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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Nestlé UK & Ireland 

Introduction 

Nestlé UK and Ireland (Nestlé UK&I) welcome the opportunity to provide written 
evidence to the Committee on the Scottish Government’s proposed regulations for a 
Deposit Return Scheme (DRS).  

As the world’s largest food and drink company, we recognise the responsibility we 
have in tackling plastic waste, one of the most serious sustainability issues facing our 
planet, and have committed to ensuring all of our packaging is recyclable or reusable 
by 2025. 

In meeting this aim and ensuring the future health of our planet we believe that both 
voluntary and regulatory action have a role to play but will need joined-up thinking and 
an approach that brings stakeholders together to be truly effective. Having 
experienced similar DRS schemes around the world, we believe can provide unique 
insight and are ready to support Scottish policymakers where we can in terms of these 
proposals. Our overall position on DRS is summarised below: 

• We are supportive of the introduction of a DRS in Scotland, but believe it is vital 
that there is a consistent approach across the UK to ensure the scheme is 
simple to use and easy to understand for consumers 

• There will be an operational impact upon businesses and it is imperative that 
regulations are confirmed as soon as possible to ensure they have adequate 
time to prepare for the scheme’s introduction 

• It is important that the scheme is well-designed from the outset, rather than 
beginning with a core set of materials and expanded later 

• A full cost benefit analysis and impact assessments must be carried out to 
check the viability for inclusion when making decisions to extend categories 

• The system should be owned by an industry operated not-for-profit organisation 
• Packaging for dairy products and fruit juices should be exempt from DRS, owing 

to the potential for contamination of other recyclate. 
• Nestlé is happy to provide oral evidence alongside our trade association, the 

Natural Source Water Association, to expand on the points below if this would 
be beneficial to the Committee. 

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

Nestlé UK&I believe it is vital that the DRS is well-designed and includes the full scope 
of materials from its outset. The cost of expanding the scheme to include other 
materials in the future raises significant concerns over additional cost burden or 
upgrading the machines, and the entire management and communication of the 
scheme post-implementation. The machinery complexity, size and cost required to be 
able to handle many different materials, for example, would incur a large cost, and 
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including additional materials in a DRS will add complexity and introduce many 
additional requirements to a scheme which are untested. 

Materials covered in the proposals:  

• PET Plastic, aluminium and steel cans 

Nestlé UK&I support the collection of PET Plastic and metal cans, and these are the 
most commonly collected beverage containers in DRS schemes across Europe.  

• Glass 

There has been a lot of discussion, particularly from industry stakeholders, about the 
inclusion of glass in DRS and it has proved to be a contentious issue. Nestlé UK&I 
believe that careful consideration should be given to including materials which will 
need additional space for collection, storage and segregation, as well as the further 
safety measures which would be required for the inclusion of glass. Contamination of 
broken glass is a significant hazard in the recyclate streams that would add further risk 
to the onward recycling process.  

Materials excluded in the proposals: 

• Cartons and disposable cups 

Separate collection points have already been established for both cartons and paper 
cups within the UK, with the industry working collectively to fund coverage and 
engagement with the schemes. We note with interest the work of the Expert Panel on 
Environmental Charges, and the publication of their recommendations, and the fact 
that the Scottish Government have committed to bring forward a Circular Economy Bill 
which will encompass such issues.  

• HDPE plastic 

HDPE is mainly used for dairy based products including milk, smoothies and 
milkshakes. Any dairy-based product poses a risk of contamination of the recyclate, 
reducing the overall quality of the collected material. With DRS, which under the 
current proposals could contain a mixture of machine collection points and manual 
take back, the timeframes for collection and storage will likely vary; and the longer 
dairy-based packaging items are left prior to collection, the higher the risk of 
contamination. Furthermore, milk is a staple product, which is most likely consumed 
in the home and captured for recycling in the current kerbside collection scheme. We 
therefore support the exclusion of HDPE in the scheme and would oppose it being 
added to DRS at a later stage.  

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.  

Nestlé UK&I believe that the greatest number of return point options and accessible 
locations will result in greater access, fairness and engagement of consumers.  
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DRS should mandate take-back to retailers, which considers the size and footprint of 
the stores, security, safety and maintenance. Nestlé UK&I support the flexibility in the 
proposed system for smaller retailers as they are unlikely to have sufficient, suitable 
and secure space to accommodate RVMs so a manual take-back back would be far 
more preferable for those stores.  

We also support the inclusion of online retailers – this is a growing and evolving sector 
of retail and must be considered as part of the scheme. However, the costs charged 
to producers in relation to this takeback need to be clarified. It has been stated that all 
collection costs would be passed on to the producer and this does not seem to be 
either fair or transparent as the producer has little or no control over the route to reach 
the consumer nor the costs/efficiency of the collection. 

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).  

