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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from The Scottish Beer & Pub Association 

1. Scope (materials) – the types of container proposed to be covered and excluded 
and any specific issues. 
 
The Scottish Beer & Pub Association and its members fully support the introduction 
and aims of a Deposit Return Scheme, reducing their environmental impact and 
contributing towards a circular economy. It is abundantly clear from the weight of 
evidence and growing public opinion that there is a need to tackle the scourge of 
plastics in our oceans. Many of our members already take part in deposit systems 
around the world and are keen to ensure that any systems introduced in Scotland is 
based on international best practice.  

However, the inclusion of glass containers in the system creates a number of issues, 
including drastically increasing costs (to consumer, producers, retailers and Scheme 
Administrator), the creation of health hazards and handling issues, potential to 
undermine minimum unit pricing (MUP) and risks encouraging the use of single use 
plastics.  
 
The Scottish Government’s Full Business Case stage 1 (FBC1) did not separate out 
and fully test the costs/benefits of a system with and without the inclusion of glass 
containers. We believe this must be completed to ensure an informed decision is 
reached and a workable DRS is introduced.  
 
The lack of a separation of costs by material type makes exact costings impossible, 
however it is clear that the inclusion of glass drastically increases overall costs. Whilst 
the estimated average producer fee across all material types was 3.3p in the first five 
years, there would be separate fees for each material to avoid cross-subsidisation. 
Due to the nature of the material, the producer fee for glass products will likely be as 
much as 10p per container. This is unlikely to be absorbed by the producer and will 
ultimately be passed on to the consumer, who will face higher prices.  
 
Assuming producer fees of 2p, 1.5p and 10p for PET, cans and glass, our modelling 
work in the table below shows that the sale of beer in Scotland could decline by 9% 
overall, with beer in 330ml glass bottles declining by up to 13.8% in the first year. 
Whilst there would be a reduction in all alcoholic products (6.33% in year 1), this is 
more impactful on lower strength products, than high strength products such as wine 
and spirits (0.21% and 0.94% decline respectively) due to more inelastic price 
elasticities and because they tend to be more expensive and come in larger 
containers.  
 

Figure 1: Consumption in Scotland off-trade in first year of the DRS (70% capture 
rate, 100% pass through of producer fee)  
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The modelling calculates that even with a producer fee for glass of 5p (or a 50% pass-
through in to prices of a 10p fee) and a 90% return rate, beer sales in glass bottles 
would fall by 6% It is important to note however that the consumption figures are 
modelled above are using own-price elasticities of demand (PED), not cross-price 
elasticities (XED).  The percentage change in consumption is therefore calculated with 
the price change and PED of the drink in isolation, not accounting for consumers who 
switch their consumption preferences from one drink to another.  This is further 
complicated by the vast majority of beer and cider being sold in multipacks of single-
serve glass (and aluminium) packages, so the initial outlay to consumers, who may 
have a limited budget, in terms of the deposit alone is significantly higher (e.g. £4 for 
a 20-pack) than if purchasing large containers with a single 20p deposit, even 
recognising that the deposits are redeemable upon return. This is further compounded 
by the higher producer fee for glass, resulting in a £6 increase (£4 deposit + £2 cost 
increase due producer fee).  
 
Changes in consumer trends, such as upsizing, are difficult to model, however we 
believe it reasonable to assume consumers will upsize from small containers to larger 
containers. This is evident from the implementation of a DRS in Croatia where there 
was a significant increase in the consumption of 2litre PET bottles of beer at the 
expense of 1litre bottles and the purchase of 500ml cans of beer also rose by about 
35 million units as the consumption of 330ml cans fell. Upsizing and potential product 
switching would be an unintended consequence of the DRS and could lead to 
consumers buying larger bottles of sugary and alcoholic drinks because they would 
be subject to a smaller percentage increase in price than smaller bottles or multipacks.  
Product and package switching and upsizing may have negative environmental 
consequences and indeed undermine the evaluation of the Government’s flagship 
minimum unit pricing of alcohol policy as indeed will the overall demand impacts.  
Certainly, a policy measure which could see consumers substitute to large plastic 
bottles from other types of smaller containers would go against the aim of government 
and industry to reduce plastic waste.  
 
