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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Princes Limited1 

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

Princes Limited (“Princes”) fully supports the introduction of a Deposit Return Scheme 
(DRS) in Great Britain, and supports the inclusion of PET plastic bottles and aluminium 
and steel cans being from the outset of the system. We do not recommend that glass 
is included in scope of the DRS for Scotland due to the cost, complexity and risk to 
contamination of other materials which could limit their future use in a food grade 
application. For the avoidance of doubt, Princes has no glass containers in scope of 
DRS. 

We do not support the inclusion of PET plastic bottles above 1.5 litres for the following 
reasons. Firstly, the majority of these containers are consumed at home and therefore 
are already collected by all United Kingdom local authorities. Such products would 
include large bottles of carbonates, water and dilute to taste squash/cordials which by 
their nature are intended for in home use. Secondly, the principle of a 2L bottle of dilute 
to taste squash and a 2-litre bottle of sunflower or other edible cooking oil – both 
consumed in the home and made of identical materials - going through different 
recycling routes is illogical and we believe that when Scottish consumers realise this 
they will agree and see DRS for large bottle drinks as unnecessary. 

We believe that DRS should be focussed on the key litter and recycling issues in PET, 
namely < 1 litre bottles and we believe that Scottish consumers would agree. 

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 agree with the draft regulation that all retailers that sell products within the scope 
of the regulations need to act as return points. 

The regulations indicate that all return points will be obligated to take back all material 
and article types within the DRS, even if that retailer sells only certain types. This 
seems punitive, particularly on small or niche retailers. 

The “reasonable handling fee” should be determined by the scheme administrator, not 
government or retailers themselves. 

Additional return points or retailer exclusions must be approved by the scheme 
administrator rather than ministers or political figures as is currently proposed in the 
draft regulations. 

                                            
1 Completed on behalf of Princes Limited by David McDiarmid, Corporate Relations Director 
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Restrictions must be put in place for example to prevent the approval of an 
unnecessary number of return points that may result in excessive costs and 
inefficiencies to the DRS. 

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). 

Unredeemed deposits and the value of the material sales are essential funding 
streams to make sure the DRS is properly resourced to achieve the collection targets, 
without increasing the costs to citizens or businesses, as is the approach in numerous 
DRS systems overseas.  

Unredeemed deposits and revenue from the sale of materials and producer fees must 
remain within the scheme in order to part-fund the considerable set-up and running 
costs of the scheme. 

The information requirements on producers mandate the declaration of the number of 
scheme articles placed on market in previous year – this will not be possible for the 
initial year of the scheme operation and in Princes case, as we are primarily a supplier 
of own brand soft drinks, this data would be the responsibility of the retailer for whom 
we produced. 

As a supplier of primarily own brand soft drinks which are intended to be sold at any 
outlet in the United Kingdom, a differentiated Scotland label for own label will result in 
a number of commercial impacts.  

• Label artwork costs are typically borne by the supplier and not the retailer, so this 
will significantly increase our costs in the first year. An individual label is typically c 
£2,500. We currently supply several hundred individual labels to UK retailers. 

• Differentiated labels will mean less efficient production runs and increased 
changeovers. Additional costs such as these are factored into our selling prices to 
retailers and inevitably influence their ultimate Retail Selling Price to consumers. 

• We foresee that some retailers – who are the “producers” and liable for the 
producer fee – may de range own brand products from Scotland in order to reduce 
their administrative costs and burden, replacing them with brands. This will mean 
higher RSPs for Scottish consumers and likely less choice in store for consumers. 

• A reduction in own brand volume in Scotland will filter through to our manufacturing 
operations in Bradford and Glasgow.  

• Our Glasgow site produces exclusively customer own brand canned soft drinks 
and if retailers de range these products in favour of brands the sites future will be 
in jeopardy. 

• On the assumption that a separate label is required for Scotland, our current 
warehousing picking technology would not allow us to duplicate our current sku 
count. It is our current view that a Scottish specific warehouse is necessary for us 
to meet DRS requirements while continuing to supply own brand products to 
retailers with stores in Scotland. We estimate a minimum £1m investment is 
necessary for this and this will incur additional day to day operating costs which 
will be ultimately be reflected in our product costs and then onward selling prices 
as described above 
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• We also foresee that DRS will disproportionately affect small bottle products 
(particularly own label) as the deposit level would be a significantly increased 
outlay for consumers compared to 1.5 / 2L / 3L formats. Should a move to large 
formats occur there is no assessment of available UK production capacity. 
 

