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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Ardagh Group 

Ardagh Group welcomes the opportunity to give evidence to the Environment Climate 
Change and Land Reform Committee on the DRS Regulations. We urge the 
Committee to take the time required to investigate this complex issue thoroughly, so 
that Scotland might make the best choice of recycling system for single use glass 
drinks containers.  

Ardagh Group is one of two glass manufacturers based in Scotland. There has been 
a glass container plant in Irvine since 1920 and the plant houses two melting furnaces 
and five production lines dedicated to the manufacture of white flint and green glass 
containers. Many products made at Irvine have secured national and international 
packaging, design and innovation awards, with the factory supplying over 350 million 
bottles every year.   

There are currently 230 direct, and many more indirect, employees based at the Irvine 
plant which is a Scottish Business pledge partner.  There are grave concerns from the 
workforce and our trade union, UNITE, about the potential implications to jobs due to 
constraints on securing future investment related to the DRS Glass introduction. 

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

Ardagh Group recognises the Scottish Government’s ambition behind the proposed 
DRS, but believe that there are simpler, more cost effective and more convenient ways 
to increase glass recycling. A DRS will not achieve an increase in glass recycling and 
will not reduce the CO₂ impact of glass manufacturing in Scotland. We therefore 
strongly urge the Scottish Government to exclude glass from the proposed recycling 
DRS for the reasons set out below. 

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 are aware that a number of partners in the beverage supply chain share our 
concerns on glass being included in the DRS. Small retailers are concerned about the 
health and safety implications around glass breakage due to manual handling; secure 
storage of glass to avoid theft in confined retail spaces and the implications of returning  
glass in food preparation areas.  

Soft drop RVMs, which would be required to mechanically collect whole glass bottles 
to be scanned and re-melted, take up 25% more space than RVMs which accept 
plastic and metal only. Also, according to ZWS modelling, soft drop RVMs would 
increase costs by £2,500 per RVM for larger RVMs and £1,900 for standard RVMs.,  

We are also concerned that, under pressure to minimise the loss of retail space, 
retailers may be encouraged to crush glass within RVMs in a manner which makes 
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the cullet less useable by glass manufacturers, since glass below an 8mm fragment 
size results in increased processing losses.  The additional difficulties associated with 
the capture and transport of recycled glass have been recognised by the Cabinet 
Secretary in her response to the Open Letter from British Glass1.  

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).  

Ardagh Group has global manufacturing operations and our experience, especially in 
Europe, is that DRS schemes are at least twice as expensive to operate as Extended 
Producer Responsibility (EPR) schemes. The Scottish Government’s BRIA suggests 
a DRS would be four times more expensive than an EPR for Scotland for 1/3 of the 
net benefit, i.e. A DRS costs £2.4 bn for an £81.6m (3%) net benefit, compared to EPR 
costs of £675m with £50.7m (8%) net benefit.2 This is an economically inefficient, high 
risk, and difficult way to collect glass. 

DRS represents a higher risk solution. The scheme only needs to miss the target 90% 
recycling rate by a narrow margin to lose any social benefit.  

At the same time a DRS scheme only captures a small proportion of packaging waste, 
whereas EPR schemes target all packaging waste in the system. In countries such as 
Finland, EPR schemes have worked quickly and cost-effectively to increase the non-
DRS glass collection rate. The rate increased from 33% to 94% between 2015 and 
2017.   

Glass adds additional costs throughout the DRS process. Linked to this, and to the 
potential loss of throughput via existing collection infrastructures, we have concerns 
over the ongoing commercial viability of current glass reprocessing at the Newhouse 
facility in Scotland.  

Glass is a heavy, bulky and breakable material, and from an economic perspective it 
has a low waste material value.  Having visited the trial RVM machine at the Family 
Shopper in Blantyre (with the kind permission of the store), we estimate the machine 
to have a collection capacity of 220 glass bottles, which equates to a glass cullet value 
of £0.60. Adding the cost for a dedicated truck to collect this one container from store, 
highlights that this is not an economically viable system for collecting glass.  PET and 
aluminium cans conversely have a high waste material value and can be crushed to 
maximise the space in the collection container (as well as to eliminate fraud), making 
RVM collection far more economically viable for these materials. For a standard 
machine like the Family Shopper RVM, we estimate the capacity to be at 2050 crushed 
aluminium cans with a material value of £28.70. 

For an economically viable collection system, glass needs to be collected in bulk with 
minimum transport movements, as per an improved and expanded kerbside and bottle 
bank system.  

                                            
1 https://www.britglass.org.uk/our-work/recycle-more 

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

https://www.britglass.org.uk/our-work/recycle-more
https://www.gov.scot/publications/deposit-return-scheme-scotland-full-business-regulatory-impact-assessment/pages/3/
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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?  