In order to meet consumer demand and avoid higher producer fees, producers who 
primarily utilise smaller glass containers will be heavily incentivised to shift towards 

Before DRS With DRS Δ% sales
PET Per bottle (330 ml) -                                     - 0.00%
Aluminium Cans Per can (440 ml) 272,877,397                    259,639,027                    -4.85%
Glass Per bottle (330 ml) 239,540,001                    206,484,598                    -13.80%
Total 512,417,398                    466,123,624                    -9.03%
PET - -                                     -                                     0.00%
Aluminium Cans Per can (250 ml) 8,846,400                         8,820,943                         -0.29%
Glass Per bottle (750 ml) 160,655,894                    160,327,134                    -0.20%
Total 169,502,294                    169,148,076                    -0.21%
PET Per bottle (2 l) 580,013                            573,837                            -1.06%
Aluminium Cans Per can (440 ml) 64,444,569                      61,520,539                      -4.54%
Glass Per bottle (500 ml) 10,061,895                      9,204,824                         -8.52%
Total 75,086,477                      71,299,200                      -5.04%
PET - -                                     -                                     0.00%
Aluminium Cans Per can (330 ml) 6,766,303                         6,514,320                         -3.72%
Glass Per bottle (700 ml) 39,495,790                      39,310,882                      -0.47%
Total 46,262,093                      45,825,202                      -0.94%

Total 803,268,262                    752,396,104                    -6.33%

Scotland  off-trade sales

Beer

Wine

Cider

Spirits

Drink Container Material Container (volume)
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larger PET containers. This again increases the amount of plastic containers on the 
Scottish market, and potentially the rest of the UK with producers minimising additional 
costs of differential package types across the UK. Producers across sectors have been 
actively working to reduce the amount of plastic packaging in their products.  
 
Along with upsizing, the inclusion of glass also the potential for consumer trends to 
shift from lower alcohol content drinks to higher ones.  Drinks with a higher ABV such 
as wine and spirits tend to be more expensive and come in larger containers, whereas 
lower ABV drinks such as beer and cider tend to come in smaller volumes per unit, 
often 330ml, 440ml or 500ml and often in multipacks.  The percentage price change 
on higher ABV drinks as a result of the DRS is therefore smaller than the price changes 
on lower ABV drinks.  This disparity between drinks of differing alcohol contents could 
cause consumer trends to shift in favour of drinks with higher ABV, creating the 
potential for unintended health consequences and undermining the Scottish 
Government ambitions of a Healthier Scotland.  
 
The inclusion of glass also leads to more complex and expensive infrastructure. This 
includes RVMs, where in addition to the 14,000 manual return points, 3000 much 
larger and more expensive machines will be needed and also for safe storage. 
Currently, pub and hospitality businesses will recycle glass via their respective waste 
disposal contacts, where the integrity of the container is less important, glass can be 
smashed and only the weight of the overall material considered. In the proposed 
system, the glass containers will need to be protected against breakages until being 
counted at a counting centre in the case of manual returns, in practise this will likely 
be crates but the non-uniformity of glass bottles shapes and sizes means this presents 
logistical challenges. In contrast, PET and aluminium can easily be stored in bags.  
 
There will also be additional issues for the hospitality sector, including pubs resulting 
from the inclusion of glass. In addition to the need to prevent against breakages to 
ensure repayment of the deposit on stock, the addition of a deposit (and increasing 
cost due to the producer fee) will increase the cost of stock by significant margins and 
negatively impact the cashflow of the business. Pubs are particularly hard hit due to 
the nature of the majority of their deposit attracting products and back bar being in 
glass containers. With many of these businesses operating on extremely low profit 
margins and pubs already closing at a rate of 2 per week in Scotland, managing 
overheads at this time is crucial.  
 
There will also be storage issues and a new incentivisation for theft which will have a 
detrimental impact on pubs and others in the hospitality sector. Currently, glass 
recycling is often stored in large bins, outside in non-secure areas, with a deposit now 
added to the containers this will no longer be possible. Businesses will be forced to 
ensure their containers are held in a secure location, which for a significant number of 
premises will mean indoors where space is already at a premium. We do not believe 
there is currently provision in the regulations for hospitality premises to be 
compensated for this potential loss of space and storing containers securely.  
 
