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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from JW Filshill Ltd 

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

We are in favour of a fit for purpose DRS but oppose the inclusion of glass within the 
scheme. Glass, by its very nature, is heavy and prone to breaking which then raises 
health & safety issues in stores where space is already at a premium. A typical reverse 
vending machines boats £16-18k.  Add a glass facility and the price almost doubles. 
The machine needs to be bigger too, so the cost and size will will force retailers to use 
the hugely disruptive manual take back route. Small independent convenience are 
already struggling for space and glass will further encroach on that price  

When space is at a premium and retailers have less space, possibly because they’ve 
created a bigger/new Food to go preparation where does that glass get stored? 

As a wholesaler we are happy to backhaul plastic and cans from customers stores but 
we are unable to take back used glass on our vehicles which are also carrying food 
products. 

We are also concerned about the increased initial cost to the consumer, It’s all very 
well applying a 20p deposit when a single use drink is sold however if you take a 12 
pack of lager, which is one of our best selling alcohol products, then you’re looking at 
a price increase of £2.40  

If that customer has a car or easy access to public transport, then it’s not such an 
issue to take empty cans to the shop but we can’t rely on the consumer to do that.  

There are unintended consequences here and the last thing anyone wants is for all 
the good work done by MUP to be undone by DRS. Putting 20p per can onto a 12 
pack of beer takes it to the same price point as a litre of spirit. That’s going to lead 
some people to switch.  

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 understand the Scottish Government’s reasons for the choice of the return to retail 
model. We do have concerns about the lack of space within small stores for returned 
containers and the consequences of manual handling and storage of glass containers 
particularly.  

We note the possible exemption for communal RVMs and while we support this would 
like this to be an option for the small independent sector as well as for large national 
chains. 

There is a lack of detail about how online retailers would be expected to take back 
containers.  
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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).  

55% of the products we sell will be affected by DRS so this will represent a major 
impact on our business. We are a Scottish wholesaler which delivers to England from 
a Scottish depot. If the Scheme Administrator decides to have a barcode for Scotland 
and one for England our business is looking at an added cost of around £600k per 
annum to operate our business in England. These additional costs are as a result of 
additional warehousing and the added complexities which come from stock 
segregation. The system will require wholesalers and others in the supply line to have 
a greater understanding of where our stock ends up than we have had to date. 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.  

If we do end up with Scottish SKUs it’s our view that suppliers will rationalise their 
range for Scotland, resulting in less consumer choice. This is one of the reasons why 
we favour a UK wide DRS for PET and metal. 

This is going to have a major impact on our business at the same time as the food and 
drink sector are dealing with a range of other issues including the uncertainty over 
Brexit, HFSS restrictions, Transport Act and a new Out of Home strategy. The 
cumulative impacts on businesses are significant. 

DRS will have a major impact on our cashflow. We would ask that the Committee 
examine the possibility of amending the DRS proposal to allow for a “reverse charge 
“mechanism to minimise the cash flow impacts on wholesalers and retailers. 

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 are concerned that a single flat fee may lead to upsizing and differentiated 
producer fees which have glass being made more expensive will lead to a switch from 
glass to plastic. 

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

When DRS comes into force we are concerned that it will take the most valuable, and 
most easily recyclable materials out of local authority kerbside recycling services 
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which may put some services at risk and may confuse the public. More uncertainty 
about how and where people can recycle is likely to lead to more materials ending up 
in landfill.  

8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation). The Scottish Government has 
asked industry to lead on this, so they should listen if industry gives them a realistic 
timetable which may go beyond their original commencement date of Spring 2021. It’s 
more important to get DRS right than to do it too quickly. Everyone in the supply chain 
will have to make adjustments including extending warehouse space; investing in new 
IT systems and making decisions about which ranges to 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 have a central role in the drinks supply chain. We believe wholesalers 
should have a voice on the Scheme Administrator in some form. There’s certainly a 
need for a feedback mechanism which allows all players to be able to feedback on 
concerns to the Scheme Administrator. We note that the Regulations don’t set up a 
single national Scheme Administrator. The complexities which DRS sets up for 
wholesalers are compounded if there’s more than one Scheme Administrator.   

 
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.  

Our business will be severely impacted by DRS, particularly if Scotland adopts it earlier 
than the rest of the UK and a “hard border” is set up in the drinks supply chain. Direct 
costs will include additional warehousing, ICT costs, cash flow costs and operational 
inefficiencies. There are risks of reduced sales as retail customers have less stock 
area available for saleable stock. We exist in a high-volume low margin business 
environment with little price elasticity. We urge the Committee and the Scottish 
Government to examine ways in which a “reasonable” handling fee might be provided 
for wholesalers who are currently the only members of the drinks supply chain who 
are not recognised or recompensed in the proposed DRS model. 

As a business we are always looking for a USP (unique selling point), we currently 
import a large amount of craft beer and wines from all over the world often from small 
breweries and wineries. These breweries and wineries are unlikely to create a 
separate SKU for Scotland only. This legislation sends a very clear message to these 
producers that Scotland is closed for business. 

We have an interest in an on-line e-commerce drinks company that send monthly beer 
subscriptions direct to shoppers, it is likely that this Scottish based company will have 
to cease selling product in Scotland as the economies of scale in production from small 
craft breweries often from outside of Scotland will not justify the volume. It is unclear 
as to how on line sales are to be considered within the DRS legislation. This creates 
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an environment where the motivation to keep this business operation and the 20 
members of staff based in Scotland could come into question.  

In summary we are keen to be part of the solution and work with the rest of the industry 
(wholesalers, retailers, producers, suppliers, hospitality) to implement an effective 
DRS for PET and metal.  

We are concerned that the Committee have only set aside one session to hear from 
all these industries and others about what will be highly ambitious and complex multi-
million-pound operation. 

 