There is a glass cullet colour imbalance in the UK market as the UK imports a lot of 
green glass and exports clear flint via the global export of Scottish Whisky and other 
Spirits. As a result, industry already maximises the use of green cullet in its glass 
furnaces and has a shortage of clear (flint) cullet. 

Our glass manufacturing plant in Irvine already runs on around 90% green cullet using 
approximately 64 thousand tonnes of green cullet per annum. We could use more flint 
cullet if more high-quality supply were available, however most of the potential flint 
cullet is from the 26% of food glass packaging on the market (Euromonitor ‘Passport’ 
Database, 2018) such as jam, pickle, sauce and mustard jars which are excluded from 
a DRS. The Scottish Government’s waste study of 2014-15 showed that flint glass 
food containers were the second highest recyclable material found in residual waste 
after food waste in tonnage, with 46,000 tonnes of clear glass food containers arising 
in the residual waste3. This DRS does nothing to address this known issue.  An EPR 
scheme on the other hand would collect clear glass food containers for much-needed 
recycled flint cullet.  

Therefore, the inclusion of glass in a Scottish DRS will not increase glass re-melt rates 
and, since carbon saving can only be realised when more cullet is melted instead of 
raw materials, the CO₂ savings to glass manufacturing in Scotland with DRS are much 
lower than with EPR. We seriously question the accuracy of the potential CO₂ saving 
from glass in a DRS claimed by Scottish Government, of 1.3 million CO₂ tonnes over 
25 years, (this being a key justification for the inclusion of Glass in the proposed DRS). 
Calculations from British Glass suggest that on a best-case scenario these numbers 
are overstated in the order of 250%.   

Unlike an EPR system, DRS will do nothing to incentivise producers to change or 
modify materials/packaging to improve sustainability. Perversely, as a result of the 
higher costs of collecting glass within a DRS and the resultant increased differential 
producer fees, there are known unintended consequences of material switching. There 
is clear evidence of producers switching from using glass, which is a 100% recyclable 
material, to plastic packaging, as a result of DRS in several countries including Croatia, 
Germany and Finland. 

In recent weeks, the French senate voted against introducing a DRS after reviewing 
material-switching evidence from Germany which showed that the introduction of a 
DRS led to a 60% increase in plastic consumption4. They also expressed concerns 
about the negative financial impact a DRS would have had on Local Authorities. 

                                            
3https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/The%20composition%20of%20household%20waste%20at%20the%2

0kerbside%20in%202014-15.pdf) 
4https://www.lesechos.fr/industrie-services/energie-environnement/le-senat-soppose-a-la-consigne-des-bouteilles-en-plastique-

1132712 

 
 

Commented [MP(1]: I’m assuming this is probably OK 
as it is simply casting doubt/stating an opinion, rather 
than accusing the Scottish Govt of being deliberately 
misleading? 

https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/The%20composition%20of%20household%20waste%20at%20the%20kerbside%20in%202014-15.pdf
https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/The%20composition%20of%20household%20waste%20at%20the%20kerbside%20in%202014-15.pdf
https://www.lesechos.fr/industrie-services/energie-environnement/le-senat-soppose-a-la-consigne-des-bouteilles-en-plastique-1132712
https://www.lesechos.fr/industrie-services/energie-environnement/le-senat-soppose-a-la-consigne-des-bouteilles-en-plastique-1132712
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5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a 
uniform 20p. 

The flat rate deposit of 20p regardless of container size will encourage consumers to 
switch away from products packed in smaller format glass bottles (e.g. multipacked 
275ml and 300ml beer bottles, which are currently a major segment of the UK beer 
market) towards larger size PET bottles and Aluminium cans. This has already been 
seen in countries like Croatia, where sales of 25cl glass beer bottles fell by 80 million 
units between 2006 - when DRS was introduced - and 2017 (84% of sales in 2006 to 
5.5% in 2017). This has led to growth in sales of larger sized PET and cans in the 
Croatian beer market.  

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. 

We don’t believe the Scottish Government’s target recycling rate of 90% after three 
years is realistic. There are simpler, more cost effective and convenient ways to 
increase glass recycling than DRS.  

Prior to AG Barr’s refillable bottle deposit return system being halted in 2015, the return 
rate had declined to 50%, even though there was a 30p refundable deposit per bottle. 
Additionally, all European countries operating DRS have a history and culture of 
refillables which Scotland does not have. Scotland will be the first nation to introduce 
DRS on top of an exiting kerbside collection infrastructure, so there is no precedent 
for predicting the outcome.   

Ardagh understands that DRS schemes in Australia have lower return rates than 
Europe. In some regions, especially those (like Scotland), with a low population 
density e.g. Northern Territory, the DRS return rate after five years, has only reached 
60%5. 

In June 2019, Ardagh Group commissioned Toluna6 to conduct consumer research 
with almost 1000 Scottish consumers. This research suggests a glass collection rate 
of 47% to 73% - not the 90% which the Scottish Government claims. The key findings 
are that: 

• 25% strongly agree or agree that they won’t return ANY containers to store. 