The weight of glass products in comparison to aluminium and PET containers (7 to 18 
times heavier) increases the tonnage by 268%, which also creates clear hazards for 
handlers and consumers, while also disproportionately impacting the elderly, those on 
low incomes and those without cars.   
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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 opt-out for hospitality premises operating a ‘closed-loop’ system is to be 
welcomed and in line with the best practice of similar systems in operation in other 
markets. It would simply not be viable for busy town and city centre pubs to also be 
return points. Indeed, 92% of the beer sold in the on-trade is draught, dispensed in 
kegs and casks. 6% of beer is sold in glass bottles, 1% in cans and 0.2% in PET. 
Nonetheless, there remains numerous issues for Scotland’s pubs resulting from the 
introduction of a deposit return system, all of which are compounded by the inclusion 
of glass.  
 
A key concern among pub operators is the reduction of cashflow resulting from having 
to pay out the deposit on all stock. All Scheme Articles will require the business to pay-
out the deposit, this will be of significant cost to the business. Many Scottish pubs 
operate extremely small profit margins and any increase in costs could severely 
jeopardise their future liability. With pubs already closing at 2 per week in Scotland, 
this cannot be understated. With the majority of non-draught products in pubs being 
glass, the increase in cost resulting from the high producer fees will impact pubs 
negatively.  Furthermore, the pub will also be ‘down’ the initial deposit amount, as they 
will continually need to restock and wait an unknown amount of time before being 
repaid the deposit by the scheme administrator.  
 
Storage and security of the containers will also present a challenge for many 
hospitality premises. Due to the premium on space for many, particularly inner-city and 
urban premises, means that currently empty containers are stored in 360 litre capacity 
wheelie bins in unsecure locations. With the value of one full bin potential being worth 
of over £50, there is a clear motivation for theft which will need to be addressed on a 
unique basis for every pub. The possibility of holding empty containers indoor areas 
leads to potential hazard issues, especially if being stored near food preparation areas. 
As highlighted in question 1, there also remains an issue on how glass containers will 
be stored without breakages.  
 
Some pubs will also be impacted by the capturing of online retailers, as many now 
offer meal delivery services including drinks in single serve containers. The current 
regulations as proposed by the Government would mandate that pub to offer a 
collection of any containers sold from the point of delivery (the persons home). This 
creates significant issues for pubs (and food takeaways) which will not be in a feasible 
position to offer a collection for what will likely be a very small numbers (possibly 1 
container), the cost of staff time, fuel and the environmental impact of the added 
journey would far outweigh the positives of collecting the container(s). Furthermore, 
many pubs operate delivery services via third-party websites such as Deliveroo, 
UberEats, JustEat etc – the regulations do not provide clarity on the is responsible for 
offering a takeback service at this stage. In most instances, the actual transport of the 
meal is undertaken by an employee of the ‘operator’ of the website and the point of 
delivery for the pub/retailer is the bar/counter.  
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The sale of alcohol for off-premise consumption (off-trade sales) from a pub/hospitality 
premise is very rare in Scotland, however a significant number of on-trade premises 
do have the ability for off-sales within their premises license. We don’t believe that the 
regulations intend for these premises to mandated return points by the simple virtue 
of being able to sell but not actually selling, containers for off premise consumption but 
confirmation of this vital so and every pub with the ability does not have to apply for 
an exemption. We would also urge that a de minimis level of off-sales be considered 
to support pubs without them automatically becoming return points.   
 
 
 
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 SBPA believes that a not-for-profit, industry-run model is largely in line with the 
best operating systems in other markets and supports this approach in the UK. The 
introduction of any scheme will however come with significant cost to business, 
especially producers but also retailers/pubs and the consumer. Furthermore, the true 
cost of the scheme is unknown due to the number of variables still to be decided, the 
unique nature of the Scottish scheme proposals and many of the initial assumptions 
still being validated.  
 
Cost increases for brewers:  

• As highlighted in Q1, producer fees will be a major additional cost, and a factor 
that could see beer sales in year 1 fall by 9% in Scotland and 13.8% for glass 
bottles. This will have a significant impact on brewer operations in Scotland.  

• The higher impact on beer products in comparison to other alcoholic products 
(wine & spirits) leads to the potential for product switching, away from beer and 
other low-strength to higher strength wine and spirits. This is exacerbated by 
the inclusion of multipacks; which beer is often is commonly sold in.  

• There will be significant operational costs, exacerbated for a scheme restricted 
to ‘Scotland-only’, these include added costs for labelling, separate bottling 
lines, new SKUs, IT equipment, staff training, accountancy and potential higher 
costs for key materials. There will also be higher costs for brewers wishing to 
export from Scotland.  

