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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Inverarity Morton 

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

Whilst Inverarity Morton support the principle behind a recycling DRS in Scotland and 
agree with the overriding principles we do feel there are a number of significant risk 
factors affecting our business which may result in higher prices, reduced consumer 
choice and potential loss of employment. The biggest potential issue for us would be 
the inclusion of glass bottles in the scheme. 

We believe that there is currently a glass recycling rate of just under 70% in the on 
trade at the moment. It may be worth developing the current set up as opposed to 
introducing a completely new scheme.  

Glass accounts for 75% of our business and the introduction of DRS would require us 
to provide for an additional £430k cashflow provision (this reduces to £85k if we 
exclude glass) The cash requirement would also place credit limits with our current 
suppliers under pressure as they are mostly credit insured we would not be able to 
extend our limit based on paying deposits. This could hamper our trading performance 
– particularly at key periods such as Christmas and the Edinburgh Festival meaning 
we would have to pay for goods before we receive payment from customers.  

We’re also concerned that it appears that in similar schemes worldwide that the cost 
of glass production would rise and the producer fees for glass would rise . This creates 
an imbalance between glass and other forms of container. This discrepancy could 
direct products into plastic which isn’t a route we would encourage.  

It may also result in a reduction in choice of wine varietals and the smaller quirky 
producers we specialise in working with.  

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 also run a retail outlet in Glasgow which produces a significant revenue in a small 
space. We are unclear about the requirements for managing the scheme and whether 
we will have sufficient space required for storage or capital spend for the necessary 
equipment. Again, this may cause us to review our offering in this area.  It’s essential 
that small stores have frequent collections.  

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 are not producers however we import from 15 countries around the world, using 
over 100 international wine suppliers. The complications in producing different ranges 
for our Scotland and England business would, in probability, see us having to 
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significantly reduce our range. The diversity in our range is one of our main points of 
difference and this would significantly disadvantage us against our larger competitors. 

The other potential consequence is us having to look at ceasing to trade in England 
due to the complexities and cost in double stockholding- this could directly impact up 
to 25 jobs in our business as well as reducing profitability. If we do continue to trade 
in England we would in all likelihood have to either expand our warehouse or build a 
completely new one – again this would be looking at anywhere between £1-5m in 
additional cost (which may prove surplus to requirements depending on what happens 
with the rest of the UK deploying a similar scheme in 2023  

We would not plan to register to uplift our own containers and would probably do so 
through a scheme administrator. We are less clear about our options would be in terms 
of e-commerce. We believe there is a requirement which would require us to uplift. 

We would ask the Committee to look at the possibility of businesses being allowed to 
claim deposits back on any stock which has had a deposit paid but is then, 
subsequently, sold elsewhere in the UK. This form of “duty drawback” would reduce 
business costs and assist wholesalers logistically. It’s similar to what happens 
currently in relation to bonded alcohol. 

The proposed scheme will have a major impact on our cashflow. We would urge the 
Committee to look at the possibility allowing for a “reverse charge “mechanism to 
minimise the cash flow impacts on wholesalers and retailers. It would be similar to the 
scheme which currently works for VAT legislation as there’s no payment of tax until 
the final transaction.  

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? 
 
5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a uniform 
20p.  
We tend to think that 20p is too high. It certainly contributes to a significant £430k 
additional cashflow requirement.  
 
Glass is heavier and more difficult to deal with and transport. As a result, we are 
concerned that the Scheme Administrator will impose larger producer fees for glass , 
which will make glass being made more expensive and will lead to a switch from glass 
to plastic in some cases. 

 
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. 

Having to carry heavy glass bottles back to shops will involve greater inconvenience 
to older people, those with mobility problems and people who don’t own a vehicle.  

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

No response provided. 
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8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation).  
 
We don’t think a go live date of Spring 2021 is achievable due to the amount of 
planning we would have to do. This would include discussions with all our suppliers 
about labelling and planning, financing and building of any additional warehousing. 
The decisions taken by the Scheme Administrator about what type and level of 
additional fees producers/importers might be charged if they don’t put a Scottish 
identifier e.g Scottish barcode will have a major impact on our decision making and 
planning. 
 
These decisions will include whether or not to extend warehouse space; IT 
requirements; will we label certain lines and decisions about which ranges to stock 
and which we might have to drop. All of the above will take a significant lead in and 
we also need a reasonable period to allow sell through of old stock. 
 
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. 

 
Wholesalers need to be able to report back to the Scheme Administrator and raise any 
concerns. There should be a Stakeholder Forum of some description.  This will be 
crucial, particularly in the initial implementation period.   
 
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? 
 
11. Any further issues or views not falling under the above areas.  

Wholesalers are absolutely crucial to the smooth and effective running of the DRS. 
We will experience significant additional costs, obligations and impacts. As the 
Regulations are drafted we seem to be the only group whose role is neither recognised 
or recompensed. We urge the Environment Climate Change and Land Reform 
Committee to examine options for a wholesaler handling fee or grant which might be 
provided for wholesalers to recompense them for the consequences of DRS 
implementation.  

This is just one of many issues for wholesalers and we would urge the Committee and 
the Scottish Government to take the time to investigate this possibility.  

We feel there are so many areas that have not been looked at in detail so far and that 
the scheme may cause more issues than solutions in its current format. We appreciate 
there is a lack of clarity that may only be addressed by the Scheme Administrator when 
they are in post.  

We are not opposed to the principles of DRS and participate in many environmental 
initiatives including a range of wines that donates 20p from every bottle sold to 
charities dedicated to the removal of plastics from the oceans and one of our largest 
wine suppliers operates a 100% sustainability policy and actually produces more 
energy than it uses during bottling.  
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We would urge the Committee to remember that businesses are currently dealing with 
a number of issues and uncertainty. We hope the Scottish Parliament and Government 
will listen to our concerns for our businesses and the jobs that rely upon them. 
Excluding glass; recognising and recompensing the role of wholesalers; finding 
mechanisms to reduce the cashflow and logistical impacts of DRS and working to a 
reasonable implementation timetable will all assist businesses to deliver a workable 
successful DRS for plastic and metal. 

 

 