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 would expect that a well-designed DRS will increase the collection rates of in-
scope packaging items collected for onward recycling and reducing littering of items 
in scope.  

• Better quality and greater quantity of recycled PET for example would allow Princes 
to continue to increase the recycled content of the PET bottles we produce (all 
currently 51% recycled PET). We would hope this also led to a reduction in the 
price of recycled PET which currently is a significant premium to virgin material. 

As per our comment above, on larger PET bottles we do not believe that DRS will 
have any significant impact on recycling or litter as these are largely consumed at 
home and therefore collected for recycling at kerbside. 

The scheme administrator should have the power to assess whether producer fees 
can be adapted to encourage producers to use materials that are easier to 
collect/recycle and are cost efficient to the scheme.  

The materials in a DRS have different values, producer fees should be allocated based 
on the different costs of collecting different materials and the different values of each 
packaging material. This principle of ‘no cross-subsidisation’ means that each material 
collected has its own costing profile within the DRS and producers pay according to 
the materials that they put on the market. 

As a member of the British Soft Drinks Association we are aware of their modelling 
that suggests that a collection rate of 90% could be achieved with a lower deposit 
level. 

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

A key principle of established and successful DRS is that the deposit level is within the 
remit of the scheme administrator, allowing it to set and refine as required the deposit 
level in order to achieve the objectives (e.g. collection targets) of the scheme. 

It is logical that the deposit level is initially set at a level with minimal impact on 
consumers and businesses and is then reviewed by the scheme administrator once 
the system is operational, and increased/decreased as necessary to meet targets 
whilst minimising the impact on consumers and businesses.  

However, if a deposit level must be stated by government, we suggest that the level 
should start at a lower level e.g. 10p. 
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The potential unintended consequences of setting the deposit level too high could 
prevent a successful launch of the scheme into Scotland by increasing the likelihood 
of fraud, purchasing shifts, loss of sales, container and size format changes, and 
reduced consumer choice. 

We believe that the deposit amount should be reflected separately in addition to the 
retail selling price - as an additional refundable levy, in order to reduce consumer 
confusion and retailers costs every time the selling price is adjusted. 

We also believe the Committee should ensure that VAT is not applied to the deposit 
value 

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. 

We would suggest that if glass was included in DRS then consumers with disabilities 
or without private transport would be disproportionately impacted due to the weight of 
carrying bottles to redeem them. 

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

Local Authorities will be best placed to judge the cost/benefit for them of the reduced 
weight of kerbside collections of materials in scope of DRS set against reduced 
revenue from the onward sale of material they have collected. 

As per our response in point 1., we would highlight that Local Authorities will still need 
to collect large edible/cooking oil PET bottles from kerbside. 

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

We are concerned at the proposed timeframes for DRS implementation and believe 
the current   April 2021 introduction date is extremely ambitious.  

We remain fully supportive of a single DRS scheme covering all parts of the United 
Kingdom which would create greater consistency for businesses and consumers, 
likely mean a more efficient scheme from day one and mean more investment in 
recycling infrastructure and consumer communications. 

Until the methodology for identifying containers that are in scope of DRS – e.g. 
labelling – is confirmed Princes cannot implement any plans for bespoke Scottish 
warehousing or forecasting (for our production sites and with customers for own 
brand supply ) . Given an April 2021 date and that we may need to develop 
infrastructure we are deeply concerned at the timescale 

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. 
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A single scheme administrator should be in place which should be a producer led, 
privately owned, not-for-profit company limited by guarantee 

After gaining approval from ministers, this scheme administrator itself should exercise 
the powers envisaged for the Scottish ministers in the draft regulations. 

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? 

DRS is clearly a form of Extended Producer Responsibility and as such, businesses 
with packaging items in scope of DRS should not be obliged to join a second EPR 
scheme, and therefore paying twice for the same packaging items. 

Businesses that sell products in-scope of the DRS should therefore be exempt from 
continuing obligations under the existing PRN/PERN system. 

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

Princes remains committed to a successful DRS that delivers on its objectives but 
believe that the operational impact of the proposed system, and specifically 
introducing into Scotland ahead of a wider UK roll out could have unintended costs, 
complexity and  consequences that may jeopardise the success of the scheme. 

 


