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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Reloop Platform 

Introduction 

Reloop Platform is an international non-profit organisation focusing on five interrelated 
goals to support a globally-consistent approach to packaging waste and resource 
management. 

Our position is that packaging must: 

• Be designed for re-use 
• Be made with (mandated) high levels of recycled content 
• Be collected properly, with effective packaging separation being supported at 

home/business/industry to improve quality 
• Be subject to economic instruments where appropriate, to increase collection 

rates and improve quality 
• Be measurable via fully transparent and accurate data at each stage of its 

lifecycle 

In this submission we have focused specifically on the question about the impact on 
local councils. If you would like any further information or sources, please don’t 
hesitate to contact us. 

You can also view more information at www.reloopplatform.eu, including a detailed 
global overview of every deposit system at https://reloopplatform.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2018/05/BOOK-Deposit-Global-27-APR2018.pdf 

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

The two main sectors concerned about a negative impact on councils are local 
government and the waste management industry. In terms of local councils, Reloop’s 
experience across many different countries shows that there is often a lack of 
understanding across this sector of the mechanics of deposit systems and how 
kerbside collection systems can be adjusted - and in fact improved - to run comfortably 
alongside them. 

Concern tends to relate to the loss of revenue from the withdrawal of the more valuable 
materials, such as aluminium cans, from the wider waste stream. Of course, this is 
important to local councils, as waste management services are a significant part of 
their expenditure. 

However, evidence and experience from other countries has shown, in every case, 
that local councils benefit economically from the implementation of a national deposit 
system. 

https://reloopplatform.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/BOOK-Deposit-Global-27-APR2018.pdf
https://reloopplatform.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/BOOK-Deposit-Global-27-APR2018.pdf
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In this Reloop report - https://reloopplatform.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Fact-
Sheet-Economic-Impacts-to-Municis-9May2018.pdf   - you can see the summarised 
results of 32 studies from across the world, including those commissioned in Scotland, 
which confirm the positive impact of deposit systems on municipalities. 

The claim of a negative impact on kerbside revenues also tends to assume that 
kerbside systems remain the same after the implementation of the deposit system. In 
reality, there is a necessity as well as an opportunity for the systems to be reconfigured 
and improved. For example, reductions can be made to the number of collection 
rounds needed (reducing costs and CO2) and the type of materials collected can be 
expanded to include items such as plastic film (reducing residual waste). 

This leads to the wider scope of local councils' expenditure on waste. With deposit 
systems reducing litter and removing drinks containers from street bins, it’s possible 
for savings and improvements to be made across other areas of expenditure within 
the waste management budget. Therefore, a simple ‘bottles out, revenue down’ 
calculation should be avoided. 

In terms of the lobbying by the waste management sector against deposit systems, it’s 
worth noting that the larger, influential companies have invested heavily in incineration 
plants and other waste management infrastructure across the UK. They need a 
feedstock of suboptimal materials collected from kerbside and street cleansing which 
they can process through their facilities in order to recoup their investment and so are 
understandably nervous about changes to the types of waste and resources that will 
be available to them. 

Other industries also use concern about the impact on kerbside to mask their 
underlying problem, which is how their own business or sector will be affected. An 
example of this is the glass industry, which claims that glass is already adequately 
collected via kerbside. 

However, this ignores the fact that 48% of households in Scotland don’t have access 
to glass recycling at the kerbside [source: Have You Got The Bottle? campaign]. It 
also ignores the issue of material quality, which is covered below. The glass industry 
knows that glass is expensive to collect, with a very low ‘per tonne’ value compared to 
aluminium and plastic, so it wants to avoid the risk of manufacturers switching to other 
materials when the costs of handling glass are no longer covered by local council 
budgets.  

More generally, the concern about the impact on kerbside collections should be 
considered within a number of other contexts. 

Recycling rates are mis-reported - kerbside is not as effective as it appears 

The push to preserve the existing approach to kerbside collections relies on the 
assumption that the status quo is satisfactory and delivers the best circular economy 
outcomes. 

Unfortunately, this isn’t the case, not just in Scotland but in most other countries. The 
materials collected rarely present an opportunity for proper closed loop recycling, with 

https://reloopplatform.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Fact-Sheet-Economic-Impacts-to-Municis-9May2018.pdf
https://reloopplatform.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Fact-Sheet-Economic-Impacts-to-Municis-9May2018.pdf
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much of them being down-cycled into lower-grade products or being sent to ‘energy 
from waste’ facilities. 

Related to this, a reason to protect the current approach to kerbside collections is often 
supported by claims about the high recycling rates arising from them. However, there 
are a couple of fundamental problems with these claims. 

Firstly, collection rates and recycling rates have been conflated. Recycling rates as 
currently reported are actually a measurement of what has been collected, which in 
reality has nothing to do with the amount of materials that are processed into 
secondary materials. In other words, what is collected at kerbside (the amount which 
is claimed as the recycling rate) is much higher than what actually arises following 
processing at a materials recovery facility (MRF). In turn, what is reported as the 
percentage of materials recycled is actually much lower. 

Tonnage and percentages aren’t enough - what is the quality of the materials? 

In addition, the materials currently collected at kerbside are highly contaminated, as a 
result of the dominance of co-mingled collections. Co-mingled is preferred by local 
councils as it allows them to increase the tonnage collected, as it’s easier for residents 
to put everything into one bin, rather than separating by material. This in turn allows 
councils to meet the weight-based targets set by the Government but does nothing to 
achieve the quality levels required for closed loop recycling. 

Other incoming legislation, such as the requirement for high levels of recycled content 

Another issue with protecting the status quo is that it doesn’t prepare us for our current 
reality or, indeed, our future. With an increasing number of climate-, resource- and 
environment-related policies being developed at a national, EU and international level, 
alongside the ban by China on low-quality imported waste, we must innovate and 
drastically improve how we manage our resources. 

Scotland has the opportunity to attract investment into its resource management 
industry if it’s able to collect high volumes of high-quality materials. For example, 
industry is shortly going to need a lot of food-quality recycled PET to meet the 
requirement for recycled content but it’s unclear where that material will be sourced 
from, other than countries who already run deposit systems. Certainly, none of that 
material comes from kerbside collections. 

The Scottish Government must be prepared to implement new systems and update 
existing ones if it wants to make sure that Scotland is resilient. It has the opportunity 
now to show the rest of the world that putting profits before pollution will soon be a 
thing of the past. 

 


