plastic in our environment.  We believe that DRS for plastic bottles is the only way 
to meet the EU ambition for a 90% collection rate for plastic bottles by 2029. However, 
in line with the Scottish Government target of 70% recycling and composting for all 
waste by 2025, we would suggest that a well-functioning Extended Producer 
Responsibility is a far more effective and efficient method for reaching the higher rates 
of recycling for glass and aluminium, and more carbon friendly. Given the significant 
investment involved in setting up DRS, disruption to existing recycling systems and 
impact on consumers, we must ensure the system achieves environmental gains and 
increased recycling rates.  
 
We have concerns from a consumer perspective regarding the inclusion of glass 
beverage containers in a Deposit Return Scheme and believe that this poses a 
potential safety risk. In addition, the complexities required to avoid mixing glass of 
different colours, glass breakage and glass transportation, makes ease and 
participation a greater challenge. We are concerned that many pubs and small 
retailers and householders do not have the space to store glass as it cannot be 
crushed unlike other materials. We also believe that the inclusion of glass will disrupt 
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existing recycling systems, which are already successful in gathering glass materials  
and other countries show that well-functioning EPR schemes lead up to +80% 
collection rates. Moreover, the limited quantity and quality of glass remaining outside 
the deposit scheme could jeopardise the existing Local Authority system. We believe 
that a more effective and sustainable approach would be to support further increases 
in recycling of glass via Extended Producer Responsibility. We would recommend that 
the Committee examine the feasibility of redeveloping the existing Extended Producer 
Responsibility system(s), for this purpose. We have an additional concern regarding 
aluminium cans as we believe that consumers are likely to collect their cans to return 
them in bulk and they will find it challenging to store them in a hygienic way which 
omits any odour or spillages. Crushing cans is a method to remove the remaining 
liquid, however crushed cans would be void under 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.  

We support the Government’s decision to exclude businesses that sell drinks to be 
opened and consumed on-site, such as pubs, bars and restaurants. As it is a closed 
system and does not pose a litter risk. We welcome the recognition by the Scottish 
Government that they must not burden our community pubs with having to charge and 
refund deposits to customers. We also need to ensure that return points are easily 
accessible to consumers and in all locations where they have purchased beverage 
containers. 

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 believe that a UK wide system is crucial to making DRS a success. This would 
avoid unnecessary costs and significant fraud risk in what is an integrated UK supply-
chain and market for drinks containers. We are concerned that a separate DRS 
scheme in Scotland would require different labelling and a significant increase in our 
stock keeping units (SKU). Producing separate bottles for a Scottish market has a real 
impact upon sustainability and involves different and significantly costly operating 
systems.  A separate Scottish scheme,  will create a de facto trade border for 
beverages between Scotland and the rest of the U.K. As it stands, there is not any 
guidance in the draft regulation that tackles the fraud risk for producers and brand 
owners – and the separate labelling option has not been established. 
 
We would also like reassurance that the returnable deposit is free of any taxes. 

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 a producer and the world’s largest brewer, we are committed to innovation, as seen 
by our recent multi-million pound investment in new technology, allowing us to 
eliminate plastic rings from can packaging across our entire UK-produced beer range 



DRS020 

3 

by the end of 2020. We have long been dedicated to sustainability and our 2025 
Sustainability Goals are our most ambitious yet, for example, 100% of our products 
will be in packaging that is returnable or made from majority recycled content by 2025.  
 
We believe that DRS for plastic bottles must be introduced UK wide. Separate 
approaches would mean producers have to invest in separate SKUs for Scotland and 
the rest of the UK, the production of which has an environmental impact. As DRS is 
simply a nudge to increase collection, we would suggest that one UK approach allows 
for producers to manage, in a sustainable and environmental way, the necessary 
operational changes without having differing systems and technology.  

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

We are concerned about the social impact of DRS and fear a single tier deposit will 
push consumers to purchase larger sizes of higher alcohol products, as well as larger 
plastic containers. For example, consumers could decide to switch away from low 
alcohol beer to higher strength products like vodka if the deposit is applied at a 
package level. Consumers are very price sensitive at point of purchase and a 12 pack 
of beer would have an additional £2.40 deposit. By contrast, a 70cl bottle of vodka 
contains fifteen times the amount of alcohol as a 440ml can of beer but will have only 
a 20p deposit attached. We fear this counteracts the ambitions of Minimum Unit 
Pricing. This is the system used in Norway, Finland, Denmark and Sweden. 

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.  

We believe that the inclusion of glass will disrupt existing recycling systems, which are 
already successful in gathering glass materials. Moreover, the limited quantity and 
quality of glass remaining outside the deposit scheme could jeopardise the existing 
Local Authority system. We believe a more effective method for increasing the 
recycling rate and achieving the ambitions of Scottish Government is through better 
Extended Producer Responsibility. In addition, a well-funded and wide-ranging 
consumer awareness campaign will have to be undertaken to avoid confusion and to 
ensure consumers both understand and participate in  DRS. 

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

It is our view that there should be greater consultation with industry and much more 
clarity on some critical policy points, to ensure the best designed DRS is introduced. 
Most importantly, DRS has the greatest chance of success if aligned UK wide. The 
Scottish Government should co-ordinate with the UK Government to achieve the 
greatest possible impact of the scheme. In terms of commencement dates, we would 
suggest at least 18 months following the passing of DRS legislation to be able to 
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adequately prepare business, for example setting up the scheme administrator and 
creating the necessary new labels. The draft instrument currently indicates a 
commencement date of 1 April 2021 for key provisions concerning the scheme’s 
operation but targets will only apply from January 1st 2022. We believe that DRS 
should not be tested with or piloted as this will confuse amongst consumers. 
Therefore, these dates should be aligned, with only one date for when the DRS would 
be considered fully operational. Given the unclarity that the industry faces today, that 
date should be January 1st 2022. 

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. 

In line with our previous comments, there should only be one management body UK 
wide to ensure effective coordination and the success of a DRS. The most successful 
schemes operating in Europe are those in Scandinavia, where there is a large degree 
of ownership by those businesses that bear the greatest cost, namely the drinks 
producers. Therefore, it is right that the ownership is with those with an interest in 
keeping costs down and delivering the highest quality materials. However, the 
proposed model is complicated and will be challenging to get right in a short time 
period. The current system basically makes UK brand owners responsible for the 
system, while not all UK brand owners put products on the Scottish market directly. It 
should be Scottish producers, importers or any entity putting products on the Scottish 
market that bear this responsibility.  
 
There will need to be a strong regulatory framework to ensure a level playing field 
across all participants. We are keen for producers and retailers to work together to 
create a fair system, where the success of the model is put before individual profits. In 
addition, the responsibility for ensuring the deposit is paid should lie with the entity that 
put the product on the Scottish market. 

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 success of DRS would be significantly increased if applied UK wide. To achieve 
the Scottish Government target of 70% recycling and composting for all waste by 
2025, Extended Producer Responsibility is a far more effective and efficient method 
for reaching the higher rates of recycling for glass and aluminium. Therefore, the 
Committee should explore the benefits of reforming to Producer Responsibility for 
glass and aluminium, and introducing a plastic only DRS. 

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

 

 