• The negative impact on the cashflow for wholesalers, retailers and pubs will 
likely result in a reduction in purchasing volumes which will also negatively 
impact producers. For brewers, this is magnified in comparison to other sectors 
(soft drinks) due to the prominence of glass.  

• The potential for producers to be included inside a DRS whilst also still being 
subject to the current PRN system, would see producers charged twice and be 
at a significant disadvantage in comparison to producers in the rest of the UK. 
It is vital that no double-charging in this respect is confirmed. 

• Ultimately, these increases in cost will be passed on to the consumer.  
 

Cost increases for pubs:  
• As highlighted in Q2, the negative impact on cashflow as a result of increased 

price of stock will negatively impact pubs which are already struggling 
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financially and face a number of further economic pressures on the horizon. 
This includes the initial outlay for the deposit on stock, increased prices due to 
general cost of the system and producer fees,  

• The cost of securely storing materials will also increase costs for premises on 
a varying degree, and, as currently proposed, not fully compensated for as 
other retailers would be.  

• A deposit scheme could cause a number of accounting problems for licensees. 
If deposits are included within turnover, for example, this is also likely to have 
an impact on business rates, as rateable value is based on turnover within the 
pub sector. 

• Significant costs will also be incurred if delivery sales are included, as detailed 
in Q2.  

• In the case of glass, breakages will be difficult to deal with. A deposit could not 
be claimed back by the pub even though it is feasible for the material to be 
recycled and currently is.  

• Currently licensees will have waste disposal contracts, it is unclear how these 
will be treated once mandated to return materials to a counting centre via a 
scheme administrator and could lead to increased costs.  
 

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? 

As highlighted in Q1 and as found in other systems, the inclusion of glass and resulting 
high producer fees in comparison to other materials, encourages the production, 
purchase, and use of plastic as a substitute. This increase in plastic containers will 
likely undermine one of the key aims and motivation for the introduction of the system.  

As highlighted in Q2, the prospect of pubs be mandated to offer collections for 
potentially as little as one container delivered as part of a hot food delivery, would at 
a substantial increase of emissions from additional journeys to collect the smallest 
amount of containers.  

We believe that comparisons with other European countries in their experiences of the 
environmental benefits of a DRS should make note of the different starting basis for 
the systems. Many of the most successful schemes in operation are a result of the 
voluntary efforts on behalf of producers to reuse containers more than once and has 
been operating for decades, in comparison the proposed scheme for Scotland will not 
reuse containers and instead reprocess material for resale. It should also be noted 
that Scotland has a high rate and culture of kerbside recycling which did not feature in 
the other European countries with a system. 

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

The deposit level should be high enough to meet recycling targets, whilst not unduly 
penalising consumers or distorting competition between products. The potential 
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inclusion of multipacks and glass would do precisely this. The higher the deposit level, 
the bigger impact on upsizing and product switching and the Government’s flagship 
policy of MUP (see Q6).  Evidence from other markets suggest that a 10 pence level 
would achieve similar level of returns while reducing costs and risks to the consumer, 
industry and potential for fraud.  Fixing the rate in legislation also takes away a key 
lever for the Scheme Administrator optimise the level to achieve the scheme objectives 
and collection targets at least cost to the consumer and businesses.  

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. 

Glass increases accessibility issues for all groups identified in the question due to the 
average weight of glass containers being 7-to-8 times heavier than other types of 
materials. Glass also creates handling and safety issues for those with disabilities 
which do not exist with other packaging.  

In the event of a Scotland-only system, all Scottish consumers but particularly low-
income consumers be impacted with price increases due to the additional costs 
resulting from the scheme introduction and associated producer fees. This will likely 
mean Scottish consumers (and retailers) facing higher prices for the same product 
than consumers in England and Wales.  

The increase in cost for products (via deposit and producer fees), particularly in the 
first year, has potential to change spending habits, product choice and incentivise 
product switching. This is illustrated through an average weekly shop for a family.  

A family of five purchasing 2 bottles of soft drink or bottled water, 2 multipacks 
(of 8) of soft drink for the children while attending school, and 1 multipack of 
beer (24) would increase by £11.36 (£8.40 deposit + £2.96 producer fee).  

