
DRS064 

1 
 

Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

Deposit Return Scheme 

Written submission from TOMRA Systems ASA 

1. Scope (materials) – the types of container proposed to be covered and excluded 
and any specific issues. 
 
System objectives: The aim of the system should be to maximise the quantity and 
quality of targeted materials and, subsequently, increase the collection and recycling 
rates through a broad range of beverage containers. Equally important to increasing 
the collection and recycling rates is terrestrial and marine litter reduction of the 
targeted materials. Therefore, it is recommended to set up the system as 
comprehensive as possible from the beginning.  
 
Materials included: We support the Scottish Government’s intention to, as a 
minimum, include beverage containers made from plastics (predominantly PET), 
metal (steel + aluminium) and glass. Including further materials such as HDPE and 
carton can reduce the risk of producers switching to non-deposit carrying containers, 
increase the collection and recycling rates for these materials and reduce their impact 
on terrestrial and marine litter.  
 
Benefits of broad material inclusion: The broader the targeted materials in the 
system: (a) the less confusing and more convenient/accessible for the consumer, (b) 
the more economically efficient, i.e. revenue generating incentives for collectors, 
processors and recyclers, resulting in better economies of scale for capital investment, 
(c) the higher the capture and overall recycling rate, (d) the lesser the risk of containers 
being littered, (e) the lesser the risk of discrimination between materials and contents, 
(f) the lesser the risk of producers switching to other “non-deposit” containers as an 
alternative. 
 
Modulated producer fees: It is important that each material fraction included in the 
system has its own financial “life”. This means that the producer fee needs to be 
individually modulated for each material fraction. One material fraction should not 
cross-subsidise another material fraction.  
 
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.  
 
Benefits of a return-to-retail model: A return-to-retail model, with no or very limited 
exemptions, as proposed by the Scottish Government, is convenient for consumers, 
as it is possible to return the containers at any point of sale throughout Scotland, 
thereby minimising additional logistics and maximising accessibility. High levels of 
accessibility and convenience guarantee a high participation rate, and subsequently a 
high return rate. The more retailers that accept empties, the easier it is for consumers 
to participate in the scheme, especially for consumers with disabilities or without 
access to mobility. For the latter it is therefore even more important that online retail 
outlets are included in the take-back obligation, which we support. 
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Maximising public access: In order to maximise public access to return locations, 
and as proposed by the Scottish Government, every retailer that sells beverage 
containers should also be obliged to take these back, including online retail outlets (in 
the framework of what is possible / reasonable amount in relation to the retailers size). 
We further support the approach applied in Norway, where if only one material fraction 
is sold, e.g. cans, retailers are still required to take back PET bottles and vice versa. 
This way the system in Norway guarantees access to approximately 15.000 return 
points at retail. (Note: in Norway 3.200 retailers (incl. 3700 RVMS) collect 93% of the 
total volume whereas the other 7% are collected through 11.800 outlets without 
RVMs). 
 
Exemptions: However, in some DRSs it is not always practical to act as a return point, 
particularly for smaller retailers. It is therefore supported to potentially consider giving 
especially smaller retailers the option to opt-in or opt-out of the take-back obligation, 
as proposed in the regulation. However, this needs to be carefully assessed on a case-
by-case basis, as system accessibility should not be negatively affected.   
 
Handling Fee: In a return-to-retail model return locations (automated/manual) are 
granted a handling fee compensating for the direct costs associated to the collection 
of empty beverage containers.   
 
According to the draft regulation, the retail handling fee will cover "staff time 
dedicated solely to the collection and storage of scheme packaging", under 11(4). 
It is important to stress that traditionally the handling fee does not only cover the 
staff time dedicated to the collection and storage of scheme packaging, but 
additionally takes into account the purchase and operating costs of RVMs, space 
requirements, electricity and online connection, utilities, bags used for manual 
return and tags used for manual return transport/logistics (if collected containers 
are backhauled by the retailer). It is therefore recommended that the wording in the 
final regulation reflects all the “direct costs associated to the collection at the 
respective return point (automated or manual)”.   
 
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? 
 
