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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Pernod Ricard 

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

We do not believe that glass should be included in a DRS scheme, for a range of 
reasons including: 

• The majority of glass is already collected through kerbside collections. The UK 
exceeds the current EU targets for glass recycling, with kerbside collection 
rates of ~70%. 

• Glass is not typically used as an ‘on the go’ container as much as plastic, 
because it is heavier, brittle, and costlier to produce.  

• For this reason, glass is less likely to be returned for the initial deposit than 
other containers. 

• A DRS system could increase the number of vehicular journeys to return glass 
bottles, given the majority are already collected through existing kerbside 
collections. Estimates for British Glass suggest a five-fold increase in the 
number of vehicular journeys, if the glass containers were collected whole.  

• A DRS for glass would place a large burden on retailers, because of the size 
and scope of the equipment required to recycle glass, and the additional health 
and safety concerns handling glass would entail. It could also mean the 
inclusion of two RVMs (one specifically for glass), requiring additional 
floorspace. Evidence from the glass industry suggests that the introduction of 
a DRS will reduce the quality and quantity of clear glass available to be used 
for local products in Scotland 

 
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.  

It is not practical for all retailers who sell drinks containers to host a return point, 
particularly smaller retailers, due to floor space restrictions and the resource required.  

Whilst we note that a greater number of accessible return locations would aid recycling 
rates, for retailers (and other bodies) this must be balanced against the increase in 
costs for staffing, handling and cleaning, storage, spillages, customer complaints, 
health and safety implications (particularly if glass is included) etc. There may be 
security considerations, particularly where there are large quantities of deposit 
material stored (which are often stored outside of premises as present, in pubs and 
bars for instance). There would also be increased transportation costs, with a higher 
number of return points. This must also be balanced against the costs of installing and 
maintaining a network for RVMs.  

The Scottish Retail Consortium has estimated that the lost selling space required to 
host a RVM in a convenience store could result in a loss of sales of £25,000 to £35,000 
per store, per year. It could also include other costs for retailers (and therefore 
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producers), in terms of reconfiguring the layout of a store, or applying for planning 
permission to extend it. 
 
These costs would ultimately fall on producers. 
 
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).  

There are currently many unknowns which make it difficult to accurately assess what 
the impact would be of a Deposit Return Scheme, e.g.: 

• What the level of consumer deposit would be, and what % of consumer deposits 
would be redeemed. This in turn would impact how much of the cost would fall 
on the producer. 

• What the level of fraud in the system would be 
• Whether Scotland would have an entirely separate and different scheme, or 

whether there is any scope for a UK-wide DRS. A Scotland-only scheme would 
require separate product labels, additional resource/operational complexity at 
UK distribution hubs etc. 

• What the implementation gap would be in terms of timescales for different parts 
of the UK. 

 
The economic costs/environmental benefits of any DRS must also be assessed 
against the wider Extended Producer Responsibility reforms proposed by the UK 
Government. ZWS’s own figures show that a DRS which includes glass will be nearly 
four times as expensive than an EPR scheme for a third of the return on investment.  
 
From a producer perspective, this poses a significant challenge, both operationally, 
and in terms of budgeting. We estimate that, at the Scottish Government’s proposed 
levy rates, our waste disposal costs will be 16 times higher under a DRS than at 
present in the first five years, and seven times more per year thereafter.  
 
A separate scheme in Scotland to the rest of the UK would also incur significant cost 
and complexity for us. For instance, at any one time, we have 500-1,000 SKUs on the 
market in Scotland. Requiring separate labels for these would incur production costs, 
warehousing costs, and distribution costs. It would also make supply chain forecasting 
for demand more complicated, having to estimate the volumes and therefore unique 
labels required, for different parts of the UK. 
 
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? 
 
Kerbside collections of glass beverage containers are already at ~70%, and a 
reformed EPR system may be a better mechanism for increasing this. This would A) 
be more accessible to consumers lacking their own transport, and B) incorporate non-
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drinks containers. To this end, we note that the top four performing glass recycling 
schemes in Europe operate EPR schemes for glass.  
 
For a DRS including glass to be worthwhile, it must increase the quality and quantity 
of recycled clear glass cullet available. Research by British Glass in other countries 
that have collected glass through a DRS suggests that has not been the case. 
 
5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a uniform 
20p. 
 
From a consumer understanding perspective, a flat deposit per drinks container is 
easiest to communicate and operationalise. The glass industry has also warned that 
a differential producer fee on brand owners using glass could encourage producers 
and retailers to switch from glass to other materials, with the risk that glass containers 
could be less available in Scotland for the Scotch Whisky companies. 

 
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. 

For low income consumers lacking their own transport, or those living rural areas, we 
believe a kerbside scheme would be more beneficial than DRS.  

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

DRS could lead to a reduction in other non-drinks glass containers being recycled as 
the DRS cherry picks the easy to recycle glass bottles. This could reduce the viability 
of these kerbside schemes and reduce the total volume of clear glass returning to be 
recycled. 

8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation).  

We believe the UK Government’s proposed timescales for EPR legislation 
implementation (2023) are more realistic than the Scottish Government’s (2021), and 
we would urge the UK and Scottish Government to work together to address this 
implementation gap.  

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 proposal for an industry-led scheme which is operated on a not-for-
profit basis. 

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? 
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Any scheme should be UK wide, to be clear and understandable to consumers, and 
to minimise the costs for producers. Producing a unique label for Scotland, or for 
different parts of the UK, would incur significant cost and complexity throughout the 
entire supply chain, from bottling/labelling, to warehousing and distribution (separating 
differently labelled products), to retailers.  

The costs/benefits of any DRS must also be assessed against the wider Extended 
Producer Responsibility reforms. 

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

 