As with many schemes already operating in Europe, Nestlé UK&I believe that income 
from material sales should remain in the scheme to offset against the operating costs 
and should not be redirected. It is essential that the recyclate is not owned by any one 
specific part of the supply chain but remains within the overall management body, as 
this may otherwise distort operations. It also ensures that the scheme will create a 
truly circular economy, whereby packaging used for drinks can be reused for the same 
purpose, and not sold for other uses. This will increase the availability of high quality, 
food grade rPET plastics in the system, of which there is currently a significant shortfall 
in the UK and enable more manufacturers to incorporate this into their future 
packaging.  

This is in line with the Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) minimum 
requirements, as outlined in the Circular Economy Package updates to the Waste 
Framework Directive (Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the 
Council) on waste and repealing certain Directives, which require EPR systems to 
ensure coverage of full net costs. The same would apply for the value of any 
unredeemed deposits, and this revenue stream should also contribute to funding of 
scheme improvements and promotion/communications. 

Ahead of the introduction of the DRS these Directives must be adjusted to ensure that 
producers are not paying for both Packaging Recovery Notes (PRNs) and a DRS in 
Scotland. It is our understanding that this will be addressed in the UK Government 
Environment Bill however we have concerns about the timing of its implementation 
versus the extremely ambitious timescales for the implementation of the Scottish DRS, 
and the further operational issues that may result. To mitigate this, it would require a 
short-term regulation update, which would require the Scottish Government to align 
with DEFRA as the lead Department for the Environment Bill.  

Moreover, if Scotland adopts a different scheme to the rest of the UK, then it is 
imperative that the labelling system is consistent. Separate stock keeping units and 
labelling for each scheme would cause significant logistical and cost burdens to 
businesses operating throughout the UK. 
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Whilst the use of high security labelling is likely to offer the best opportunity for 
reducing fraud within the system, selecting this option would be dependent on further 
economic analysis due to the significant cost increase. This economic analysis would 
alter depending on the design of the scheme and whether there is a consistent scheme 
operating across the UK, which would allow for consistent labelling. For example, there 
would be significant additional costs to producers if high security labels or new 
barcodes were a requirement for Scotland only. The further impact of managing 
separate stock and supply chains would also contribute to this additional cost burden. 

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?  

We stated in our original submission to the Scottish Government’s proposals that we 
would expect a well-designed DRS to achieve a return rate of almost 90% with broader 
access and coverage designed in from the outset. However, we recognise as a 
producer that it is the responsibility of the operational management company to decide 
on the expected yield, and how this feeds into UK recycling rates and national targets. 
The aim to achieve the target collection rate of 90% in the first three full years of 
operation is very optimistic and as yet unproven, and as such we feel that the timescale 
should be extended, or a mechanism created to vary them once evidence is gathered. 

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

In our submission to the consultation on the Government’s proposals, Nestlé UK&I 
supported the 20 pence deposit level as set out in the regulations, as suggested by a 
recent PWC report. We recognise that the deposit level should be a balance between 
driving consumer engagement to increase recycling rates, whilst not incentivising 
fraud. However, on reflection we do have some concerns that 20 pence could be seen 
as too high for some consumers, who could potentially see a significant price increase 
on the cost of bottled water, particularly in multi-pack formats.  

From a health point of view, where water is the healthiest form of hydration, this could 
arguably have an unintended consequence of pushing people towards unhealthier 
options. We concur with our industry association, the Natural Source Water 
Association, that 10-15 pence could have the same desired outcome on rates of 
return, without impacting consumer purchase habits.  

We also note that the Swiss DRS system has a 94 percent return rate with no deposit 
on the bottle.  

Therefore, we would ask the Scottish Government to consider undertaking further 
analysis to understand the potential impact on consumer buying habits, perhaps in 
consultation with Food Standards Scotland, and consider whether there are 
unintended consequences to its ambitions to improve the nation’s health.  

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. 
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We assert that ease and convenience for consumers must be the overriding feature 
for any well-designed, successful scheme to maximise engagement points. As alluded 
to in Q2, the greater the number of return point options and accessible locations, the 
greater the access, fairness and engagement of consumers.  

Key designated drop-off points should be included, for example those areas with a 
higher footfall, including shopping centres, train stations and airports. A manual take 
back system would also help accommodate smaller retailers and community hubs to 
ensure adequate access to return or drop-off points to allow for greater coverage in 
rural areas.  