In this example, whilst £8.40 is a returnable deposit, assuming a continual spending 
pattern, the consumer would always be at a loss of the initial amount until spending 
habits change. Furthermore, increased cost due to the producer fee (£2.96) would be 
a constant, weekly additional charge. There is also clear motivation for product 
switching. By opting for one bottle of vodka instead of one multipack of beer, the 
consumer could lower the cost of their weekly shopping basket by £6.90 (producer fee 
+ deposits).  

The increased cost of beer and other low-strength products which are typically sold in 
small-sized containers and multipacks, has the serious potential to undermine the 
Scottish Government’s flagship policy of MUP and negatively impact high-risk 
consumers. This is result of a flat deposit on any container without consideration to 
the i) product volume or ii) alcohol content, thereby altering the initial price paid by the 
consumer without regard to the policy of MUP. This would make higher strength 



DRS055 

8 
 

products (i.e. vodka) proportionally cheaper than lower-strength products (i.e. beer) at 
the initial point of purchase.  

Due to the composition of the vast-majority of alcohol products, low-strength alcoholic 
drinks would increase substantially more in price than their high-strength counterparts. 
For example;  

A 20 pack of 4% beer contains the same amount of pure alcohol as one bottle 
of 37.5% vodka – a deposit of 20 pence on these products would increase the 
initial cost of the beer (the low alcohol option) by £6 (£4 deposit, £2 Y1 producer 
fee), in comparison with only 30 pence (20p deposit, 10p Y1 producer fee) on 
a bottle vodka.  

This is highlighted in this comparison of how a 20 pence deposit will impact different 
alcohol products, creating new minimum prices per unit at point of sale. Please note, 
this model does not include the passed on producer fee for simplicity:  

Figure 2: Comparison of a 20 pence deposit on selected alcohol products at point of 
sale.   

Product ABV 
Strength  

Current 
Minimum 
Price 

Total 
Deposit  

New 
Minimum 
Price  

Price 
Increase 

New 
Minimum 
Price per 
Unit 

Beer: 
330ml 
glass 

4% £0.66 20p £0.86 30.3% 65p 

Cider: 2 
Litre PET 

5% £6.00 20p £6.20 3.3% 62p 

Wine: 
750ml 
glass 

14% £5.25 20p £5.45 3.81% 52p 

Vodka: 
700ml 
glass 

37.5% £13.13 20p £13.33 1.52% 51p 

Beer: 20 
x 330ml 
glass 

4% £13.20 £4.00 £17.20 30.30% 65p 

As the above table shows, the fact that the level of deposit does not relate to the 
quantity of alcohol, the consumer will face different minimum prices per unit dependent 
on the product they buy. A bottle of vodka, which can currently be sold for £13.13 at 
50 pence per unit of alcohol. With the introduction of a DRS at 20 pence, as proposed, 
this increases to only £13.33 meaning the consumer will hand over 51 pence for every 
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unit of alcohol they purchase – 1 pence more that the current level. In comparison, a 
multipack of beer, currently being sold for almost the same price (£13.20) will increase 
by £4, to £17.20 with the consumer paying 65 pence for every unit of alcohol, a full 15 
pence more than the current level.  

The new differential in price makes it highly likely for consumers to switch from lower-
strength, lower-volume products to higher-strength, higher-volume products. This will 
most likely be occur with low-income consumers and those with alcohol abuse 
dependency and abuse issues, fundamentally undermining the policy of MUP. We 
acknowledge that the deposit is returnable, however it is set at a level to motivate a 
change in behaviour as the potential for losing the deposit is judged to be motivational 
enough to return the container. However, when purchasing alcohol, the consumer can 
reduce the level of deposit by purchasing higher strength products – this is a clear 
motivational factor will impact on consumer choice. This runs in opposition to EU rules 
around any system acting as a driver for consumer choice.  A proportion of consumers 
will not return the containers and, for these, the deposit is in effect a price increase. 

It should also be noted, that while many countries around the world operate deposit 
return systems, no other country in the world operates a policy of both MUP and DRS. 
It is our belief that this has been severely overlooked by the Scottish Government, 
despite being raised by several different producers and trade associations. As 
identified by NHS Scotland in their report on MUP compliance, some Scots are 
already buying their alcohol in England due to the difference in price, the inclusion of 
a deposit on alcohol containers increases the motivation for these ‘booze cruises’ by 
prices rising even higher in Scotland.  

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

The loss of material from kerbside recycling may have a significant impact on local 
authorities which have already endured financial constraint in recent years. Any loss 
in revenue would be likely to be made up through increases in council tax or reduction 
in other services.  