The proposed scheme set-up is well suited to contribute to maximising the quantity 
and quality of targeted materials, subsequently increasing the collection and recycling 
rates through a broad range of beverage containers, as well as reducing terrestrial 
and marine litter. Reason being that the proposed system takes into account essential 
key elements of a well-designed DRS: (a) a centrally-operated, not-for-profit scheme 
administrator, (b) a sufficiently high deposit value (20p), (c) a return-to-retail model 
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with a high level of consumer accessibility due to no, or limited exemptions for take-
back locations, and (c) prescribed, annually increasing, high collection targets. 
   
Recycling/Collection rates: The world’s eight best-performing DRSs (all return-to-
retail), achieve an average recycling rate of 93%. Germany, which introduced a return- 
to-retail DRS in 2003, sees 97% of plastic bottles recycled and 99% of cans. Norway 
recycles 97% of cans and 95% of PET containers. Regions without retail involvement 
average 77% recycling, with some markets as low as 48%. The latest example that 
can be given is Lithuania. The Lithuanian DRS started operating in 2016. In 2015 the 
combined collection rate for the targeted beverage container materials 
(plastic/metal/glass) was 32%. One year after the system was in place the collection 
rate increased to 74% following a further increase to 92% at the end of 2017. 
  
Litter: Equally important to increasing the collection and recycling rate is terrestrial 
and marine litter reduction of the targeted materials.  

• Eunomia Research and Consulting estimate that 140,000 fewer glass and PET 
bottles and metal cans will be littered in Scotland daily with deposits. 

• Zero Waste Scotland estimate that “31,000 plastic bottles could be set to vanish 
from the country’s streets, beaches and green spaces each day thanks to 
Scotland’s Deposit Return Scheme.”    

• “Traditionally, mitigation of litter was a primary reason for the implementation of 
deposit return programs. The litter problem has not changed. Container 
Recycling Institute reports that deposit-return reduces littering of used 
beverage containers by 70%-80% (by volume), and total littering by 30%-
40%”1.  

• Today retail and industry in Germany have concluded that “the deposit system 
has led to a significantly higher recovery rate of metal [~96%] and PET [~98%] 
beverage containers. This improves the life cycle assessments of disposable 
beverage containers and prevents the destruction of the landscape. This 
“Littering“almost completely disappeared”2. 

• South Australia, which has a deposit system since 1977, has the lowest 
percentage of beverage containers in litter compared to any other State in 
Australia3.  

• The State of Michigan has the lowest percentage of beverage containers as 
part of total beach litter compared to its neighboring states without a deposit 
system4.  

• New South Wales (start date 01.12.017): 8 months after the introduction of the 
DRS beverage container related litter dropped by 32%. 
(https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2018/epamedia180807-
nsw-cuts-litter-by-a-third) 
 
 

                                            
1 (Source1: Container Recycling Institute (CRI); Source2: Perchards (2005) Deposit Return Systems for Packaging Applying International 
Experience to the UK, Peer Review, Report to Defra, March, 2005: states that deposit return systems achieve a reduction of the order of 33%-
38% in total litter) 
2 BGVZ: Bund Getränkeverpackungen der Zukunft (Association of Beverage Packaging of the Future) 
(Association of beverage manufacturers, retailers and the packaging industry. Members include: 
Aldi, Lidl, Lekkerland, MEG, PepsiCo, Red Bull, Rexam, Ball) DE - BGVZ (2013) / www.bgvz.org  
3 EPA: http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/environmental_info/container_deposit#litter 
4 USA - Michigan_Deposit_System (Information film on the system) + MichiganLitterCleanupCosts FINAL (CRI) 

https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2018/epamedia180807-nsw-cuts-litter-by-a-third
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/news/media-releases/2018/epamedia180807-nsw-cuts-litter-by-a-third
http://www.bgvz.org/
http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/environmental_info/container_deposit#litter
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Emissions: Zero Waste Scotland estimate that a “deposit return will save the 
equivalent amount of carbon as taking 85,500 cars off the road.” 
 