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

It is important for DRS to be well designed from the outset, to maximise impact and 
avoid unintended consequences, such as undermining overall recycling performance, 
notably kerbside collection. From our limited engagement with local authorities, we 
would offer the following observations regarding cost implications: 

• The loss of revenue for local authorities remains a concern, as a result of 
the value of material which is diverted away from kerbside collections. The 
amount and value of revenue is dependent on the materials covered by the 
final scheme; the recycling rate the scheme achieves; and the global market 
conditions and price for the materials at that time. In Valpak’s 2015 response 
to Zero Waste Scotland’s call for evidence on Deposit Return Schemes, 
they estimated that this loss could be approximately £8.9million (based on 
80% recycling rate, with inclusion of plastic, aluminium, steel, glass and 
cartons, and based on material values at the time) 
 

• With revenue losses of this magnitude, we understand this could lead to 
declaration of ‘force majeure’ on a range of local authority waste 
management contracts 
 

• Further investigation is required to understand the practicalities and costs 
of collecting and sorting of the containers to receive unredeemed deposit. 
For example, local authority collection and sorting systems will require 
significant modification to be able to collect, transport and sort deposit 
containers in a suitable condition to redeem them – particularly if labelling 
and barcodes have become obscured, and thus rendering machines unable 
to read and process items. If this happens, the value of the material would 
be compromised, and alternative solutions would be required to ensure this 
material could be processed for recycling and not destined for landfill or 
incineration. 

A full impact assessment across local authorities needs to be conducted, with 
consideration given to consulting local authorities across the UK about the proposed 
scheme to fully understand the impact to this sector. 

8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation).  
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The Instrument indicates a commencement date of 1 April 2021 for the key provisions 
concerning the scheme’s operation. This is a challenging timescale from both an 
operational and labelling perspective – particularly when one considers the inclusion 
of glass in DRS – and the feasibility has been questioned by industry stakeholders. To 
enable alignment with the UK-wide system, allow industry more time to prepare and 
to ensure a smooth transition, we would question whether there is merit to postponing 
the introduction of a Scottish DRS and work with DEFRA on the development of an 
effective UK-wide DRS scheme 

In addition, in order to have a fully operational scheme in place by the desired date, it 
is essential that aspects such as the operational management company are set up 
immediately to enable it to be fully functional and resourced.   

We note that the timetable for implementation of DRS is the subject of ongoing 
discussion with members of the Scottish Government’s DRS Implementation Advisory 
Group.  

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. 

Nestlé UK&I support the proposal for a scheme administrator that is industry-led, 
privately owned and operated on a not-for-profit basis. The priority of the scheme 
administrating/management body should be to maximise high value recycled content 
and drive up overall collection rates. It should also ensure the long-term management 
and successful running of the scheme. Therefore, fair market prices should be 
expected from sale of the collected material, and any net profits should remain within 
the system.  

We are concerned that the legislation has the possibility for multiple scheme 
administrators to be set up and believe this could impact on the efficiency and 
performance of the scheme overall. 

The administrator should be empowered to have: 

• Overall governance and strategic decision-making 
• Operating control: manages the set-up and operating cost of the deposit system 

including establishing and adjusting the deposit value to ensure collection targets 
are met 

• Management, reporting and auditing responsibilities for the entire value chain of 
the DRS (data flows) 

• Ownership of material collected within the scheme 
• Overall financial responsibility for the system: manages fee setting, negotiates and 

pay retail handling fees 
• Responsibility for specifying the criteria for the RVM to retailers and others  
• Responsibility for managing recycling contracts for collection, sorting and recycling 

material.  
• Liaising with producers, retailers and any clearing houses or other organisations 

operating within the system, including any complaints 
• Management of ensuring material reaches end markets 
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• Power to set anti-fraud measures 
• Management of consistent consumer communications. 

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? 

Whilst we acknowledge the leadership and ambition shown, Nestlé UK&I would like to 
highlight that it is very important and of substantial benefit to Scotland that it is part of 
a UK-wide system. Preparations are currently underway at a Westminster level, 
through the upcoming Environment Bill, for the introduction of a DRS in 2023. We 
believe that a harmonised UK-wide system would provide multiple benefits, including 
but not limited to: 

• A reduction in the likelihood of cross-border fraudulent activity and risk of 
market distortion 

• Increase the capture of material, and increase the ease of movement of 
material 

• Reduce the administrative burden and costs for producers of stock 
management, no supply segregation required, consistent labelling 
requirements for fraud prevention. 

We do not believe that having compatible but separate systems would achieve the 
same effect as a single system. DRS should be regulated and operated as a single 
nationwide system; any divergence in the operation could lead to the benefits not 
being fulfilled. If such a scheme is implemented consistently everywhere, and in a 
simple format that works for consumers, retailers and businesses, then it could have 
a significant impact on the recycling rates of drinks containers.  

However, to make a real difference, it must be part of a holistic solution that links 
initiatives together. That includes increased production of sustainable packaging, 
better consumer understanding, a consistent approach to recycling in all parts of the 
country and the necessary infrastructure of effective recycling facilities. It should also 
be coherent with other policy initiatives, such as the EPR system or work taken forward 
with the Scottish Government’s Circular Economy Bill.  

DRS is a form of EPR, but the regulations do not explicitly state this.  Ahead of the 
introduction of the DRS current EPR Directives must be adjusted to ensure that 
producers are not paying for both PRNs and a DRS in Scotland. 

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

Nestlé UK&I is happy to provide oral evidence to the Committee alongside our trade 
association, the Natural Source Water Association, to expand on the points made in 
this submission. 

 