Furthermore, kerbside collection is part of the culture for Scottish consumers and has 
seen household recycling increase by 31.6% between 2010 and 2016. It is hard to 
anticipate as to whether they will participate with both DRS and kerbside collections 
and how these two will run side by side. There may be unintended negative 
consequences of implementing a completely new recycling system into a society. 
Whilst Sweden is often used as an example of good practice, it is problematic to mirror 
Sweden and Scotland, as the regions are extremely different and Swedish consumers 
have been accustomed to a DRS for decades.  

We also believe suggestions that a DRS could be designed to allow local authorities, 
or operators of Material Recovery Facilities (MRFs), to redeem deposits on any 
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containers that are placed in kerbside recycling or collected as litter in addition to 
retaining the value of the material they collect. This could result in local authorities 
being in competition with the private sector for recycled materials, which would 
increase the likelihood of fraud.  

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

The current aim of having a system up and running during the current Parliamentary 
term as proposed is highly ambitious, as acknowledged by the Cabinet Secretary. 
While the current timeline could fulfil the 12-month notice period, we believe that 
industry will only have clear certainty on the design in early 2020. This falls short of 
international best practice and corporate experience, which recommends a minimum 
of 18-21 months.  

Industry requires clear certainty before starting operational and logistical changes 
needed to ensure the scheme is robust and businesses are able to meet requirements. 
Logistical changes, including the preparation of lines, change of distribution service, 
market estimates and substantive costs changes are only a few issues that producers 
and retailers must prepare for. This requires at least 12 months.  

It may be possible for the progression of some elements of the system before it is 
finalised (establishing the structure and remit of the scheme administrator, developing 
tenders and specifications for key aspects (RVMs, labels, etc), but any financial 
commitments will clearly be limited until the regulations are finalised. 

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. 

The SBPA supports the establishment of a scheme which is administered and led by 
industry. This is in-line with international best practice and with discussion with our 
members of  ensures that any system is workable, economically viable and run in an 
efficient manner to the benefits of consumers by those who are understand the 
complexities of designing and running a commercial operation of this magnitude.   

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? 
 
It is crucial than any system is implemented alongside reform to the current Package 
Recycling Note (PRN) system which is currently reserved to the UK Government and 
is complementary to this. Failure to do this would see the producer pay twice in the 
form a producer responsibility levy.  This would be entirely unsustainable for producers 
who would be forced to pass on the increased cost to the consumer, impacting heavily 
on the demand for products impacts. Clarity on this issue is urgently needed by 
industry.  
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There is also agreement across industry that the only truly workable system, which 
avoids negatively impacting consumers and businesses in Scotland is a system which 
is GB-wide. We understand the Scottish Government’s ambitions and desire not to 
wait for other administrations to “catch-up”, however we believe that the operation of 
a separate Scottish scheme, before the rest of the United Kingdom will bring major 
financial and operational challenges.  There are also questions of efficiency as around 
a quarter of all glass containers for example will still need to be collected from 
households and businesses for recycling outside of a DRS so dual systems will still be 
required. 

The increased potential for fraud means that there is a high likelihood that Scotland-
specific SKUs/labelling will be required, this will bring enormous increases in cost and 
complexity, disproportionate impacting SMEs and Scottish companies exporting to the 
rest of the UK and wider world. The increased producer fees in the first years of 
operation will mean a substantially increase in price for Scottish businesses and 
consumers, putting them at a significant disadvantage to those operating in England 
and Wales. There has also been questions raised by members around the legality of 
offering the exact same product at two separate price points in the same market.  

The potential for fraud is also further increased Scotland with a relatively high deposit 
level, as proposed and operation of MUP. Products on sale in the north of England 
without deposits or MUP will result in the price at the point of purchase for multipacks 
being 50% cheaper than in Scotland. If possible to defraud the system by returning 
those containers without a deposit (printing barcodes/labels etc), it would reduce the 
relative cost even further.  

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

No response provided. 

Note:  

The Scottish Beer & Pub Association is the leading trade body for brewers and pub 
companies operating in Scotland. Our members include local, Scottish craft producers 
and multinationals operating in markets across the globe.  Scotland’s brewing and pub 
sector makes a major contribution to national and local economies - sustaining over 
66,000 jobs, adding £1.66bn in GVA, and paying £780m in wages.  

 