Logistics: Global observation of existing deposit systems shows that the most 
efficient and commonly used pick-up mechanism for used one-way beverage 
containers is to engage in a backhauling/reverse logistics process. Thorough this 
approach the system is able to (a) make best use of already existing infrastructures, 
(b) reduce overall logistics costs, (c) reduce the risk of addition congestions, by 
putting more trucks onto the streets, (d) reduce the overall environmental footprint 
and, (e) provide additional revenue streams for stakeholders involved. 
 
Change to other material fractions: Including further materials, next to the three 
main proposed fractions (plastic (PET), metal (steel and aluminium), glass), such as 
HDPE and carton will reduce the risk of producers switching to non-deposit carrying 
containers, as well as increase their collection and recycling rates. Yet experience 
shows that a switch to alternative “non-deposit” material fractions is very unlikely to 
occur.   
 
5. Level of deposit – implications and appropriateness of a charge being a uniform 
20p. 
 
The deposit level needs to have the right balance between being high enough to 
incentivise the consumer and low enough to discourage fraud. 
• Based on experiences from other DRSs, we recommend and support a deposit 

value of 20p, showing that this amount is sufficient to quickly reach collection 
and recycling rates above 90%, as proposed by the Scottish Government 
(collection target for Year 3 of system operation). 

• The regulation should allow for the deposit value to automatically increase, in 
case the desired collection targets are not met. 

• The deposit value should be related to the cost of living.  
• In order to not having to change the deposit value every couple of years, it should 

be set at a rate that still motivates the return 5-10 years from the introduction 
onwards. 
 

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. 
 
See answer under question 2 
 
7. Local authorities – implications of the proposed scheme for local authorities, 
including impacts on kerbside collections.  
 
The impact on municipalities in Scotland has been analysed in the 2015 study “A 
Scottish Deposit Refund System” by Eunomia Research and Consulting coming to the 
following conclusion:  
Net annual savings (from reduced collection and disposal costs) of:  
• £5M for local authority kerbside services (£931 per 1,000 pop.)  
• £7M for reduced litter (£1,303 per 1,000 pop.)  
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Zero Waste Scotland further predict that local authorities will experience net savings 
of £237m over the next 25 years with the introduction of a deposit return system.   
 
8. Timing - implications of the proposed timeframe (a minimum 12-month 
implementation period from the passing of legislation).  
 
Experiences show a one-year transition period from the legal announcement to the 
entry into force, as required by the European Commission, is sufficient to set-up the 
system, including the necessary collection, logistics, administrative and processing 
infrastructures and, undergo all the relevant necessary changes and adaptations for 
all stakeholders involved.  
 
Main concerns lay with the start date for the annual collection targets as elaborated 
on in Schedule 3: The first-year target should start at system launch and should be 
readily achieved on that basis. 
 
As currently drafted the system would operate with no targets at all for the first nine 
months, entailing the danger of keeping the collection and recycling rates artificially 
low, in order to gain maximum economic benefits.  
 
When it comes to Reverse Vending Systems we are able to provide these for the entire 
Scottish market within a timeframe of 6 months (delivery + installation).  
 
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. 
 
Best results and prime transparency are accomplished if the DRS is managed by a 
centrally administered not-for-profit organization, mutually owned by the obligated 
stakeholders from beverage industry/importers and retail. The stakeholders must bear 
the costs of the system as part of their extended producer responsibility (EPR) 
obligation and therefore it should be natural that they also own the management 
organization.  
 
We support an industry (producers/retail) led, privately owned and operated not-for-
profit DRS administration. This systems set-up has proven to be most efficient when 
it comes to transparency, as well as maximising collection and recycling rates at the 
lowest possible cost for all stakeholders involved.  
 
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? 
 
The scheme will achieve its intended purpose (maximising collection and recycling 
rates / reducing terrestrial and marine litter) for the targeted materials in isolation. 
Global experience shows that a DRS and kerbside system very well complement each 
other. However, by participating in the Scottish deposit return scheme producers 
should be exempt from existing Packaging Recovery Note (PRN) costs for all targeted 
materials sold in Scotland. 
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11. Any further issues or views not falling under the above areas.  
 
No response provided. 