• 72% strongly agree or agree they would take every container back to store. 

• 58% strongly agree or agree it won’t always be convenient to take back to store. 

• 65% of Scottish households currently enjoy the convenience of kerbside 
collection for their waste glass packaging. 

• Over 50% of respondents said more bottle banks/kerbside collections and more 
information on recycling, would make them more likely to recycle glass 
packaging. 

• 66% said they would switch to buying larger sized containers to minimise the 
number of containers they had to return to store. 

                                            
5 https://ntepa.nt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/590798/cds_review_report_ernst_young.pdf 
6 https://www.quicksurveys.com/ 

https://ntepa.nt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/590798/cds_review_report_ernst_young.pdf
https://www.quicksurveys.com/
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• Only 42% of Scottish consumers had heard of DRS and fully understood what 
it meant for recycling. 30% hadn’t heard about DRS at all.  

DRS is a ‘Consumer pays’ scheme not a ‘Polluter pays’ scheme such as an EPR 
system would be. At a 90% return rate, 42% of the Scottish DRS revenue stream 
comes from the public’s unredeemed deposits. Only 32% comes from producers’ fees. 
At an 80% return rate, 84% of the DRS revenue stream comes from the consumer. If 
the return rate is closer to 70% for a Scottish DRS as suggested by the above 
research, this significantly undermines the viability of the proposed scheme, because 
the costs of the scheme will be fully borne by the consumer (the producer does not 
pay but the consumer does), and glass collection rates will remain at their current level 
or possibly even decline. 

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

The DRS would cherry-pick the easy to recycle glass beverage bottles out of kerbside 
schemes. This could lead to kerbside schemes becoming less viable, a reduction in 
services and consumer confusion in having to deal with two parallel glass recycling 
systems. The glass manufacturing sector supports the introduction of an alternative 
EPR system for glass recycling as already planned for 2023. This would mean one 
system for glass recycling and greater investment in local authority waste, recycling 
and litter prevention services.  

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

The Scottish DRS proposals are highly complex. They require a major change in 
consumer behaviour, together with significant investment in, and remodelling of, the 
infrastructure and logistics systems within the drinks supply chain.  Due to the scale 
and complexity of the DRS design, largely arising from the inclusion of glass, the 
planned timetable for the proposed scheme is not realistic or achievable. We believe 
there are benefits for the environment, for business and for consumers in a glass 
recycling system based on a reformed UK-wide EPR.  

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 note that there is a lack of clarity in many aspects of the regulations. This includes 
the issue of whether there will be a single Scheme Administrator, as envisaged in the 
Full Business Case, or several Scheme Administrators and Producer schemes.  
 
To date, the glass sector has been excluded from the Scottish Government’s 
Implementation Advisory Group despite glass manufacturers playing a crucial role in 
re-melting glass as well as the hundreds of skilled jobs affected. The Scottish 
Government has said the proposed DRS will be industry led. We remain concerned 
that so far, they have not listened to the concerns raised by industry on the inclusion 
of glass.  
 

Commented [MP(2]: Is this OK as it is – or would it 
benefit from ‘in our opinion’? 
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We recognise that the producers and retailers are obligated under the proposed 
scheme and will operate the Scheme Administrator, however we think it’s essential 
that there is a mechanism to ensure other relevant sectors are heard. This could be 
achieved by the establishment of a DRS Forum to allow the glass sector and others 
to maintain dialogue with the Scheme Administrator(s).   

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 glass industry disputes the Scottish Government statement that “The Strategic 
Environmental Assessment indicates that under business as usual, the recycling rate 
for glass is unlikely to increase above 64% by 2043.” The UK and Scottish Government 
February 2019 report: “Consultation on reforming the UK packaging producer 
responsibility system” says that “This (current system) has helped to drive recycling of 
packaging waste from 25% 20 years ago to 64.7% in 2016. Over this period, we have 
met all our UK and EU packaging waste recycling targets and the cost of compliance 
has been kept low when compared to other Member States”.  

The last EU Packaging Directive recycling target for the UK was in 2008 and for glass 
the target was 60%. Since then there has been little incentive for UK producers to 
increase the recycling rate, which has inevitably stalled. However, new glass recycling 
targets of 70% by 2025 and 75% by 2030 have been set at a European level and, 
based on previous performance, it is anticipated that these targets would be achieved 
via the existing PRN system and the reformed EPR system. It seems reasonable to 
conclude that recycling rates in Scotland will be much higher than 64% in 2025.  

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

Ardagh Group has identified significant data inconsistencies within the DRS proposals 
around the number of glass containers on the market in Scotland. ZWS suggest there 
are 333 million glass bottles on the market, while Ardagh Group estimates suggest 
there are 591 million bottles (Euromonitor Passport Database). If almost double the 
number of glass containers are in the proposed system, the additional costs will also 
be significant. 

 


