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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Natural Source Waters Association1 

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

The paper “DRS – The Case for Glass” prepared by ZWS for the programme board 
noted that there were significant knowledge gaps which required further assessment 
including the impact on local authorities; the impact on retailers; and clarifying the 
collection and processing infrastructure required.  Clearly these gaps are fundamental 
to the costs and benefit analysis of glass inclusion and we have not seen any 
publication of an updated paper.  We feel that in order to include glass in the scheme, 
at what will undoubtedly be a significant incremental cost, we need to see further 
evidence. 

We support the principle that each material should bear the costs associated with the 
full DRS cycle of that material.  This was discussed at the first meeting of the 
Implementation Advisory Group on the 26th of February.  The model of the impact on 
producer fees for glass containers is still outstanding and this could be significant in 
understanding the potential implications of inclusion 

We are concerned about the inclusion of products purely based on packaging material.  
This will involve the inclusion of milk-based products which have some potentially 
damaging impacts on the scheme overall - no scheme operating in Europe includes 
milk in the scope of their DRS.  The inclusion of milk will impact on the hygiene, safety 
and cleaning frequency of the return points. The inclusion of these products could also 
contaminate some of the collected materials thereby reducing the overall volume and 
quality available for bottle to bottle recycling. 

The inclusion of very small containers (less than 100ml) may be problematic as we 
have been told that only a limited number of manufacturers can make machines to 
deal with these types of containers and they are more expensive.  As these container 
sizes will be a very small proportion of the total, we would recommend reviewing the 
container volumes included. 

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.  

The inclusion of takeback obligations for on-line retail within the regulations is 
expected to create a level competitive platform.  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 

                                            
1 Formerly the Natural Hydration Council 
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the consumer nor the costs/efficiency of the collection.  This could provide a 
competitive advantage to on-line retail.  

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).  
 
The legislation does not mandate a Scotland specific label or any marking on the label 
and leaves this open to individual producers decide upon any changes they wish to 
make.  If the reality of fraud risks across the Scottish-English border, supply chain 
complexity and the practicalities of scheme operation require Scottish specific 
products this will complicate manufacturing and supply chain operation, increase 
storage requirements and disrupt long established and optimised routes to market, 
and therefore increase costs significantly.  It is highly likely that some producers will 
opt not to service the Scottish market thereby reducing choice and availability for 
consumers in Scotland. 
 
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? 

The legislation is silent on the recycling rates, it only discusses recovery.  The collected 
materials should be of excellent quality having been separated at source and managed 
through an optimised process.  The available capacity for recycling of materials 
(especially food grade Polyethylene Terephthalate - PET) in the UK is a concern and 
it is possible that the collected materials may have to be exported or displace other 
lower quality material streams. 

The scheme may influence packaging changes depending upon the modulation of 
costs by material types and the recyclability characteristics prescribed by any scheme 
administrator (as for example the Norwegian scheme does). 

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

In Scotland’s Diet and Healthy Weight Delivery Plan the Scottish Government have 
pledged to halve childhood obesity by 2030. In Scotland, the rates of overweight and 
obesity for both children and adults are among the highest in the developed world.  
The Scottish Government recognises that most choices are shaped by our 
environment and are almost entirely emotional and sub-conscious decisions. They 
want to see society shift towards healthier options and for people to be empowered to 
make choices in-store and out of home that support their wellbeing and that of their 
family.  It is positive to see that water is in the Top 5 food and drinks consumed outside 
of home in Scotland, identified in the Diet and Healthy Weight Delivery Plan, as it 
supports this health and wellbeing agenda. The level of deposit could have the 
unintended consequence of driving consumers to less healthy beverages as they look 
for a smaller proportionate increase in costs.  It is important that the food and drink 
environment supports healthier choices to achieve the Scottish Government’s goals in 
this area. 
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There is a high likelihood, based on international experience and experience of 
Scotland’s introduction of Minimum Unit Pricing, that the introduction of a flat rate 
deposit will alter consumer behaviour – reducing the purchase of larger multipacks 
(e.g. 24 packs of individual cans) towards larger containers (e.g. 6 2 litre bottles). 

The draft legislation does not make mention of how the deposit level may be varied at 
any time in the future and we believe that the deposit level is key lever for the Scheme 
Administrator to achieve targeted recovery levels. 

The legislation does not make mention of the expected VAT treatment of the deposit.  
We believe that the deposit should be zero rated. 

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).  

The caveated go-live date of the 1st of April in the draft regulations is unrealistic.  Given 
that a Scheme Administrator cannot be approved until at least a month  the regulations 
have passed parliament, which is currently estimated as February/March 2020, the 
scale of infrastructure creation and investment to be undertaken in around 1 year is 
enormous.  The Scheme Administrator will have to create and recruit for the 
organisation, build and kit out counting centres (estimated at more than £25 million 
investment), agree logistics networks potentially handling more than 2 billion 
containers per year or an average of 5.5 million per day, establish IT systems to 
securely deal with billions of transactions and deposits totalling more than £500 million 
etc.  We feel that an absolute minimum of 18 months after the legislation is passed 
and the scheme administrator is approved would be required for this.  ZWS have been 
preparing background and procurement information to help aid the Scheme 
Administrator when it is formed, however this information will have to be reviewed by 
the new organisation and any new developments or strategic differences in approach. 

The changes to be made by producers is also significant.  The complexity of changing 
product artwork and packaging materials and having different products across 
Scotland and the rest of the UK is very concerning.  As part of the process of support 
in the Implementation Advisory Group several producers worked together to review 
the critical path for readiness.  One of them identified that they would have more than 
300 products to change and even by bringing extra people to support it would take at 
least a year to manage this change.  It is likely that producers will have to change 
logistics and storage networks and IT systems.  ZWS has estimated that there are 
around 15000 individual products in scope and the reach and scale of the change will 
be huge. 
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The regulations are not clear or explicit on the transition arrangements and how long 
products will be allowed to take to sell through and be sold without charging a deposit.  
This needs to be resolved. 

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 support the fact that the scheme administrator should be not for profit and led by 
industry.  We are concerned that the legislation has the possibility for multiple scheme 
administrators as this could impact on the efficiency and performance of DRS overall. 

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 fact that the scheme is anticipated to be launched in Scotland in advance of the 
rest of the UK complicates the market significantly and makes it more expensive for 
all participants.  The potential for fraud by transporting containers across the “border” 
is very real.  The obligation to maintain information on the “number and type of scheme 
articles first placed on the market for retail sale in Scotland” is potentially very onerous 
and difficult to achieve as supply chains are diverse and complex and at present it 
would be impossible do with a high degree of accuracy or certainty as the entire UK is 
treated as a single market and information is not collected, split or shared in this way 
by producers, wholesalers or retailer. 

DRS is a form of Extended Producer Responsibility, but the regulations do not 
explicitly state this.  It is important that participants in this scheme are not charged 
twice for the same obligations and whilst we would not expect the legislation to spell 
out links to other legislation we do believe that it should state that compliance with 
these regulations discharges EPR responsibility in relation to the scheme packaging.   

Compatibility and interoperability with any DRS for the rest of the UK is essential for 
consumer engagement, fraud prevention and scheme operation. 

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

The target collection rates at 70%, 80% and 90% in the first 3 full years of operation 
are very optimistic and as yet unproven.  In the absence of evidence and experience 
specifically relating to Scotland and in light of the fact that the powers and sanctions 
of SEPA in relation to these are unknown we feel that these either must be relaxed, 
timescales extended, or a mechanism created to vary them in when experience and 
evidence is gathered. 

 
 


