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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Marine Conservation Society 

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

For over 25 years MCS has run a citizen science project called Beachwatch to collect 
and record beach litter, using data on sources and frequently found items to tackle 
litter at source. Plastic and glass bottles and their associated tops together with 
aluminium drinks cans are some of the most obvious pieces of litter to be found as 
beach litter.    

In Scotland during the 2018 Great British Beach Clean, 1,174 plastic drinks bottles 
and 582 aluminium drinks cans were found alongside 414 glass bottles resulting in an 
average of 32 drinks containers per 100m of beach surveyed.    

Over the last 25 years the average number of plastic bottles, cans and glass 
bottles and their associated caps and lids found per 100m stretch of beach surveyed 
has never fallen below 31, with the highest year showing 90 drinks containers found 
for every 100m stretch of beach surveyed in Scotland during Great British Beach 
Clean events.  

The Marine Conservation Society also launched the #wildbottlesighting project in 
September 2016 to support the work of the Association for the Protection of Rural 
Scotland ‘Have You Got The Bottle?’ campaign. This project involved members of the 
public reporting any littered bottles or cans they saw on an online map or via social 
media using the hashtag #wildbottlesighting. In that time over 12,500 
#wildbottlesightings from all over Scotland’s rural, urban and coastal landscapes have 
been reported  by members of the public including 1769 glass bottles, 6913 plastic 
bottles and 3891 metal cans again emphasizing the need for these three materials as 
a minimum, to be included in the system. 

This evidence supports the proposed inclusion of glass, metal and plastic containers 
in the regulations and exclusion of any of these materials would be to the detriment of 
the environment.  

There is also overwhelming public support for a system in Scotland that includes the 
proposed container materials, as shown by a YouGov poll conducted for MCS. When 
asked what they thought should be included, 85% of people surveyed in Scotland said 
glass bottles, with 83% backing plastic bottles, followed by aluminium cans (74%), and 
drinks cartons made of more than one material type (61%).  

It would also be important to ensure that the system is flexible and that it can add new 
materials as they come onto the market or to expand to include other materials that 
would lead to higher recycling rates and less litter.   
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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.  
  
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).  
 
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? 

If a deposit system is limited to the most recyclable materials, some 
manufacturers may switch to a different material to avoid being part of the system. 
Cartons and other containers made up of multiple materials also feature in beach, 
urban and rural litter and we would ask that these are included in the scheme as soon 
as possible to avoid potential material switching by producers. This would further 
increase the effectiveness of the system, increasing recycling of these items and 
decreasing the amount that are littered and entering our oceans.  

5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a uniform 
20p. 
 
No response provided. 

 
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.  
 
No response provided. 

 
8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation).  
 
No response provided. 

 
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. 
 
No response provided. 
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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? 
 
No response provided. 

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

Bio-based, ‘biodegradable’ or compostable plastics are not a solution to the plastic 
pollution crisis and will continue to pose risks to wildlife if they leak into the ocean or 
terrestrial environments. In line with the waste hierarchy, reduction should come as 
the first option rather than replacing conventional plastics with other single-use items 
and packaging. Such plastic can cause problems for conventional plastic recycling 
systems and could impact the success of the proposed deposit return system. We 
therefore recommend that measures should be taken to include these in DRS, 
depending on cost and environmental impact, or be subject to higher producer fees or 
bans where appropriate.  

 


