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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from Retorna (Spain) 

1. Scope (materials) – the types of container proposed to be covered and excluded 
and any specific issues. 
 
The sum of beverage containers is the most common waste stream according of all 
clean up studies conducted in Europe during the last year, so the scope should be as 
wide as possible. On top of that, any exception could invite to industry to switch to the 
kind of container non included in the system and distort the system and its goals. 
 
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.  

No response provided. 

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).  

No response provided. 

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? 

Promoting the use of refillable containers, whether if it is PET plastic or glass, among 
industry and consumers depends on a political will. Within a range of 500 km, the use 
of refillable containers is the most sustainable option for the industry, so the system 
should establish an increasing binding refillable container quota. Sanctions must be 
considered in case of breach of the quota. 

5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a uniform 
20p. 
 
Regarding to consumers, the use of a different amount of the deposit for one-way 
(higher) and refillable (lower) containers will bring people to choose refillable 
containers on top of one-way. 
 
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. 
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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).  

No response provided. 

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. 

No response provided. 

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? 

No response provided. 

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

 


